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From: LEVENTHAL.EMILY

To: Baker; Caldwell; Caragiulo; Kelley; Rodrigues, Ray; Whitmore

Cc: TWOGOOD.PHILIP; COLLINS-GOMEZ.KARA; JONES.ERYN; HOLLIGAN.LAKEISHA; Vida Gordon; Morris, Timothy;
Kulavic, Krissy

Subject: OPPAGA Task#1: Local Government Financial Data

Date: Friday, January 15, 2021 11:12:02 AM

Good morning, task force members.

The Task Force requested information on The Taxpayers Accountability & Transparency Project
website, which had provided local government rankings and report cards for Florida counties and
cities. While the Project website is no longer available, the city and county financial information that
had been the base for the Project data is still being collected and stored by the Florida Legislature’s
Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). This material may be found on EDR’s website
under Local Government Financial Reporting.

If you have any concerns or questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly and please do
NOT “reply to all.”

Regards,

Emily Leventhal

Emily Leventhal, Ph.D.

Staff Director, Government Operations Policy Area

The Florida Legislature's Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (OPPAGA)
(850)717-0525


http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/local-govt-reporting/index.cfm
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Date: January 6, 2021

FLORIDA To: Chair Whitmore, Vice Chair Caldwell, and Members of the Local

Government Efficiency Task Force
COUNTIES
All About Florida

From: The Florida Association of Counties

RE: Local Government Efficiency

MELISSA MCKINLAY
Thank you for the opportunity to provide information relating to local

government efficiency. For over 80 years, the Florida Association of Counties
RALPH C. THOMAS, JR. (FAC) has represented the diverse interests of Florida’s counties, emphasizing

the importance of protecting home rule — the concept that communities and

their local leaders should make the decisions that impact their community.
LEe CONSTANTINE
The task force has asked us to present five issues that affect local government
efficiency the most. We believe that local governments have found
innovative ways to address efficiency issues within their individual
communities and local governments are continuously being strategic while
working within the parameters of their local governance structure, as well as
state mandates, to deliver critical and essential services to their citizens.
Below are the five examples of issues that impact local government efficiency.

BiLL TRUEX

Nick MADDOX

VIRGINIA “GINGER” . . .
DELEGAL e Unfunded mandates that require counties to take on additional

administrative and policy responsibilities, which change the structure
in how counties operate and do business.

e Preemptions continue to be an area that plagues the efficiency of local
government. The state legislature has passed a complete preemption
on the regulation of firearms and ammunition, additional restrictions
on smoking, use of plastic bags/styrofoam by retail establishments,
tree trimming, beach access, autonomous vehicles, small cell bill and
scooters. We have included a list of all preemptions local
governments have faced from 2013 to 2020.

e Local government plays a vital role in economic development and the
business community. Businesses should not be forced to navigate the
state legislative process for minor matters that are easily addressed at
the local level. This is particularly problematic for small businesses,
which may lack the resources to pursue matters legislatively. Local
governments are the most accessible venue to resolve business
concerns because most familiar with their communities.

e Working with other local government entities forming interlocal
agreements for shared services that offer efficiencies and potential

WWW.FL-COUNTIES.COM




o\

cost savings. The shared services model will become ever more
important as local governments navigate the effects of the

FLORIDA Coronavirus pandemic.

e Reporting required by the state that do not lead to actionable items or
COUNTIES changes yet requires staff time and resources to develop and submit.
All About Florida

We have also included an electronic copy of the Florida County Government
Guide. This Guide serves as a handbook that will explain the basic elements
of county governance, administration, policy making, and budgeting. This
Guide includes chapters on all aspects of Florida county government,
including Florida’s history on home rule, county government structure,
leadership and management, budgeting methods and strategies, economic
development and growth management, human resources, purchasing and
contracting, health and safety, and infrastructure.

MELISSA McKINLAY

RALPH C. THOMAS, JR.

LEe CONSTANTINE
Additionally, we wanted to provide a list of preemption bills filed that we
tracked during the 2020 legislative session. This is not an exhaustive list, but
BiLL TRUEX those that rose to a heightened level for our members. These preemptions
and threat of preemptions often have unintended consequences on local
governments and the services they provide to their citizens; therefore, tying
Nick MADDOX the hands of local governments and frequently resulting in litigation.

Preemptions filed that failed:
e Vacation Rentals (HB 1011/SB 1128)

e Local Occupational Licensing (HB 3/SB 1336)

e Local Communications Services Tax Limitations (SB 1174/HB 701)
e Local Pet Store Regulations (HB 1237/SB 1698)

e Conditions of Employment (HB 305/ SB 1126)

e Home Based Businesses (HB 537/ SB 778)

e Local Government Accountability (HB 611/ SB 766)

e Supermajority Vote to Raise Taxes (HB 477)

VIRGINIA “GINGER”
DELEGAL

Preemptions filed that passed:
e Sunscreen Preemption (HB 113/SB 172)

e Deregulation of Professions (HB 1193/ SB 474)
e Environmental Rights Preemption Passes in Water Package (SB 712)

Due to the Coronavirus pandemic, it is anticipated that a huge impact to local
government efficiency will occur. Local governments have always been
innovative in providing services to its citizens before, during and after natural
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disasters and we are confident that this will continue. However, the
challenges of the pandemic should be taken into consideration and how
services are executed moving forward, trusting that local governments will do
what is best for their communities.

Again, thank you for allowing us to provide information on local government
efficiency and we look forward to working with you throughout this process.
Enclosure:

Florida County Government Guide
Preemption Tracker 2013-2020

WWW.FL-COUNTIES.COM



From: Rebecca O"Hara

To: LEVENTHAL.EMILY

Cc: Casey Cook; Amber Hughes; Kraig Conn

Subject: Efficiency Issues for Municipalities

Date: Wednesday, January 06, 2021 5:05:43 PM

Attachments: Efficiency Task Force Required Web Postings 2019 FLGISA.docx

Good Afternoon, Emily —

Following the request from the Local Government Efficiency Task Force for the League to identify
the “Top Five Efficiency Issues” for municipalities, the League requested input from various city
officials, including the associations for city clerks, city managers, finance officers, and city attorneys.
Based on these responses, the League has identified the following four areas for consideration.
Given the timeframe for response and the small size of the survey sample, please note these four
issues may not be the experience or opinion shared by all municipalities statewide. Please also note
the League’s membership has not had an opportunity to meet, discuss or take any official position
on any of these items. Lastly, these items are not assigned any preference by their rank on the list. |
would be happy to elaborate on any of these items at the next Task Force meeting.

1.

Newspaper Publication requirements for legal notices in Chapter 50, F.S. — whether this
requirement is the most effective means of public notice and the most efficient use of public
money given modern technology and how the public obtains information

Physical quorum “requirement” for public meetings in extraordinary or emergency
circumstances — Section 166.041(4) as interpreted by the Attorney General in various
Opinions. Lack of clarity over local government authority to waive this requirement during the
pandemic caused uncertainty, administrative burdens and duplication because local
governments had to wait for the Governor’s to issue an Executive Order to clarify such
authority and each extension of the Order was made on the last day. In some cases this
required meeting notices that had already been published to be re-noticed.

Ordinance adoption — city ordinances must be “read aloud” on two separate days. Counties
do not have this requirement. Compare 166.041(3)(a) with section 125.66(2)(a). This is a
built-in inefficiency for municipal ordinance adoption.

4. Various Statutory Reporting Requirements — specific examples follow.

o Retirement/Pension reporting requirements — Sections 112.664 and 112.665(1)(e).
This information is already provided in the reporting required under section 112.63 and
requires public expenditures for additional actuarial services. Unclear whether any
benefit is gained from these requirements.

o Section 760.80 F.S. - requirement for filing reports with the state on appointments of
disabled and minority persons — Unclear whether any benefit is gained or whether the
information is even used.

o Financial Reporting — cities must file an annual Audited Financial Report with the state
as well as a new annual report to the Office of Economic and Demographic Research,
which is essentially the same data. The EDR data is duplicative and less reliable because
it is due prior to full close out and reconciliation of annual financial info. The new EDR
report is an administrative burden, duplicative and generates potentially conflicting
info. The requirement has been effective for only two reporting cycles and any benefit



[bookmark: _GoBack]State Requirements

 

Elections

General, primary, Special, Bond, and Referendum Elections - Election preparation report; general election (100.032)

1. Supervisor of Election post report >=3 months before general election

 

General, primary, Special, Bond, and Referendum Elections - Initiatives; procedure for placement on ballot (100.371 (5) (e) 5 )

1. Summary from each initiative

1. URL for the information statements on the Secretary of State and Office of Economic and Demographic Research websites as required by 101.20

 

Voting Methods and procedure - Polling Place (101.5612 (2))

1. Time and place of tabulation equipment testing

 

Voting Methods and procedure - Polling Place (101.71 (2))

1. Change in polling location >=7 and <= 30 days prior to election

 

Conducting Elections and Ascertaining the Results - County Canvassing board; Duties (102.141 (2) )

1. Time and place of County Canvassing Board meeting >=48 beforehand

 

 

Defined Benefit Retirement Plans

Public officers and Employees: general Provisions - Reporting Standards for Defined benefit retirement plans or systems (112.664 (2) )

1. Funded ratio of the plan in most recent actuarial valuation

1. Most recent financial statement and actuarial valuation (including link to Division of Retirement Actuarial Summary Fact Sheet for the plan

1. Side-by-side comparison of the plan's assumed rate of return compared to actual rate of return, % of cash, equity, bond and alternative investments in plan portfolio for previous 5 years

1. Any charts and graphs of data above

 

 

County Government

County Government - County Economic Development Powers (125.045 (4) )

1. Report  from Contracted entity doing economic development activities on behalf of the County detailing how County funds are spent

 

County Government - Enforcement and amendment of the Florida Building Code and the Florida Fire Prevention Code; Inspection fees; inspectors; etc. (125.56 (4)(b) )

1. Each type of building permit application

0. must be able to submit electronically

0. e-mail PDF

0. Electronic Fill-in form

 

County Annual Budget - Preparation and adoption of Budget (129.03 (3)(c))

1. Tentative budget posted >= 2 days before public hearing

1. Final budget posted <= 30 days after adoption

 

County Annual Budget - Execution and amendment of budget (129.06 (2)(f)2)

1. Posted <=5 days after adoption of amendment

 

 

City Government

Formation of Local Governments - Municipal Conversion of independent special districts upon elector-initiated and approved referendum (165.0615 (6)(b))

1. Elector-initiated municipal incorporation plan

1. Descriptive summary of plan

1. Reference to public places to view the plan

1. Posted on county website if independent district does not have one

 

Municipalities - Powers (166.021 (8)(d) )

1. Report  from Contracted entity doing economic development activities on behalf of the City detailing how City funds are spent

 

Municipalities - Fiscal years, budgets, and budget amendments (166.241)

1. Tentative budget must be posted >=2 days before budget hearing (166.241 (3))

1. Final budgeted posted <= 30 days after adoption. (166.241 (3))

1. Amended budget posted <= 5 days after adoption (166.241 (5))

1. If agency has no website, county must post within reasonable amount of time

 

 

Pensions

Firefighter Pensions - Board of trustees; members; term of office; meetings; legal entity; costs (175.061 (8)(a)1)

1. Detailed accounting report (if the board has a website)

 

Municipal Police Pensions - Board of trustees; members; term of office; meetings; legal entity; costs (185.05 (8)(a)1)

1. Detailed accounting report (if the board has a website)

 

Special Districts

Uniform Special District Accountability Act - Reports; Budgets; Audits (189.016)

1. Tentative budget posted >= 2 days before hearing and remain for >= 45 days (except WMDs)  (189.016 (4))

1. Final adopted budget must be posted <= 30 days after adoption and remain for >= 2 years (except WMDs)  (189.016 (4))

1. Amended budget must be posted <= 5 days after adoption and remain for >= 2 years  (189.016 (7))

 

Uniform Special District Accountability Act - Special Districts; required reporting of information; web-based public access (189.069)

1. After first full year of creation, must maintain an official website

0. Independent special districts maintain a separate website (189.069 (1)(a))

0. Dependent special districts shall be prominently displayed on agency home page (189.069 (1)(b))

0. Special district website must contain: (189.069 (2)(a))

2. Full legal name of special district

2. Public Purpose

2. The name, official address, official e-mail address, and, if applicable, term and appointing authority for each member of the governing body of the special district.

2. The fiscal year of the special district.

2. The full text of the special district’s charter, the date of establishment, the establishing entity, and the statute or statutes under which the special district operates, if different from the statute or statutes under which the special district was established. Community development districts may reference chapter 190 as the uniform charter but must include information relating to any grant of special powers.

2. The mailing address, e-mail address, telephone number, and website uniform resource locator of the special district.

2. A description of the boundaries or service area of, and the services provided by, the special district.

2. A listing of all taxes, fees, assessments, or charges imposed and collected by the special district, including the rates or amounts for the fiscal year and the statutory authority for the levy of the tax, fee, assessment, or charge. For purposes of this subparagraph, charges do not include patient charges by a hospital or other health care provider.

2. The primary contact information for the special district for purposes of communication from the department.

2. A code of ethics adopted by the special district, if applicable, and a hyperlink to generally applicable ethics provisions.

2. The budget of the special district and any amendments thereto in accordance with s. 189.016.

2. The final, complete audit report for the most recent completed fiscal year and audit reports required by law or authorized by the governing body of the special district.

2. A listing of its regularly scheduled public meetings as required by s. 189.015(1).

2. The public facilities report, if applicable.

2. The link to the Department of Financial Services’ website as set forth in s. 218.32(1)(g) to view financial reports,

2. At least 7 days before each meeting or workshop, the agenda of the event, along with any meeting materials available in an electronic format, excluding confidential and exempt information. The information must remain on the website for at least 1 year after the event.

 

Uniform Special District Accountability Act - Voluntary merger of independent special district (189.074)

1. Proposed joint merger plan, Descriptive summary, Reference to public places to view the plan <= 5 days after bodies approve resolution endorsing the proposed merger (189.074 (2) (a) 13 (c) 2)

1. Merger plan, Descriptive summary, Reference to public places to view the plan <= 5 days after bodies approve  merger (189.074 (4) (c) 12 (e) 2)

 

 

Property Assessments

Assessments - Certificates of Value Adjustment board and property appraiser; extensions on the assessment rolls (193.122 (2))

1. Post <= 1 week after certifying tax rolls

 

Administrative and Judicial Review of property taxes - Assessment notice; objections to assessments (194.011 (5)(a)2(b) )

1. Uniform policies and procedures manual on Clerks of Circuit Courts website

 

Property Assessment Administration and Finance - Property Appraiser and tax collectors to submit budgets to Department of Revenue (195.087 (6))

1. Property appraiser post final budget on official website <= 30 days after adoption

1. Tax collector post final budget on official website <= 30 days after adoption

1. County must have links to tax Collector and Property Appraiser websites

1. If Constitutional officer does not have a website, the County must post

 

 

Financial Reports

Financial Matters pertaining to Political Subdivisions - Annual financial reports; local government entities (218.32 (1)(g))

1. Post a link to Department of Financial Services' website to view submitted annual financial reports 

1. County must post link if City does not have a website

 

Financial Matters pertaining to Political Subdivisions - County fee officers; financial matters (218.35 (4))

1. Clerk of the circuit court budget posted on county website <= 30 days after adoption

 

 

Red Light Cameras

State Uniform traffic Control - Mark Wandall Traffic Safety program; administration; report (316.0083 (1)(b)1.c. )

1. Information on a person's right to request a hearing, related court costs, form to request a hearing

 

 

Building Permits

Building Construction Standards - permits; applications; issuance; inspections (553.79 (1)(b))

1. Each type of building permit application

0. must be able to submit electronically

0. e-mail PDF

0. Electronic Fill-in form

 

Liens, generally - Notice of Commencement and applicability of lien (713.135 (6)(c) )

1. If accept building permits electronically, access to building permit applications in searchable format

 

 

Website Public Records Notice

Public Record Status of e-mail addresses; agency website notice (668.6076)

1. If your agency operates a web site & uses e-mail, the agency  must place conspicuously on the website:

0. Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.

 

 

 

Animal Control

Public Nuisances - Lost or Stray dogs and cats (823.151)

1. Public notice of lost or stray dogs and cats <= 48 hours of admission (823.151 (2)(a)3)

1. Shelter location, hours, fees, and return to owner process (823.151 (2)(a)5)

 

Water Utility

Florida DEP Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) (62-550.824)

1. Community water system serving 100,000+ must post current CCR on Internet

1. Agency may have written agreement to require posting on website in lieu of mailing CCR to all customers.

 

==============================================================================

Federal Requirements

 

Water Utility

EPA Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) (Annual Drinking Water Quality Report) (40 CFR 141.155 )

1. Community water system serving 100,000+ must post current CCR on Internet

 

 

Electronic Documents

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 Section 504 (29 USC 794)

1. Applicable to recipients of federal funds

 

Americans with Disabilities Act (28 CFR 35 & 36)

1. Title II for State and Local Governments (28 CFR 35)

1. Title III for Public accommodations (28 CFR 36)




from this additional report is not yet apparent.

Lastly, | recall there was some discussion at the Task Force meeting about website posting
requirements. | wanted to share the attached compilation with you and the Task Force, which
identifies the various website posting requirements under state law. It was prepared in 2019 by a
member of the Florida Local Government Information Systems Association and may not reflect any
changes in the law since that time.

Please let me know if you have any questions about this information.
Regards,

Rebecca

Rebecca O’Hara
Deputy General Counsel
Florida League of Cities, Inc.

































Florida Local Administrative Divisions

The Local Government Efficiency Task Force asked OPPAGA to prepare an overview of local
government entities broken out by the four key types - counties, municipalities, school districts, and
special districts. Below, we present key features of each, including their structure, authority, and form
of government, as well as examples where they may be illustrative.

|. COUNTIES

The 1885 Florida Constitution first formally recognized counties. The 1968 Florida Constitution
further established that counties could be, “created, abolished or changed by law, with provision for
payment or apportionment of the public debt” and gave counties the option of adopting a charter to
establish their government and additional power under home rule.! Florida currently has 67 counties.

Key Features?
Authority: Charter vs. Non-Charter

In 1968, Florida citizens voted to allow local governments the power to adopt charters to govern their
counties. Charters are formal written documents that confer powers, duties, or privileges on the county
and must be approved, along with any amendments, by county voters. A key difference between
charter and non-charter counties is extent of home rule and freedom from state control.

The Florida Constitution provides an overview of county authority.

e Charter Counties, “shall have all powers of local self-government not inconsistent with general
law...”3 Additionally, charter counties must have a government structure specified in their
charter and approved by county residents. In general, charter counties have wide discretion as
long as it does not conflict with state law. Twenty counties are charter counties.

e Non-Charter Counties, “shall have the power of self-government as is provided by general or
special law.” Non-charter counties must use a government structure specified by state law.
More specifically, for non-charter counties, the government structure can only be changed by
the Legislature or by amending the Florida Constitution. Forty-seven counties are non-charter.

Form of Government

Charter Counties may use the Commission-Administrator/Manager or the Commission-Executive
form of government.

Non-Charter Counties may use the County Commission or Commission-Administrator form of
government.

Counties vary in the form of government used.

e County Commission-9 counties

1 Article VIII, section 1(a) 1968 Florida Constitution , Article VIII, section 1(c) 1968 Florida Constitution.

2 All data presented is from the 2018 Florida County Government Guide, published by The Florida Association of Counties.
3 Article VIII, section 1(g) 1986 Florida Constitution.

4 Article VIII, section 1(f) 1986 Florida Constitution.



e Commission-Administrator/Manager® - 55 counties
e Commission-Executive - 3 counties

Districting Plan

A districting plan is the process counties use to establish districts for the purposes of voting. Counties
have three options for establishing districts.

e Single Member Districts - 23 counties
e At-Large District Residency System -38 counties
e Mixed System - 6 counties

Il. MUNICIPALITIES

Municipalities are formed when a community creates a charter that allows it to establish its own
government, and the Legislature passes a special act permitting the community to incorporate a legal
community. According to the League of Cities, Florida currently has approximately 411 municipalities.

Key Features
Form of Government

Florida law does not prescribe or prohibit forms of municipal government; the Florida Constitution
requires only that, “each municipal legislative body shall be elective.”® Municipalities in the state utilize
numerous forms of government.

e Council-Manager - voters elect the council, including the mayor, which then appoints the city
manager; manager serves as the chief administrative officer of the city. This is the most
common form of municipal government in Florida, used by approximately 270 cities”

e Council-Weak Mayor Form- widely used in small towns

e Council-Strong Mayor Form - distinct division of powers between council and mayor; mayor
serves as chief executive

e Commission Form - combines executive and legislative powers in a governing board

l1l. SCHOOL DISTRICTS

State law provides one school district for each of Florida’s 67 counties.?
e Superintendents and locally elected school boards govern school districts.
e The Florida Constitution grants authority to the school board in each district to, “operate,
control and supervise all free public schools within the school district and determine the rate
of school district taxes...”?

5 Under Florida’s County Administration Law, “Administrator” is technically the proper term for the person in a non-charter county who oversees
operations and implements policy. Under the Optional County Charter Law, “Manager” is the proper term for this person in a charter county.
However, in Florida, the terms are used interchangeably. Thus, “as a practical matter in Florida a commission-administrator form of government
is equivalent to a commission-manager form of government” (Florida County Government Guide: 15)

6 Article VIII, Section 2(b) Florida Constitution

7 The number of municipalities using the Council-Manager form of government is the number reported in the 2013 Florida Municipal Officers’
Manual. As of January 2021, the 2013 manual is the most recent version of the manual ; a new version is expected to be available later in 2021 .
8 Article IX, Section 4(a) Florida Constitution

9 Article IX, Section 4(b) Florida Constitution



Key Features10

School Boards

e By state law, school boards must include at least five members that serve staggered 4-year
terms.11 School board composition varies across districts.
o Five members - 58 school boards
o Seven members - 6 school boards
o Eight members - 1 school board
o Nine members - 2 school boards

e School board member elections can take several forms.
o District-wide vote via at-large election - 42 districts
o Residence area (single member districts) - 21 districts
o Mixed vote in which some members are elected via single member districts and some
members are elected via at-large, district-wide vote - 4 districts

Superintendents

e Each school district has one superintendent. Superintendents may be elected in a general
election or appointed and approved by electors.12
o Elected by community - 41 superintendents
o Appointed by school board - 26 superintendents

IV. SPECIAL DISTRICTS

Special districts are a unit of government authorized by the state for a special purpose, often aimed at
providing public services, and operated within a limited geographic boundary. Special district areas
may cover more than one county. Florida currently has 1,769 active special districts.

Key Features

Method of Creation

General law

Special act passed by the Legislature

Local ordinance passed by a county or municipality
Rule of the Governor and Cabinet

Authority

e Dependent or Independent

o A special district is dependent if a single county or single municipality has authority to
designate all its own governing body members to serve as the governing body of the
district; appoint all members to the special district’s governing body; remove any
governing body member at will; or to approve or veto the special districts budget.

o A special district is Independent if it does not have any of the characteristics of
dependent districts.

10 All data presented is from August 2019.
11 Article IX, Section 4(a) Florida Constitution
12 Article IX, Section 5 Florida State Constitution



e Bond Authority: not all districts are established with this authority.



Examples?3

Created by General Law

e Independent, does not have bond authority, created by general law
o Business Improvement District (e.g. Lincoln Road)

e Dependent, has bond authority, created by general law
o Wakulla County Industrial Development Authority

¢ Independent, has bond authority, created by general law
o Florida Resiliency and Energy District
o Highway 79 Corridor Authority

Created by Special Act

¢ Independent, has bond authority, created by special act
o Fire Control and Rescue Districts (e.g. North Collier, Pace)
o Stewardship Districts (e.g. Sunbridge, East Nassau)
o Municipal Services Improvement District (e.g. Lehigh Acres)
o Water Management Districts (e.g. St. Johns River)

e Dependent, does not have bond authority, created by special act
o East Mulloch Water Control District

e Dependent, has bond authority, created by special act
o Loxahatchee Groves Water Control District

Created by Local Ordinance

¢ Independent, has bond authority, created by local ordinance
o Community Development Districts (e.g. VillaMar)

e Dependent, has bond authority, created by local ordinance
o Parks and Recreation Districts (e.g. City of Sarasota)

MORE INFORMATION

e Counties: Florida County Government Guide, Chapter 2: Florida County Government Structure

e Municipalities: The Florida Municipal Officials” Manual

e School Districts: 2018-2019 Florida School Board Fast Facts

e Special Districts: Official list of all special districts and list of multi-county special districts .

13 Special District examples presented are as of December 2020.
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https://floridajobs.org/community-planning-and-development/special-districts/special-district-accountability-program/official-list-of-special-districts
http://specialdistrictreports.floridajobs.org/webreports/multicollist.aspx
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Home Rule Concepts and Applications in Florida
SELECTED ARTICLES

The Effectiveness of Home Rule: A Preemption and Conflict Analysis

Wolf, James R. and Sarah Harley Boliner (2009). The Effectiveness of Home Rule: A Preemption and
Conflict Analysis. Florida Bar Journal, 83(6), 92.

The authors explain that the Municipal Home Rules Act (MHRPA) of 1973 guarantees power to local
governments except as otherwise provided by law, which Florida courts have interpreted to mean that
local government action should only be prohibited if the action is 1) preempted by state law or 2) in
conflict with state law. In examining this provision, the authors discuss key tenets of preemption and
conflict and review cases of preemption (both explicit and implied) and conflict in Florida as they apply
to the MHRPA. The authors highlight a variety of Florida court rulings related to preemption and conflict
between state and local law. The authors conclude that the precepts and concepts of preemption and
conflict should be considered when assessing the legality of local government actions.

Preemption of County Authority in Florida

Florida Association of Counties and Florida Association of County Attorneys (2016). Preemption of
County Authority in Florida. Joint White Paper.

This document focuses on express statutory preemptions and implied preemptions that have been
identified by the courts in Florida. The paper provides a brief discussion of county and municipal home
rule authority followed by an overview of 12 areas of state preemption, citing relevant statues and court
case examples, where applicable, for each area. These areas are (1) budgeting process; (2) contracting,
purchasing, and sale of county property; (3) emergency medical; (4) eminent domain; (5) environmental
management; (6) ethics, meetings, procedure and public records; (7) growth management and zoning;
(8) health and human services; (9) public safety, courts and animal control; (10) sanitation and food; (11)
taxes and other revenue sources; and (12) transportation.

Preemption of Local Government Power
A Selection from: Home Rule and Exercise of Taxing Power

Enciosa, Heather (2020). “Preemption of Local Government Power” from Home Rule and Exercise of
Taxing Power. City, County and Local Government Law Section of the Florida Bar. Presentation for City,
County, and Local Government Certification Review Course 2020. Section III, 1.27-1.35.

The author provides a summary of home rule as it relates to counties and municipalities, reviewing the
basic tenets of home rule in Florida per the 1968 constitutional revision. Following this, the author
reviews four areas of preemption, providing examples of cases for each.

1. Preemption of legislative special acts, which as provided by the 1968 Florida constitution, allows
the Legislature to prohibit special acts related to any subject prohibited by general law.1

1 Article III, section 11 (a)(2 1), Florida Constitution (1968).



2. Preemption by constitutional provision wherein the home rule authority of a local government
can be preempted by a constitutional provision; here the author reviews two examples: local
charter provisions imposing term limits on county officers and the reservation of state power in
matters of statewide concern.

3. Preemption when local government action is in conflict with state law.

Preemption when local government action is inconsistent with a pervasive regulatory scheme of
the state.

WHAT YOU NEED TO KNOW ABOUT PREEMPTION

National League of Cities (2020). What You Need to Know About Preemption. Cities 101.
<https://www.nlc.org/resource/what-you-need-to-know-about-preemption/ >.

This document is a fact sheet from the National League of Cities (NLC). The document provides brief
overviews for five key questions on preemption.

1. Whatis preemption?

Why does preemption matter?
What are the types of preemption?
How widespread is preemption?
What are the forms of preemption?

i W

The NLC notes that preemption as a legislative tool “is neither inherently good nor bad” and that
preemption is a concern “when it limits the ability of cities to respond to the needs of their residents.”?

2 National League of Cities, 2020: 1.


https://www.nlc.org/resource/what-you-need-to-know-about-preemption/
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U.S. Local Government Structure and
Management

OVERVIEW

Local governments across the United States are charged with providing governance and public services for
citizens at the local level. Local government structure varies across the U.S.; however, there are three primary
types of general purpose local governments: counties, municipalities, and towns/townships. These local
governments operate under the power of Home Rule, Dillon Rule, or a combination of both.! The resources
below provide additional information on local government structure, local government consolidation and
restructuring, and the use of Home Rule and Dillon Rule across the US.

Local Government Structure
Forms of Local Government

National League of Cities (2016)

This article reviews the five primary forms of municipal government: (1) council-manager, (2) mayor-council,
(3) commission, (4) town meeting, and (5) representative town meeting. Of these forms, the council-manager
form is most common; in 2006, 55% of municipalities used this form of government. Additionally, the National
League of Cities notes that when changes are made to the form and structure of government, “the more common
reasons for making such a change include increasing or decreasing the number of council members, modifying
the method of electing the mayor, and changing the authority of the mayor.” A selected list of large cities, broken
out by region and their respective municipal government form, is included in the article.

Municipal Form of Government Survey Report

International City/County Management Association (2019)

The International City/County Management Association has conducted the Municipal Form of Government
survey nine times since 1974. The 2019 report breaks out questions and results from the 2018 survey into five
categories.

1. Form of Government: current form of government, how the municipality’s form of government is
established, if the municipality has a chief appointed official, and the characteristics of that position

2. Local Government Procedures: residency requirements; initiatives and referendums; recalls; and the
existence and nature of resident authorities, boards, or commissions

3. ChiefElected Official: type of chief elected official, method of election, and authority of the chief elected

official

Council: characteristics of the council, method of election, and term limits

Mayor/Council Compensation and Demographics: information on the salary or stipend paid to local

and chief elected officials and council member gender, age, and race/ethnicity

1

1 The Dillon Rule first originated in the Iowa Supreme Court with a ruling from Justice John Dillon. The Dillon Rule was then echoed by a U.S. Supreme Court
ruling that stated, “Municipal corporations owe their origin to, and derive their powers and rights wholly from, the legislature.” By contrast, Home Rule provides
that local governments possess some inherent rights.

1



County Government Structure: A State by State Report

National Association of Counties (2009)

This report reviews the historical background of counties, home rule authority, and key terms associated with
county government (e.g., commission form, county administrator). Notably, the report includes a state-by-state
overview table of county government for the 48 states that utilize county governments.? The state-by-state
overview outlines the number of county units, the form(s) of government, and how many counties utilize each
form within each state. Additionally, the report provides one-page narrative reports for each state.

Local Government Structure and Efficiency

Smarter, Faster, Cheaper: An Operations Efficiency Benchmarking Study of 100 American
Cities
IBM Global Business Services (2011)

This benchmarking study examines efficiency in 100 American cities. Of the cities examined, 54% have strong
mayor forms of government and 46% have city managers or hybrid governments in which management duties
are shared by the executive and legislative branch. The study defines one city as being more efficient than
another if it can deliver a comparable set of services using fewer resources. Based on this definition, the study
examines efficiency among cities using two key proxies: spending per capita and employment per capita. The
study indicates that the level of resources cities dedicate to delivering basic services varies “enormously” but
that this variation in resources dedicated is not driven by contextual factors (e.g., population, geographic size,
etc.). The study concludes that management and policy choices are key to the efficient allocation of resources
in municipal government, noting that cities with city manager forms of government are nearly 10% more
efficient than cities with strong mayor forms of government.

Professional Management Drives Local Government Efficiency and Effectiveness

International City/County Management Association (2017)

This article highlights the connection between professionally managed cities and cities with an AAA rating from
Moody’s, noting that more than two-thirds of the 179 municipalities that earned Moody’s highest bond rating
employ a professional manager. The article identifies key characteristics of a professional city manager role.
These include

e direct responsibility for policy formulation on overall problems;

e major responsibility for the preparation and administration of operating and capital improvements
budgets;

e significant influence in the appointment of key administrative personnel; and

e ongoing and direct relationship with the operating department heads on implementation and
administration of programs.

The article states that the data reviewed suggests a strong correlation between professional management and
a community’s creditworthiness, and it concludes by noting that these findings reinforce the results of the 2011
IBM Global Business Services benchmarking study reviewed above.

2 Connecticut and Rhode Island have geographic areas called counties, but they do not have functioning county governments.
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Efficient City and County Government Campus

Urban Land Institute: Southeast Florida/Caribbean (2018)

This report indicates that the current configuration of the Broward County Governmental Center and the Fort
Lauderdale City Hall is financially inefficient and presents a case for the governments of Broward County and
the City of Fort Lauderdale to combine facilities in order to lower construction and operational costs as well as
create opportunities for collaboration. The report reviews the current facilities of both governments and
previous efforts to create shared facilities. Notably, the report also includes a review of comparable examples
from across the U.S. of counties and cities implementing shared facilities.

Consolidation and Restructuring
Consolidations

National League of Cities (2016)
This article overviews the background, purpose, and process of local government consolidation and includes a
list of five potential purposes for consolidation.

1. Produce cost savings

2. Increase efficiency

3. Improve resource base

4. Enhance planning capacity
5. Improve accountability

The article reports information on city-county consolidation initiatives, noting that, most frequently, city-
county consolidations have been attempted, but relatively few are currently in operation. The article contains
a list of 40 consolidated governments. However, it also indicates that “the precise number of city and county
consolidated governments cannot be specified as there are conflicting definitions across various data
resources.” Additionally, the article notes that few states permit city-county consolidation in general law. 3
Instead, a public referendum must pass before it can be approved by the state legislature.

Local Government Consolidation

Baker Tilly Consulting Firm (2018)

This article provides an overview of two key approaches to consolidating government services: (1) structural
consolidation, in which two or more local governments combine and assume the responsibilities of the
previously existing entities, and (2) functional consolidation, in which local governments or districts create a
shared service or cooperative agreement with one local government providing a service to another or a joint
activity agreement with two or more districts performing a joint service across overlapping districts. The article
also provides examples of legislative measures taken by New York and New Jersey to facilitate government
consolidation. The article concludes by noting that local governments “should continue to explore streamlining
and modernizing local service delivery,” as these reviews often produce additional benefits and opportunities.

3 Article VIII, section 3 of the 1968 Florida Constitution generally authorizes consolidation. City-county consolidations can only occur through a consolidation
plan passed by special act of the Legislature that is then subject to approval of the electorate. Even then, consolidation may not be executed in practice. For
example, the Florida Local Government Formation Manual indicates that the Legislature authorized the consolidation of Key West and Monroe County in 1935
and authorized the consolidation of Hillsborough County and the City of Tampa in 1965; however, neither authority has been exercised by the respective local
governments.
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Home Rule and Dillon Rule
Federalism, Dillon Rule and Home Rule

Russell, Jon D. and Aaron Bostrom for American Legislative Exchange Council (2016)

This paper argues that the Dillon Rule is “consistent with the principles of federalism and the Constitution.” The
paper overviews some of the historical origins of Dillon Rule and outlines its connections to the principles of
federalism. The authors posit that under Dillon Rule, local governments are extensions of the state, while
indicating that critics of Dillon Rule argue that under Home Rule (e.g., in Florida), each level of government is
viewed as having a separate realm of authority. Additionally, the article provides lists of states that utilize
Dillion Rule, Home Rule, and a combination of Dillion Rule and Home Rule, noting that states may apply Dillon
Rule “to matters or governmental units not accounted for in the constitutional amendment or statue which
grants Home Rule.”
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To: Baker; Caldwell; Caragiulo; Kelley; Rodrigues, Ray; Whitmore

Cc: TWOGOOD.PHILIP; COLLINS-GOMEZ.KARA; JONES.ERYN; HOLLIGAN.LAKEISHA; Vida Gordon; Kulavic, Krissy;
Morris, Timothy

Subject: OPPAGA task #6: related OPPAGA products

Date: Monday, December 14, 2020 4:33:27 PM

Attachments: OPPAGA Availability of Local Tax License and Fee Infomation FINAL.pdf

OPPAGA CRAs Memo FINAL.pdf

Good afternoon, task force members.

The scope of OPPAGA’s work is typically statewide, not local government. However, we searched
through our products and have compiled the resources below related to various types of local
governmental entities. This list does not include our reports on school districts. If you have any

concerns or questions, please contact me directly and please do NOT “reply to all.”

Local Government

Fire Department Coordination Beneficial; Merger Guidelines Would Be Helpful — 2001
Measuring the Size and Cost of Florida State and Local Government — 2003

Pinellas County Should Track Fire and EMS Costs to Set Benchmarks, Control Costs, and Evaluate
Alternative Service Delivery Models — 2010

Miami-Dade’s Discretionary Surtax Provides Benefits; Accountability Processes Should Be Improved —
2012

Availability of Local Tax, License, and Fee Information — 2013 (attached)

The Beach Management Funding Assistance Program Was Recently Improved, but Some Stakeholder
Concerns Persist - 2014

Miami-Dade's Discretionary Surtax Supports Affordable Housing for Low-income Residents; Recent

Changes Will Improve the Program - 2017

Special Districts

Review of Privatization Potential of Select Special Districts — 1997
Fire Department Coordination Beneficial; Merger Guidelines Would Be Helpful - 2001

Governance of Florida’s Water Management Districts Options for Legislative Consideration — 2007
Florida Water Management District Budgets Options for Legislative and Governing Board
Consideration — 2008

Community Redevelopment Agencies — 2017 (attached)

Regards,
Emily Leventhal

Emily Leventhal, Ph.D.

Staff Director, Government Operations Policy Area

The Florida Legislature's Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (OPPAGA)
(850)717-0525
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https://oppaga.fl.gov/Products/ReportDetail?rn=14-12
https://oppaga.fl.gov/Products/ReportDetail?rn=14-12
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https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/17-08.pdf
https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/97-60.pdf
https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/01-67.pdf
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https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/07-35S.pdf
https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/07-35S.pdf
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THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE’S OFFICE OF PROGRAM POLICY ANALYSIS & GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

Availability of Local Tax, License, and Fee Information

December 16, 2013

Scope

As directed by the Legislature, OPPAGA reviewed the alternatives and costs for collecting local
tax, license, and fee information and making such information available to the public. The
review included evaluating the following issues.

= | ocal tax and fee information currently published and available to the public through state
entities

= Examples of Florida statewide initiatives to collect and make available similar or other
types of business-related information and examples of similar efforts in other states

= Alternatives for collecting additional local tax and fee information and making it available
to the public via a state entity

= |ssues related to requiring local government compliance with requests for additional tax
and fee information

Background

Currently, there is no consolidated state-level resource that provides businesses information
about the local taxes, licenses, and fees that they will incur when launching or expanding
operations in Florida. To address this issue, House Bill 121 was filed during the 2013 legislative
session. The bill would have required the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) to create
a publically accessible webpage to provide comprehensive information relevant to new or
expanding businesses in Florida. The department would collect all readily available local
business information and would request local governments to voluntarily provide other relevant
information. As shown in Exhibit 1, the bill would have required DEO to gather a variety of data
related to local taxes, fees, licenses, and other information of interest to businesses.

Exhibit 1

2013 Legislation Would Have Required DEO to Gather Local Government Tax, License, and Fee Data

Information Required

Tax Rates = Current millage rates for all relevant taxing authorities, including school districts and special districts
= Rate of any local discretionary sales surtax

Rate of any local option food and beverage tax

Rate of any local option fuel tax

Rate of any local public service tax
Tax and Fee Application = Complete schedule of local business taxes and the average time to process an application

Process = Complete schedule and explanation of other fees or taxes that the local government may impose that would
impact business
= Whether application and fee information for a particular fee or tax can be found on the local
government’s website
Special Regional = Whether a part or all of a local government is located in a rural area of critical economic concern,
Designation foreign trade zone, or an enterprise zone

Source: Staff analysis for House Bill 121.
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Findings

Several State-Level Sources Provide Local Tax and Fee Information; Data at the
Local Level is Fragmented and Difficult to Find

State data sources are available, but vary widely in format and geographic unit. TO examine the
availability of state-level local tax, license, and fee information, OPPAGA conducted a review of
agency electronic data sources. We determined that at least five state entities provide information that
may be useful to new or expanding businesses—the Department of Revenue (DOR), the Department of
Financial Services (DFS), the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO), Enterprise Florida, Inc.,
and the Legislature’s Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR). However, several data
challenges may make it difficult for businesses to use this information to accurately calculate all the
government taxes and fees associated with starting or expanding a business in Florida.

As shown in Exhibit 2, the format and level of information provided by the five state entities varies
widely. Some information is provided via searchable databases, while other data must be extracted
from individual reports. Moreover, the geographical level of available data ranges from a street
address to a countywide level. For example, DOR’s Tax and Address Lookup System allows
businesses to gather information about several taxes (e.g., discretionary sales surtax, local-option
tourist development tax) via a searchable database that provides tax rates based on street address.
Conversely, EDR provides similar information in two reports that capture the data at the countywide
level.

In addition, reports obtainable from state-level databases do not provide a “complete picture” of the
costs of all local government taxes, licenses, and fees. Awvailable information is primarily related to
taxes, not licenses or other fees, and unless a state agency collects the tax, most data sources do not
capture individual tax rates or fee levels. For example, businesses directly remit sales taxes to DOR,
so the department’s county-level sales tax reports contain information on the total taxes collected and
associated tax rates as well as assessments and amounts for discretionary sales taxes. On the other
hand, local tax collectors collect taxes related to fire control, road improvements, and solid waste and
forward related information to DOR. While DOR annually reports each county’s total collections for
such taxes, the department’s data does not include information on rates associated with these taxes.
Similarly, using DFS’s Local Government Electronic Reporting System, businesses can generate
county and municipal level reports that include total taxes and permit, license, and impact fees
collected in a designated year. However, the system does not provide tax rates or fee amounts for
specific taxes or fees.
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Exhibit 2
Several State Entities Provide State and Local Tax and Fee Information Using Various Formats
State Entity Data Source (hyperiinked) Data Level Description
Department of  Non-Ad Valorem Assessments by County = Community development or redevelopment
Revenue Function Type Municipality = Drainage and water control/management
Special district = Fire control and emergency medical services
= Lighting
= Mosquito control
= Water, sewer, and solid waste
= Road improvements
Comparison of Property Taxes Levied County = Millage rate
Municipality = Taxes levied
Public Service Tax Rates County = Broad based telecommunications
Searchable database Municipality = Electric
= Fuel oil/kerosene
= Gas: Liquefied petroleum, manufactured, natural
= Local telephone service
= Water, bottled water
History of Local Sales Tax and Current County = Details the history of local sales taxes imposed
Rates (by county)
= Includes the beginning, ending, and/or changes to the
base tax rate
Local Government Tax Receipts by County = Local option sales tax
County = Tourist development tax
= Convention and tourist impact tax
= Voted 1-cent, non-voted, and additional local option fuel
tax
Discretionary Sales Surtax Information County = Total surtax rate
= Effective date, expiration date
Florida Fuel Tax, Collection Allowance County = State taxes
Refund, and Pollutants Tax Rates = Local option and additional local option fuel taxes
= State comprehensive enhanced transportation system
motor fuel taxes
= Local option tax entitled and not entitled to collection
allowance
= Licensed mass transit system provider credit/refund rate
Statewide Ad Valorem Tax Data County = Millage rate
= Taxes levied (county, school, municipal, other)
= Level of assessment
Documentary Tax Collections County = $0.70 per $100 on recordation of deeds
= $0.35 per $100 on notes, written obligations to pay,
mortgages, and bond issuances
Tax Rate Address Lookup Street address Contains taxing jurisdiction data and current tax rates for
Searchable database several taxes, including
= State sales tax (general rate)
= Discretionary sales surtax
= Local-option tourist development tax
= Communications services tax
Department of  Local Government Electronic Reporting ~ County Creates reports by county that include revenues by
Financial System Municipality category, including
Services Searchable database Special district ~ « |mpact fees
= Permit fees
= Local business taxes
Department of  Rural Areas of Critical Economic Concern State State map that shows rural areas of critical concern
Economic Designation County (designations by county)
Opportunity Enterprise Zone Designation State State map that shows enterprise zones by county
County
Enterprise Foreign Trade Zone Designation State State map that shows trade zone designations by county
Florida, Inc. County




http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/property/cofficials/nonadval/pdf/navco112.pdf

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/property/cofficials/nonadval/pdf/navco112.pdf

https://taxapp2.state.fl.us/gta/mpst_app/

https://revenuelaw.state.fl.us/LawLibraryDocuments/2013/11/OTH-117825_History%20of%20sales%20tax,%2011-05-13.pdf#search="History of Local Sales Tax"

https://revenuelaw.state.fl.us/LawLibraryDocuments/2013/11/OTH-117825_History%20of%20sales%20tax,%2011-05-13.pdf#search="History of Local Sales Tax"

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/taxes/colls_from_7_2003.html#local

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/taxes/colls_from_7_2003.html#local

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/forms/2013/dr15dss.pdf

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/tips/pdf/12b05-02_chart.pdf

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/tips/pdf/12b05-02_chart.pdf

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/property/resources/data.html

http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/taxes/doc_stamp_coll.html

https://pointmatch.state.fl.us/

https://apps.fldfs.com/localgov/reports/AdHoc.aspx

https://apps.fldfs.com/localgov/reports/AdHoc.aspx

http://www.floridajobs.org/REDI/RACECMap.pdf

http://www.floridajobs.org/REDI/RACECMap.pdf

http://www.floridajobs.org/Community/EZ_Map.pdf

http://www.eflorida.com/uploadedFiles/Why_Florida/International_Advantages/Foreign-Trade-Zones.pdf
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State Entity Data Source (hyperiinked) Data Level Description
Office of Florida Tax Handbook State = Provides statutory and administering authority for all
Economic and County specific revenue sources, and a review of tax collections
Demographic Municipality and disposition, in conjunction with tax base and rate
Research Specia| district information and a brief hlStOI’y of sources
= Includes major local government revenue sources
Local Government Financial Information ~ County Descriptions of revenue sources, estimated revenue
Handbook Municipality distributions, and adjusted population estimates used for

Special district  revenue-sharing calculations, including

= Revenue sources authorized by the Constitution

= Revenue sources based on home rule authority

= Revenue sources authorized by the Legislature
Revenue Estimates County Includes estimates for

Municipality = Communications services tax

= Constitutional, county, and local option fuel tax

= Local discretionary sales surtaxes

= Local government half-cent sales tax

Impact Fee Revenues County Total impact fee revenues
Municipality
Summary of Reported Local Business County Local business tax (formerly the occupational license tax)
Tax Revenues Municipality revenues
Local Discretionary Sales Surtaxes County Charter county and regional transportation system surtax

Local government infrastructure surtax
Small county surtax

County public hospital surtax

Emergency fire rescue services and facilities surtax
School capital outlay surtax

Motor fuel tax rates

Unutilized county-imposed motor fuel taxes
Diesel fuel tax rates

Tourist development taxes

Convention development taxes

Local option food and beverage taxes

Source: Department of Revenue, Department of Financial Services, Department of Economic Opportunity, Enterprise Florida, Inc., and the
Legislature’s Office of Economic and Demographic Research.

Local Option Motor and Diesel Fuel Taxes County

Local Option Tourist/Food and Beverage  County
Taxes

Information at the local level is fragmented and often difficult to find. T0 evaluate the availability of tax,
license, and fee information at the local level, we examined the electronic resources of several counties and
cities. Our sample included large, medium, and fiscally constrained counties; we sorted counties by
population size and considered counties designated as Rural Areas of Critical Economic Concern. Our
sample also considered geographic dispersion and the number of municipalities in a county.® The six
counties and 17 municipalities were Hendry (Clewiston and LaBelle); Orange (Apopka, Ocoee, and
Orlando); Polk (Auburndale, Bartow, Lakeland, and Winter Haven); Santa Rosa (Gulf Breeze, Jay, and
Milton); Sumter (Bushnell, Center Hill, and Wildwood); and Suwanee (Branford and Live Oak).

For the counties and cities included in our review, we examined available local government
information for several taxes and fees.

= Impact fees involving transportation, schools, law enforcement, parks, fire, and sewer

= Local business licenses

= Local business taxes

= Water and sewer connection rates

= Water and wastewater fees

! Using the 2010 Census, we selected several of the largest incorporated cities in each county; two of the counties had only two incorporated cities.



http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/revenues/reports/tax-handbook/taxhandbook2013.pdf

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/reports/lgfih12.pdf

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/reports/lgfih12.pdf

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/county-municipal/index.cfm

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/data-a-to-z/g-l.cfm

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/data-a-to-z/g-l.cfm

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/data-a-to-z/g-l.cfm

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/county-municipal/2013LDSSrates.pdf

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/county-municipal/2013LOFTrates.pdfhttp:/edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/county-municipal/2013LOFTrates.pdf

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/county-municipal/2013LOTTrates.pdf

http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/local-government/data/county-municipal/2013LOTTrates.pdf
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= Stormwater permits and fees

= Building and demolition permits and fees
= Sign ordinance permits and fees

= Tree ordinance permits and fees

Our review found significant variation in the assessment of taxes and fees as well as the availability of
information about those taxes and fees.

Impact fees. Not all counties and cities levy impact fees, and none of the local governments levy all
six of the impact fees included in our review. Specifically, of the six counties examined, the two
smallest counties (Hendry and Suwannee) did not assess any impact fees. Similarly, 5 of the 17
municipalities examined did not assess any impact fees; these 5 cities were also among the smallest in
our sample, with populations ranging from 533 to 5,763. For counties, the most commonly charged
impact fees were fire and transportation; the converse was true for cities, with very few charging such
fees. (See Exhibit 3.)

It was often difficult to determine what impact fees local governments assess and at what fee level; the
availability of online information varied by county and city. Some counties, such as Orange, Polk, and
Sumter, make it easy to find impact fees by listing fee types and amounts in a brochure available on the
county’s website. However, in other counties, such as Santa Rosa, a business would have to look at
separate webpages to determine if the county assessed specific fees (e.g., the transportation impact fee
is listed on one site, while the fire fee is listed on another site). Similarly, while some cities (e.g.,
Lakeland and Ocoee) list all of their impact fees on a single city webpage, others place their impact fee
information on their county’s municipal code website.? (See Appendix A for impact fee information
for each county and municipality in our sample.)
Exhibit 3
Counties and Cities Vary Significantly in the Impact Fees They Levy and Information They Make Available Online
Law

Transportation Schools = Enforcement Parks @ Fire Sewer

COUNTY IMPACT FEE SUMMARY
Number of counties that assess impact fee' 2 2 1 1
Number of counties that list impact fee online

Number of counties where impact fee listing is located on county
website

Number of counties where impact fee listing is not on county 0 0 0 0 0 0
website, but is part of municipal code (usually Municode) or another
website, like the county tax collector

CITY IMPACT FEE SUMMARY

Number of cities that assess impact fee

Number of cities that list impact fee online
Number of cities where impact fee listing is located on city website

Number of cities where impact fee listing is not on city website, but
is part of municipal code (usually Municode) or another website,
like the county tax collector

! This number does not include counties that are authorized to assess the fee but are not doing so because they have implemented a fee moratorium. For

example, Polk County has a moratorium on all impact fees with the exception of school impact fees until January 31, 2014, and Santa Rosa County
suspended collection of transportation impact fees through December 2014.

Source: OPPAGA analysis of information on county, city, and municipal code websites.

10
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2 Most are hosted by Municode, an online resource that provides access to over 2,900 local government codes for counties and cities throughout the United
States.
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Other local government fees. None of the counties assessed all eight of the other fees examined, but
all counties assessed building and demolition permit fees and required local licenses to perform
construction or specialty trades (e.g., drywall installation, painting). The most common areas of
regulation for counties were building construction and demolition, local construction licensing, tree
ordinance, and signage permitting. Two of the cities assessed all eight of the other fees examined.
Fifteen of the 17 cities assessed building and demolition permit fees, and 14 assessed a business tax.
(See Exhibit 4.)

The availability of online information varied significantly among local governments. Counties
generally listed regulations and, to a lesser degree, accompanying fees, on county websites. Websites
containing municipal codes were also a source for regulations, but less so for fee information.
Information on city regulations and fees was often not available on a single website. Thus, to
determine if a city regulated an area and the associated fee, it was often necessary to obtain
information from city websites and non-government websites containing municipal codes. In contrast,
the City of Orlando provides businesses with consolidated fee and tax information through an online
revenue manual that describes the revenue source (e.g., fees for sewer connection), legal authority for
charging the fee, fee schedule, method and frequency of assessment, and revenue collection history.
Similarly, Orange County created a fee directory that references fees and user charges levied by the
various entities under the jurisdiction of the board of county commissioners. (See Appendix B for fee
information for each county and municipality in our sample.)

Exhibit 4
Counties and Cities Assess a Variety of Other Fees, but Online Access to Information is Limited

Local Licenses Water and Building or  Sign Tree
for Performing | Local Sewer  Waterand Stormwater Demolition Ordinance Ordinance

Construction or Business Connection Wastewater  Fees and Permits = Permits =~ Permits
Specialty Trades ~ Tax Fees Fees Permits and Fees and Fees and Fees

COUNTY OTHER FEE SUMMARY

Number of counties that assess other fees 6 4 3 3 2 6 5 3
Number of counties that list other fees online 4 2 2 3 1 4 3 3
Number of counties where other fee listing 2 1 2 3 1 4 3 3
is located on county website

Number of counties where other fee listing 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

is not on county website, but is part of
municipal code (usually Municode) or
another website, like the county tax collector

CITY OTHER FEE SUMMARY

Number of cities that assess other fees 7 14 15 15 1 15 13 9
Number of cities that list other fees online 4 8 13 11 7 10 8 5
Number of cities where other fee listing is 4 6 1 10 7 9 7 4
located on city website

Number of cities where other fee listing is 0 2 2 1 0 1 1 1

not on city website, but is part of municipal
code (usually Municode) or another website,
like the county tax collector

Source: OPPAGA analysis of information on county, city, and municipal code webpages.
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Florida Public and Private Entities Are Implementing Initiatives to Help Businesses
Access Information; Other States Have Made Similar Efforts

Current state and private initiatives provide online information about local taxes, licenses, and fees.
The 2012 Legislature passed a bill to establish an online One-Stop Business Registration Portal. The
law directs the Department of Revenue (DOR) to establish the portal, which is intended to provide
individuals and businesses a single point of entry for completing and submitting applications for
various licenses, registrations, or permits; submitting various documents that must be filed with a state
agency in order to transact business in the state; and remitting payment for various required fees,
including application, license, registration permit, and filing fees.® In addition to providing individuals
and businesses access to state agency information, the portal is also intended to eventually provide
access to local government licensing, registration, and permitting applications.

In December 2012, the department executed a contract with eGovernment Solutions to build the
portal.* Phase | of the project was scheduled for completion in December 2013, but during the initial
testing phase of the portal’s “wizard” functionality, DOR became aware that the application was not
functioning as anticipated. Portal implementation has been delayed to allow time to analyze and
address these issues. According to a department official, as DOR and participating agencies continue
to develop and implement Phase I, they will discuss future development concepts, including how best
to integrate local government licensing and registration capabilities.

Similarly, in 2010 the Department of Environmental Protection launched a Business Portal that allows
Florida residents and businesses to obtain a variety of authorizations online. Portal users can apply for
commonly issued environmental authorizations, permits, certifications, and renewals; pay fees; and
submit annual reports. Permits and registrations include those related to air quality, solid waste, water,
and wastewater.

The site also allows users to request compliance assistance, which includes providing residents and
businesses site visits and technical support to help them follow state environmental laws and avoid
enforcement actions. Compliance assistance is provided at the local level through the department’s six
district offices, which offer services through 10 locations, and its Small Business Environmental
Assistance Program. Program services include free and confidential phone consultations; notification
of applicable requirements; and referrals to other environmental programs (air, water, waste).

Finally, since 2006, the Department of Financial Services has hosted a web portal that provides local-
level information that may be useful to businesses wishing to establish or expand in Florida. Local
governments are required to use the Local Government Electronic Reporting system (LOGER) to
submit fiscal data required by state law.> This information includes, for each local governmental
entity, total revenues, total expenditures, and the amount of outstanding long-term debt. Revenue and
expenditure data is reported for various account codes, including local taxes; impact fees; permits,
fees, and licenses; and special assessments.

In addition to facilitating local government data submission, LOGER allows the public to generate
custom reports for counties, cities, and special districts. Report parameters include year, governmental
unit, and account code. This function allows a business to generate a report that includes fiscal data for

® The law directed six state agencies to cooperate with DOR in developing and implementing the portal: the Department of Business and Professional
Regulation; the Department of Economic Opportunity; the Department of Financial Services; the Department of the Lottery; the Department of
Management Services; and the Department of State.

* The total contract award was $4,764,181.

® According to the Department of Financial Services, developing the LOGER system using a private vendor and department staff cost approximately
$150,000.



http://dor.myflorida.com/dor/opengovt/one_stop_procurement/one_stop.html

http://www.fldepportal.com/go/

https://apps.fldfs.com/LocalGov/Reports/AdHoc.aspx
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all the taxes and fees assessed by a local government. While this information does not include
individual tax rates or fee schedules, it does provide businesses an idea of the types of taxes and fees
they could expect to pay if they established operations in a county or city.

The private sector has also taken steps to facilitate access to information that may be helpful to new
and expanding businesses. The Florida High Tech Council created the Florida Virtual Entrepreneur
Center, a free web portal designed to provide entrepreneurs access to information needed to start a
business in 35 counties across the state. The portal targets resources to new, expanding, and relocating
businesses and allows users to search for information at the county and municipal level. Information
categories related to “starting a business” include

= licenses and permits;

= regulatory laws/issues;

= legal and tax issues;

= registration of business name; and
= small business forms.

For each these categories, users are able to access a list of the local government departments they
would need to interact with in order to legally establish a business in the specified county and/or
municipality.

Other states have implemented one-stop business portals. AS shown in Exhibit 5, since 2000,
several states have established online business portals. For example, in 2007, Michigan’s governor
sought to improve the state’s business climate by reducing the time it takes businesses to begin
operating and to simplify their transactions with state agencies. The online portal became operational
in March 2009 and helps applicants determine what business registrations, permits, and licenses they
will need; file the needed information online; and obtain tax statements and pay taxes.

However, few states’ sites allow users to access local government tax and fee information and even
fewer facilitate completion of online applications for local licenses or permits. For example, Utah
provides website users information on obtaining local business licenses, but businesses must complete
the application process at the local level. Similarly, Kentucky’s one-stop website includes a “Local
Government Wizard,” but business owners that enter their address are simply directed to the websites
of local government entities with which they may need to interact. However, several states that
recently launched websites have integrated local governments into their business portals. For example,
the Nevada Business Portal allows local governments to integrate their business licensing processes
with the portal (current participants include the City of Fernley and Churchill and Douglas counties).
In Oregon, the state-level website links to some counties and cities (three counties, seven cities) and
allows certain local permits and licenses to be obtained online. (See Exhibit5.)



http://www.flvec.com/

http://www.flvec.com/
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Exhibit 5
Several States Implemented One-Stop Portals to Aid Businesses; Some Provide Access to Local Governments

State (Launch Date) System Name  Functions

Washington (2000) Access = Enables applicants to obtain a Unified Business Identifier and apply for over 100 state registrations and
Washington licenses, including business and tax registration, industrial insurance coverage, and unemployment insurance

= Can be used to obtain licenses in some municipalities

= Provides customized information and forms for specific business licensing requirements and corresponding
contacts through a Business Licensing Guide Sheet

Ohio (2002) Ohio Business = Allows filing of taxes, obtaining permits and licenses, business expansion assistance, and employment services
Gateway = Offers electronic registration and filing tools for commercial activity tax, sales tax, employer withholding,

unemployment compensation, workers’ compensation, and municipal income taxes (500 municipalities
participate in the system)

= Provides information for use when starting a business

Utah (2003) OneStop Online = Enables applicants to register business name and type and apply for and obtain tax licenses for income tax
Business withholding and unemployment insurance
Registration = Provides information on obtaining local business licenses, although businesses must complete this process in
System the local office

= Provides link to the IRS to receive a Federal Employer Identification Number
= Provides customer assistance through e-mail and live chat

Hawaii (2004) Business = Enables applicants to register a business and obtain taxpayer and employer identification numbers
Express = Provides customer assistance through live chat

South Carolina (2005) South Carolina = Enables applicants to establish and register a business entity, make changes to business filings, file and pay
Business One business taxes, register as an employer, and obtain and maintain selected other licenses, permits and
Stop registrations

= Provides customer assistance through telephone, live chat, e-mail, and fax via a help center

Delaware (2006) One Stop = Enables applicants to register and obtain business licenses and register as a withholding agent and for
Business unemployment and workers’ compensation
Registration and  « Provides a link to the Department of State, Division of Corporations to access incorporation forms and reserve
Licensing a legal entity name
System = Provides a link to the IRS to receive a Federal Employer Identification Number

Michigan (2009) Michigan = Enables applicants to determine state requirements, register/start a business, register to pay taxes, pay fees,
Business One and update information
Stop = Provides customer assistance through a call center

Kentucky (2011) Kentucky = Provides a statewide clearinghouse of information for starting or maintaining a business
Business One = Allows new businesses to register with the Secretary of State and Department of Revenue using a single online
Stop application

= Includes a Local Government Wizard that allows business owners to enter their address and be directed to the
websites of any local government entities with which the business may need to interact

Nevada (2012) Nevada Business = Allows businesses to seamlessly transact all their state business without having to visit several different
Portal agencies

= Shares common business registration data between users

= Allows local governments to integrate business licensing process with the portal (current participants include
the City of Fernley and Churchill and Douglas counties)

New Jersey (2012) New Jersey = Allows a business to register online for tax and employer purposes; additionally allows a business entity to
Business Portal cancel, dissolve, or withdrawal itself while online.

= Permits the online submission of Uniform Commercial Code financing statements

Oregon (2012) Oregon Business = Enables applicants to receive and submit registrations online through the State Central Business Registry
Xpress = Allows employers to register for payroll taxes online
= Includes a Business Wizard to determine business requirements

= Links to some counties and cities (three counties and seven cities) and allows some local permits and licenses
to be obtained online

Massachusetts (2013) Magsachusetts = Provides an overview of the state’s regulatory system
Business Portal  « Allows a business to register, pay, and file taxes online
= Facilitates access to local government municipal codes, bylaws, and ordinances if available online

Source: OPPAGA analysis of information provided by other states.



http://www.access.wa.gov/topics/business

http://www.access.wa.gov/topics/business

http://business.ohio.gov/

http://business.ohio.gov/

https://secure.utah.gov/osbr-user/user/welcome.html

https://secure.utah.gov/osbr-user/user/welcome.html

https://secure.utah.gov/osbr-user/user/welcome.html

https://secure.utah.gov/osbr-user/user/welcome.html

https://hbe.ehawaii.gov/BizEx/home.eb;jsessionid=46BFDDCD043078368B98D245411D14EF.liona

https://hbe.ehawaii.gov/BizEx/home.eb;jsessionid=46BFDDCD043078368B98D245411D14EF.liona

https://www.scbos.sc.gov/

https://www.scbos.sc.gov/

https://www.scbos.sc.gov/

https://www.scbos.sc.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=GkafpmM%2f83E%3d&tabid=84

https://onestop.delaware.gov/osbrlpublic/Home.jsp

https://onestop.delaware.gov/osbrlpublic/Home.jsp

https://onestop.delaware.gov/osbrlpublic/Home.jsp

https://onestop.delaware.gov/osbrlpublic/Home.jsp

https://onestop.delaware.gov/osbrlpublic/Home.jsp

http://www.michigan.gov/business

http://www.michigan.gov/business

http://www.michigan.gov/business

http://onestop.ky.gov/Pages/default.aspx

http://onestop.ky.gov/Pages/default.aspx

http://onestop.ky.gov/Pages/default.aspx

http://nvsos.gov/index.aspx?page=324

http://nvsos.gov/index.aspx?page=324

http://www.nj.gov/njbusiness/

http://www.nj.gov/njbusiness/

http://www.oregon.gov/business/Pages/index.aspx

http://www.oregon.gov/business/Pages/index.aspx

http://www.mass.gov/portal/business/

http://www.mass.gov/portal/business/
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There Are Options for Providing Florida Businesses Access to Additional Local Tax,
License, and Fee Information

Currently, there is no comprehensive state-level resource that provides businesses information about
the taxes and license, permit, and other fees they will incur when launching or expanding operations in
Florida. Consequently, businesses often must visit numerous state and local government sites to gather
the information necessary to form a corporation, apply for tax certificates, and obtain business and
professional licenses.

Exhibit 6 identifies seven options that the Legislature could consider to improve businesses’ access to
the information necessary to make decisions about establishment and expansion. These options
include encouraging various local entities to create websites that provide information relevant to new
or expanding businesses (Options 1 and 2); mandating that counties or cities create such websites
(Option 3); requiring state entities to expand or develop such websites (Options 4 and 5); requiring
modification of an existing state agency data system to gather local tax and fee information (Option 6);
and relying on an ongoing initiative to integrate local government licensing and registration
capabilities (Option 7).

Exhibit 6

There Are Several Options for Providing Businesses Local Tax, License, and Fee Information

Action Considerations

Option 1 = Likely to have existing website

Encourage local economic = Likely to have established relationships with local government entities responsible for collecting
development organizations to create taxes and impact fees and processing licenses and registrations

websites that provide businesses = Would likely incur expenses to expand website and gather tax, license, and fee information from
relevant tax, license, and fee local governments

information = Local tax, license, and fee information would not be available on a consolidated state-level website
Option 2 = Likely to have existing website

Encourage local chambers of May have established relationships with local government entities responsible for collecting taxes
commerce to create websites that and impact fees and processing licenses and registrations

provide businesses relevant tax, As a private organization, may be hesitant to provide a service to non-member businesses

license, and feg information Would likely incur expenses to expand website and gather tax, license, and fee information from
local governments

Local tax, license, and fee information would not be available on a consolidated state-level website

Option 3 = Likely to have existing website

Require counties or cities to create = Have established relationships with local government entities responsible for collecting taxes and
websites that provide businesses impact fees and processing licenses and registrations

relevant tax, license, and fee = Would likely incur expenses to expand website and gather tax, license, and fee information, which
information may be perceived by some local governments as an unfunded mandate

Local tax, license, and fee information would not be available on a consolidated state-level website
Has existing “Regional and County Information” webpage

Primary mission is to support, attract, and help create businesses in Florida

expand its existing “Regional and Has established relationships with local economic development officials and local governments
County Information” webpage to Gathering and updating tax, license, and fee information from local governments could be time
provide businesses relevant tax, consuming

license, and fee information Would likely incur expenses to expand website and gather tax, license, and fee information; may
require legislative appropriation

Providing information to the agency could result in local governments incurring expenses, which
may be perceived by some local governments as an unfunded mandate

Option 4
Require Enterprise Florida, Inc., to
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Considerations

Option 5

Require the Department of Economic
Opportunity to expand its existing
“Business Resources” webpage that
provides businesses relevant tax,
license, and fee information

Has existing “Business Resources” webpage

Primary mission is to attract, retain and grow businesses in Florida

Has established relationships with local economic development officials and local governments
Would require amending state law to mandate that local government report tax, license, and fee
information (Ch. 288, Florida Statutes)

Would likely incur expenses to expand website and gather tax, license, and fee information; may
require legislative appropriation

Providing information to the department could result in local governments incurring expenses,
which may be perceived by some local governments as an unfunded mandate

Option 6

Require the Department of Financial
Services to modify the LOGER System
and mandate that local governments
report tax rates, fee schedules, and
other information relevant to
businesses

Has existing data system

Has established annual reporting mechanism in place with counties and municipalities

Data system changes are already anticipated due to the Uniform Chart of Accounts (UCA) Project
(s. 215.89, Horida Statutes)

May require amending state law to mandate that local governments report tax rates and fee
schedules (s. 218.32, Foriga Statutes)

Would likely incur expenses to modify data system to include fields for tax rates and fee
schedules; may require legislative appropriation

Reporting additional information to the department could result in local governments incurring
expenses; currently, under the Uniform Chart of Accounts Project, local governments are
estimating the cost of implementing the UCA, including the cost of fulfilling reporting requirements

Option 7

Rely on the Department of Revenue’s
One-Stop Business Portal to provide

businesses relevant tax, license, and
fee information

Data system development in progress

System intended to eventually integrate local government licensing and registration capabilities
Legislature has already appropriated funds for the project

Project schedule has been delayed due to system functionality concerns

Integrating with the one-stop portal could result in local governments incurring expenses, which
may be perceived by some local governments as an unfunded mandate

Source: OPPAGA analysis.



http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0200-0299/0288/0288ContentsIndex.html&StatuteYear=2013&Title=%2D%3E2013%2D%3EChapter%20288

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0215/Sections/0215.89.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.32.html
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Appendix A

Exhibit A-1

County Impact Fees'

Schools

Law Enforcement

Transportation

Orange County Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: No
Located: Brochure on Located: Brochure on Located: Brochure on county Located: Brochure on Located: Brochure on Located: Brochure on
county website county website website county website county website county website

Polk County? Assessed: No Assessed: Yes Assessed: No Assessed: No Assessed: No No online evidence of
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes impact fee being assessed

Located: County building
and construction website

Located: County building
and construction website

Located: County building
and construction website

Located: County building
and construction website

Located: County building
and construction website

Santa Rosa County

Assessed: No®

No online evidence of fee

No online evidence of fee

No online evidence of fee

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Yes

Listed: Yes being assessed being assessed being assessed Listed: No Listed: No
Located: County website Located: County’s Located: County tax
development services collector website
website
Sumter County Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes* No online evidence of fee
Listed: Yes being assessed being assessed being assessed Listed: Yes being assessed
Located: Page on county Located: Page on county
website website
Hendry County No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

Suwannee County

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

! Counties are listed based on their populations (largest to smallest).
2 per Polk County Ordinance No. 12-015 (dated May 15, 2012), the Board of County Commissioners has a moratorium on all impact fees with the exception of school impact fees until January 31, 2014.
® The collection of transportation impact fees for Santa Rosa County was suspended through December 2014.
* The Sumter County Fire Impact Fee Ordinance was rescinded effective October 1, 2012, with the exception of certain properties contracted for service to the Villages Public Safety Department.

Source: OPPAGA analysis of information on county, city, and municipal code webpages.
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Exhibit A-2
City Impact Fees'
Transportation Schools Law Enforcement
ORANGE COUNTY
Orlando Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes

Listed: Yes Listed: Yes being assessed being assessed Listed: Yes Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City website Located: City impact fee
website website website
Apopka Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes being assessed Listed: Yes being assessed Listed: Yes
Located: City website Located: City website Located: City website Located: City website
Ocoee Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee
website website website website website website
POLK COUNTY
Lakeland Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee Located: City impact fee
website website website website website website
Winter Haven ~ Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes being assessed Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: No Listed: Yes
Located: City municipal Located: City municipal Located: City municipal Located: City municipal Located: City website
code code code code
Bartow Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee
Listed: Yes being assessed being assessed Listed: Yes being assessed being assessed
Located: City website Located: City website
Auburndale No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes

being assessed

being assessed

Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee
website

Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee
website

Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee
website

Listed: Yes
Located: City impact fee
website
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Transportation
SANTA ROSA COUNTY

Law Enforcement

Milton

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

Assessed: Yes

Listed: No

Located: Municipal code
website for the city

Gulf Breeze

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

Jay

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

SUMTER COUNTY

Wildwood No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of fee Assessed: Yes
being assessed being assessed Listed: Yes Listed: Yes being assessed Listed: Yes
Located: City website Located: City website Located: City website
Bushnell No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee
being assessed being assessed being assessed being assessed being assessed being assessed
Center Hill No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee No online evidence of fee

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

being assessed

HENDRY COUNTY

Clewiston

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

Assessed: Yes

Listed: Yes

Located: Municipal code
website for the city

LaBelle

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

Assessed: Unknown
Listed: Yes

Located: Municipal code
website for the city

SUWANEE COUNTY

Live Oak

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes

Located: City website
containing codes

Branford

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

No online evidence of fee
being assessed

! Cities are listed within counties, in order of their population (highest to lowest).

Source: OPPAGA analysis of information on county, city, and municipal code webpages.
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Appendix B

Exhibit B-1

Other County Fees'

Orange County

Water and Sewer
Connection
Assessed: Yes

Listed: Yes
Located: County
website

Water and

Wastewater
Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes
Located: County
website

Stormwater
Assessed: No
Listed: No
Located: County
online fee directory

Sign Ordinance
Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes
Located: County
online fee directory

Tree Ordinance
Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes
Located: County
online fee directory

Building or

Demolition
Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes
Located: County
online fee directory

Local Licenses for

Construction or

Specialty Trades
Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes
Located: County online
fee directory

Local
Business Tax
Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes
Located: County
municipal code website

Polk County

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Unknown

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Yes

Assessed: Yes

Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: No Listed: No Listed: No Listed: Yes
Located: County Located: County Located: County Information Located: Located: County Located: County Located: County Located: Tax collector
utility rates and fees  utility rates and fees  website County website with ~ website website website website
website website PDFs of permits

Santa Rosa County Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Located: Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: No

Location: County
website

Located: County
website

Located: County
website

Located: County
website

County website

Located: County
website

Located: County
municipal code website

Located: Tax collector
website

Sumter County No online evidence of No online evidence  No online evidence  Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of
fee being assessed  of fee being of fee being Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes fee being assessed
assessed assessed Located: County Located: County Located: County Located: County
building services fee  website building services fee building services fee
schedule website schedule website schedule website
Hendry County No online evidence of No online evidence  No online evidence  Assessed: Yes No online evidence  Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes

fee being assessed  of fee being of fee being Listed: No of fee being Listed: No Listed: No Listed: No
assessed assessed Located: County assessed Located: County Located: Application  Located: Tax collector
municipal code municipal code and instructions on website
website website county website
Suwannee Gounty  No online evidence of No online evidence  No online evidence ~ No online evidence ~ No online evidence  Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of
fee being assessed  of fee being of fee being of fee being of fee being Listed: Yes Listed: Yes fee being assessed
assessed assessed assessed assessed Located: County Located: County

website

municipal code website

! Counties are listed based on their populations (largest to smallest).
Source: OPPAGA analysis of information on county, city, and municipal code webpages.
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Exhibit B-2

Other City Fees'

Water and Sewer

Water and

Building or

Local Licenses for

Construction or

Local

Connection

ORANGE COUNTY

Wastewater

Stormwater

Sign Ordinance

Tree Ordinance

Demolition

Specialty Trades

Business Tax

Orlando Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes (sewer only) Listed: Yes Located: Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: Yes fee being assessed Listed: Yes
(sewer only) Listed: Yes City website Located: City website Located: City Located: Fee Located: City
Located: City Located: City website directory on city website
website website website

Apopka Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes of fee being Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: No
Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City assessed Located: City Located: City Located: City
website website website website website website website

Ocoee Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
(water only) Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: No
Listed: Yes Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: Application
Located: City website municipal code municipal code municipal code website website on city website
website website website website

POLK COUNTY

Lakeland Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes (only Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Located: Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: No
sewer connection) Located: City City website Located: City website Located: City Located: City (registered contractor Located: City
Located: City website website website fee only) website
webpage Located: City website

Winter Haven ~ Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Located: Listed: No of fee being Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: Yes
Located: City Located: City City website Located: City assessed Located: City Located: City Located: City
website website municipal code municipal code website website

website website

Bartow Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of  No online evidence Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Located: fee being assessed, of fee being Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: Yes
Located: City Located: City City website but could be included  assessed Located: City Located: City Located: City
website website in building fee website website website

Auburndale Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence  Assessed: Yes No online evidence Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes of fee being Listed: Yes of fee being Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes(not all fees)
Located: City Located: City assessed Located: City website assessed Located: City Located: City Located: City municipal
website website website website code website
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Water and Sewer

Water and

Building or

Local Licenses for
Construction or

Local

Connection
SANTA ROSA COUNTY

Wastewater

Stormwater

Sign Ordinance

Tree Ordinance

Demolition

Specialty Trades

Business Tax

Milton Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Located: Listed: Yes Listed: Yes Listed: Yes fee being assessed Listed: Yes
Located: City Located: City City website Located: City website Located: City Located: City Located: City
website website website website website

Gulf Breeze Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: No Located:  Listed: No Located: Listed: No Listed: No fee being assessed Listed: Yes
Located: City Located: City City municipal code  City website Located: City Located: City Located: City
website municipal code website municipal code website website

website website

Jay No online evidence  No online evidence of No online evidence of No online evidence of No online evidence of  No online evidence ~ No online evidence of  No online evidence of
of fee being fee being assessed fee being assessed fee being assessed fee being assessed of fee being fee being assessed fee being assessed
assessed assessed

SUMTER COUNTY

Wildwood Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: No
Listed: Yes Listed: Yes fee being assessed Listed: Yes Listed: No Located:  Listed: Notonweb  fee being assessed (moratorium on
Located: City Located: City Located: City website City website Located: City collection of business
website website website tax effective 10/10/11)

Listed: No
Located: City website

Bushnell Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of  No online evidence of No online evidence of ~ Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: No fee being assessed fee being assessed fee being assessed Listed: Yes fee being assessed Listed: Yes
Located: Municipal  Located: City Located: City Located: City
code website municipal code only website

Center Hill Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes No online evidence of ~ Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes
Listed: No Listed: No Listed: No Listed: No fee being assessed Listed: No fee being assessed Listed: No
Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City Located: City
municipal code municipal code municipal code municipal code municipal code municipal code
website website website website website website

SUWANEE COUNTY

Live Oak Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes Assessed: Yes, applies Assessed: Yes No online evidence of Assessed: Yes
Listed: Yes Listed: No Listed: Yes Listed: Yes only to city property Listed: Yes fee being assessed Listed: No
Located: City Located: City Located: City website Located: City website and right-of-way Located: City Located: City
website website Listed: Yes website website

Located: City website
Branford No online evidence  No online evidence of  No online evidence of  No online evidence of  No online evidence of  No online evidence ~ No online evidence of  No online evidence of

of fee being
assessed

fee being assessed

fee being assessed

fee being assessed

fee being assessed

of fee being
assessed

fee being assessed

fee being assessed

! Cities are listed within counties, in order of their population (highest to lowest).
Source: OPPAGA analysis of information on county, city, and municipal code webpages.
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THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE'S OFFICE OF PROGRAM POLICY ANALYSIS & GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY
Community Redevelopment Agencies
February 15, 2017

Scope

As directed by the Legislature, OPPAGA reviewed community redevelopment agencies (CRAS)
created pursuant to s. 163.356, Florida Statutes. The review considered the following issues.

» Primary activities performed by CRAs
= CRA governance structure, including board composition compared to other local boards

= CRA funding mechanisms, including bonding authority and the amount of outstanding
bonds

»  Whether the activities performed by CRAs are similar to those performed by other
entities

=  Whether CRAs are achieving established goals
= Opportunities for improving CRAs

Background

Community redevelopment agencies were created to revitalize slum and blighted areas; as of
January 1, 2017, there were 219 CRAs in Florida, each employing an average of two full-time
staff members. The 1969 Legislature adopted the Community Redevelopment Act to provide a
funding mechanism for local redevelopment efforts.! The act originally stated that local
governments can establish community redevelopment agencies in areas containing slum or blight
where there is a shortage of affordable housing and where area redevelopment is in the interest of
the public welfare of the county or municipality.? Per current state law, a “slum area” is an area
having physical or economic conditions conducive to disease, infant mortality, juvenile
delinquency, poverty, or crime because there is a predominance of buildings or improvements that
are impaired by reason of dilapidation, deterioration, age, or obsolescence. A “blight area” is an
area with a substantial number of deteriorated or deteriorating structures in which conditions, as
indicated by government-maintained statistics or other studies, endanger life or property or are
leading to economic distress.

In 2002, the Legislature amended the Community Redevelopment Act. The amendment stipulated
that lack of affordable housing could no longer be an independent reason for creating a CRA,
required local governments to adopt a data-backed resolution before establishing a CRA, and
established a 40-year time limit on new CRAs. Most recently, the 2006 Legislature amended the
act to revise procedures for calculating tax increment revenues, adopting community
redevelopment plans or plan modifications that expand CRA boundaries, and delegating
community redevelopment powers to cities by charter counties.®

To establish a CRA, the local government legislative body adopts a resolution finding that the
designated area is a slum or blighted area or that it contains a shortage of affordable housing and
rehabilitation or redevelopment of the area is necessary in the interest of public health, safety,
morals or welfare. Upon a finding of necessity and upon a further finding that there is a need for

1 Chapter 163 Part 111, F.S.
2 Section 163.355, F.S.
8 Chapter 2006-307, Laws of Florida.




http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?mode=View%20Statutes&SubMenu=1&App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=163.356&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.356.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/0163PARTIIIContentsIndex.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.355.html

http://laws.flrules.org/2006/307
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a community redevelopment agency to function in the county or municipality to carry out the
community redevelopment purposes described therein, the local government may create a CRA.
CRAs are dependent special districts, which generally means that the governing body members
are identical to or appointed by the governing body of a single county or a single municipality.
However, the CRA’s budget may not be subject to approval by the county or city governing body.

CRAs are only granted powers necessary to carry out and effectuate the purposes of the
Community Redevelopment Act. These powers include the ability to issue bonds and acquire
property by eminent domain, if approved by the governing body that established the agency. CRAs
are also granted the power to undertake and carry out community redevelopment and related
activities within the community redevelopment area.* CRAs are not permitted to pay for
construction or expansion of administrative buildings for public bodies or police/fire facilities;
leverage general governmental operating expenses unrelated to CRA activities; or fund projects
outside of their designated community redevelopment area.

As of January 1, 2017, there were 219 active CRAs in Florida.®> The number of CRAs per county
ranges from zero (10 counties) to 15 (Brevard County). (See Exhibit 1.) (See Appendix A for a
complete list of CRAs by county.)

4 The community redevelopment agency (CRA) is the governing body, and the community redevelopment area is the land over which the CRA
has redevelopment authority.
® There are currently no inactive CRAs. Seventeen CRAs have been dissolved during the program’s history.
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Exhibit 1
As of January 1, 2017, 219 CRAs Were Active in Florida; the Number of CRAs per County Varies
Widely

Legend

I:I No CRAs

[ JiCra

l:l Between 2and 5 CRAs
- Between 6 and 10 CRAs

Il Over 10 CRAs

o

! The community redevelopment areas that CRAs serve vary in size. Therefore, a large number of CRAs in a county does not necessarily imply a
greater total geographical area for all the county’s community redevelopment areas.
Source: OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity data.

CRA s are created via county ordinance or resolution or city/town ordinance or resolution. Most
(79%) of the CRAs that OPPAGA examined were created by city/town ordinance or resolution.
(See Exhibit 2.)

Exhibit 2

Most CRAs Were Created by City or Town Ordinance/Resolution
Created By Number Percent
City or Town 173 79%
County 32 15%
City and County 13 6%
Total 218" 100%

1 OPPAGA did not find creation documentation for one of the 219 CRAs that were examined.
Source: OPPAGA analysis of Department of Economic Opportunity data.
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To gather information about the operations, goals, and primary activities of the state’s community
redevelopment agencies, OPPAGA conducted a survey of the 219 active CRAs.® Survey
respondents reported that their CRAs employ an average of 2 full-time staff and 0.7 part-time staff.
Several (38%) reported that they have no staff paid directly with CRA funds.” Most (60%) CRAS
reported that they are scheduled for dissolution within the next 20 years; 14% did not report a
dissolution date. (See Exhibit 3.)

Exhibit 3
Most CRAs Reported Dissolution Dates Between 2017 and 2036
Dissolution Date Range Percent of CRA Survey Respondents
2017 — 2026 19%
2027 - 2036 41%
2037 — 2046 22%
2047 — 2056 4%
No Dissolution Date Reported! 14%

1 Of the CRAs that reported no dissolution date, some reported that their CRA is not scheduled to dissolve and others reported that their CRA
does not have a dissolution date because it consists of multiple community redevelopment agency areas that each have their own unique
dissolution date.

Source: OPPAGA survey.

CRAs must create an official redevelopment plan. Each CRA is responsible for producing and
implementing a community redevelopment plan to address overall goals and specific needs; the
plans must conform to the local governments’ comprehensive plans.® The redevelopment plan
must describe any land acquisition, structure demolition and removal, redevelopment,
improvements, and rehabilitation to be carried out in the designated area. The plan must also
provide for the development of affordable housing in the area or provide an explanation for not
addressing the issue in the plan. To meet changing needs, the local government may subsequently
modify the community redevelopment plan upon the recommendation of the CRA.

Community redevelopment plans describe the types of projects planned for the area. Projects
typically include street improvements; building construction or renovation; flood control
initiatives; parking lots and garages; and neighborhood parks. Projects may also include grants
and loans for businesses. Businesses may use this money for fagade improvements, signage,
sprinkler system upgrades, and structural improvements.

Questions and Answers
What are the primary activities of CRAs?

The primary activities of CRAs include enhancing and rehabilitating residential and commercial
properties. The most frequent statutory criteria that CRAs responding to OPPAGA’s survey
identified as the reason for their creation were blight (95%) and slum (51%). CRAs also cited lack
of affordable housing (21%) and economically distressed coastal or tourist areas (14%) as statutory
reasons for creation. With regard to CRA goals, survey respondents cited increasing economic

® OPPAGA surveyed 219 active CRAs; 110 (53%) responded; 93 (45%) provided complete responses, and 17 (8%) provided partial responses.

" These CRAs may be supported by staff from other departments within the municipality or county in which the CRA is located.

8 Each CRA shall submit any community redevelopment plan to the governing body and to each taxing authority that levies ad valorem taxes on
taxable real property contained within the geographic boundaries of the redevelopment area; the governing body approves the plan. Some
CRAs are not required by law to obtain county approval for adoption of, or amendment to, their CRA plans. This applies to CRAs located in
noncharter counties and CRAs that are located in charter counties but in which the municipal CRA was created prior to the chartering of the
county.
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activity in the urban core (64%), reducing blight (55%), and improving infrastructure (50%) as
primary objectives.

According to OPPAGA survey results, the most frequently reported types of projects funded by
CRAs include

» enhancing the appearance of residential or commercial areas (64%);
= rehabilitating commercial properties (42%);

» improving transportation infrastructure (28%); and

= improving utilities (28%).

In addition, 64% of the CRAs reported that they also award grants to other entities. The most
frequently cited grant recipients include businesses (90%), non-profit organizations (40%), and
private citizens (41%).

Survey respondents have embarked on a wide variety of projects. For example, to improve their
utilities, the Alachua CRA funded projects to create underground stormwater storage and a
stormwater basin, and the Titusville CRA has provided funds to property owners to upgrade their
buildings to meet certain building codes to enhance viability of buildings for reuse. To improve
transportation infrastructure, the Merritt Island CRA has funded a veteran memorial park parking
lot, various signage programs for parks, and the construction of bus shelters. In addition, the City
of Marianna CRA funded projects to enhance the appearance of residential and commercial areas
through landscape improvements, new medians, and new street lighting, and the West Palm Beach
CRA has redeveloped their old city hall site and funded a series of commercial facade grants to
address the rehabilitation of commercial properties.

How are CRASs governed?

Department of Economic Opportunity Special District Accountability Program data shows that
76% of CRAs are governed by a board that either mirrors or is very similar to the county or city

commission that oversees the CRA. OPPAGA’s survey provided additional detail about
governing board composition. The majority (72%) of CRASs that responded to the survey reported
that their board membership consists solely of elected officials, with the number of members on
these boards ranging from four to nine per board. Several (18%) CRAs reported that their boards
are composed of elected officials and private citizens, while 8% reported that the board is
composed solely of private citizens. Overall, 27% of CRAs reported that private citizens serve on
their CRA’s board, ranging from two to nine citizens per board.

Recent reports have expressed concerns regarding CRA governance. For example, in 2015 the
Florida Auditor General found that when the governing body of the entity that created the CRA is
functioning as the CRA board, there is an increased risk that CRA funds may be used to supplant
those used for the general operating expenses of the entity that created the CRA.® The Auditor
General noted instances in which the CRA paid moneys to the municipality that created it for
services purportedly provided to the CRA, but for which there was no documentation of the
services provided and, as a result, it appeared these moneys were used to pay for the municipality’s
general operating costs. To address this concern, the Auditor General recommended that the
Legislature consider revising Ch. 163, Florida Statutes, to require county approval for the adoption
and amendment of all municipal CRA plans. According to the Auditor General, requiring county

® Local Government Financial Reporting System, Florida Auditor General, Report No. 2015-037, October 2014.



http://www.myflorida.com/audgen/pages/pdf_files/2015-037.pdf
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approval would strengthen oversight of CRA activities and help ensure that CRA funds are
expended only for authorized CRA activities.

Similarly, the Broward County Inspector General has reported on several instances of misuse of
CRA funds by governing boards. For example, a 2013 investigation found that officials of the
City of Hallandale Beach and the Hallandale Beach Redevelopment Agency grossly mismanaged
public funds entrusted to the care of the CRA.° Between 2007 and 2012, city officials operating
as CRA board members made at least $2.1 million in questionable expenditures. A 2014
investigation found that the Margate Community Redevelopment Agency failed to comply with
the requirements of Florida law for the allocation and disposition of funds, resulting in a debt to
Broward County of approximately $2.7 million.!* The inspector general recommended that the
CRA promptly develop procedures that will ensure legal compliance for the handling of taxpayer
funds that it receives.

Most recently, a 2016 Miami-Dade County Grand Jury report expressed concern that most CRA
boards are composed of only the elected officials of the city in which the CRA is located.*> The
grand jury identified several examples of CRA boards spending large amounts of funding on
commissioner “pet projects,” as well as the appearance and perception that certain boards are
controlled by one commissioner. The grand jury stated that this promotes a temptation to use CRA
funds as “slush funds” for elected officials. To address these concerns, the grand jury
recommended that non-elected citizens be appointed to serve as full-fledged voting members on
CRA boards, that state law reflect this as a requirement, and that these civilian appointees be
knowledgeable in architecture, finance, construction, land use, or other education or professional
experience in the area of community redevelopment.

How are CRAs funded?

Tax increment financing is the primary source of funding for most community redevelopment
agencies; in Fiscal Year 2014-15, CRAs reported nearly $600 million in revenues. CRAS use a
variety of mechanisms to leverage public funds in order to promote private sector activity and
redevelopment. Tax increment financing (TIF) is the most commonly used tool to increase
investment and growth in local government development. CRA governing bodies are required to
establish, by ordinance, a redevelopment trust fund if they wish to receive or spend any TIF funds.
TIF is formulated by determining the value of all property in the community redevelopment area
on a fixed date and freezing that value. The property tax revenue on the frozen value is available
for general government purposes, but any tax revenue from increases to the property value is
distributed to the CRA redevelopment trust fund and dedicated to redevelopment projects and
activities in the designated area. Annually, CRAs generally receive 95% of the difference between
the amount of ad valorem taxes levied by each taxing authority and the frozen value established
when the CRA was created.'® Additional funding mechanisms available to CRAs include other
government financial support, private sector support, grants, and donations.

Most (93%) OPPAGA survey respondents reported that TIF funds are the primary source of
financial support for their CRASs, and 51% reported that TIF funds are their sole source of financial

% OIG Final Report Re: Gross Mismanagement of Public Funds by the City of Hallandale Beach and the Hallandale Beach Community
Redevelopment Agency, Broward Office of the Inspector General, Ref. OIG 11-020, April 2013.

1 OIG Final Report Re: Misconduct by the Margate Community Redevelopment Agency in the Handling of Taxpayer Funds, Broward Office of
the Inspector General, Ref. OIG 13-015A, July 2014.

12 CRAs: The Good, The Bad And The Questionable, Final Report of The Miami-Dade County Grand Jury, Spring Term A.D. 2015,
February 2016.

13 Section 163.387(2)(c), F.S.




http://www.broward.org/InspectorGeneral/Documents/20130418OIG11020FinalReport.pdf

http://www.broward.org/InspectorGeneral/Documents/OIG13015AMargateCRAFinalReport.pdf

https://www.miamisao.com/publications/grand_jury/2000s/gj2015s.pdf

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.387.html
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support. For those CRAs that have other funding sources, additional revenues include agency-
generated revenues (24%), grants from various sources (20%), and other local government funds
(19%).* Fifteen percent of CRAs responding to OPPAGA’s survey reported that they have not
had any expenditures over the last five years; these respondents were from recently created CRAs
or CRAs that are inactive or have no current funding.

Department of Financial Services data shows that for Fiscal Year 2014-15 (the most recent year
for which data is available), Florida’s CRAs reported a total of $594.4 million in revenues and
$605.2 million in expenditures. During the period, CRASs also reported $714.5 million in debt.
(See Appendix A for a list of revenues, expenditures, and debt by CRA.) Total CRA revenues and
expenditures varied significantly by county. For example, 22 counties reported CRA revenues of
less than $1 million, while 4 reported over $50 million in revenues for the period.* Similarly, 24
counties reported expenditures under $1 million while 4 reported expenditures above $50
million.%® (See Exhibit 4.)

Exhibit 4

In Fiscal Year 2014-15, CRA Revenues and Expenditures Varied Significantly by County

Revenues

Legend
l:l %0 Revenue Generated by CRAs

l:l Less than $1M Revenue Generated by CRAs

- Between 51M and $50M Revenue Generated by CRAs
- Over $50M Revenue Generated by CRA=

14 Agency-generated revenues may include rental income, land sale revenue, parking garage fees, etc.
15 These data are only for counties that have CRAs and reported revenues, expenditures, and debt.
% Ibid.
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Expenditures

Legend
l:l 0 Expenditures Generated by CRAs

[ ] Less than 51M Expenditures Generated by CRAs

[ Between 51M and 950M Expenditures Generated by CRAs
- Over $50M Expenditures Generated by CRAs

Source: OPPAGA analysis of Department of Financial Services data.

During a 10-year period, CRAs issued more than $1 billion in bonds. CRAs have the legal
authority to issue bonds to leverage available funds; bond issues provide upfront money to pay for
redevelopment projects and TIF is used to pay the debt service on the bonds. However, 80% of
survey respondents reported that their CRAs have never issued bonds. When asked how these
CRAs leverage their TIF funds, the most frequently reported responses include local government
funding (51%) and grants from various sources (22%).

To further examine CRAs bond activity, OPPAGA obtained data from the State Board of
Administration’s (SBA) Division of Bond Finance. This information shows that from December
30, 2005, to July 8, 2016, 46 CRAs had a total of 81 bond issues. (See Appendix B for a list of
the 81 bonds by CRA.) These bonds total $1.35 billion and range from $50,000 to $286.3 million.
The average bond issued during this period was $16.6 million and the median was $7.6 million.
Ten CRAs account for 77.3% ($1.04 billion of $1.35 billion) of all bonds issued. The Miami
Beach Redevelopment Agency has issued the most bonds at $322.1 million, followed by the City
of Orlando’s CRA at $205.2 million. (See Exhibit5.)
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Exhibit 5

Ten CRAs Reported Issuing $1.04 Billion in Bonds From December 30, 2005, to July 8, 2016
Miami Beach Redevelopment Agency $322,095,000
City of Orlando, Florida Community Redevelopment Agency 205,235,000
City of Hollywood, Florida Community Redevelopment Agency 128,575,000
West Palm Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 121,964,000
City of Port St. Lucie Community Redevelopment Agency 86,922,530
Southeast Overtown/Park West Community Redevelopment Agency 55,885,000
Pompano Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 34,100,000
Fort Pierce Redevelopment Agency 31,055,000
Collier County Community Redevelopment Agency 28,057,900
Riviera Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 25,570,000
TOTAL $1,039,459,430

Source: OPPAGA analysis of State Board of Administration Division of Bond Finance data.

Do CRA programs and profects duplicate those of other entities?

Nearly 40% of OPPAGA survey respondents reported that there are other organizations within
the same geographic area that fund projects or programs similar to those funded by their CRA.
While 47% of survey respondents reported that they do not think there is overlap between the
activities funded by their CRA and those of other organizations in their area, 39% of survey
respondents reported that they believe that there is overlap.” Of these 39% of respondents, 97%
reported that other similar projects may be funded by local government entities such as cities or
counties. Types of similar activities reported by these respondents include streetscape projects,
sidewalk improvements, and other infrastructure improvements such as roadways, parks, and
stormwater facilities. A few (16%) CRAs reported that similar projects may also be funded by
non-profit entities that fund projects such as historic preservation or economic development
projects. When asked what types of projects their CRA funds that other organizations do not fund,
the most frequently cited type of project was facade and site improvement and rehabilitation (55%).

The Department of Economic Opportunity’s (DEO) Special District Accountability database
includes several other entities that may support efforts that are similar to CRA activities. These
entities include housing authorities, downtown improvement/development districts, economic
development authorities, and business improvement districts. Like CRAs, these entities are
primarily dependent special districts, with exceptions being certain county development
authorities, certain housing authorities, certain downtown improvement/development authorities,
and certain economic development authorities.'® Often, the goals of these entities overlap with the
goals of CRAs. Similar goals include reducing slum and blight, increasing economic activity at
the urban core, providing affordable housing, and improving infrastructure.

However, the financial means to achieve these goals differ. For instance, housing authorities may
be funded through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; downtown
improvement/development districts may be funded through ad valorem taxes; and business
improvement districts are funded on an extra tax levied among businesses in that district. These
funding sources, including federal grants and extra business taxes, are not available to CRAs.

17 Fifteen percent of respondents reported that they are not sure if there is overlap between the projects and programs funded by their CRA and
those of other organizations.

18 Several of the independent special districts cover more than one county. Per current state law, a district that includes more than one county is
an independent special district unless the district lies wholly within the boundaries of a single municipality.
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CRAs primarily depend upon TIF, which is rarely used by other special districts.'® Furthermore,
the populations affected by improvements done by these entities may differ, with other special
districts having a more narrow population focus than CRAs. For instance, housing authorities
typically exist to serve low-income individuals and households only, whereas a CRA may have
affordable housing as one of many goals.

In general, are CRAS achieving established goals?

Studies of CRAs in other states demonstrate mixed results; recent Florida reports have raised
concerns about effectiveness. The use of tax increment financing to support redevelopment
efforts has been examined in several states. These studies have yielded mixed results regarding
effectiveness in terms of property values and economic development outcomes. Researchers have
examined residential property value growth in redevelopment areas supported by TIF in Illinois,
Indiana, and Michigan and have found positive effects, with assessed values increasing.?°
However, results are mixed in other states. For example, in 2011, researchers using data from
Wisconsin municipalities considered residential, commercial, and manufacturing property values
separately and found that there were positive impacts in the commercial TIF districts but no
comparable increases in residential or manufacturing property values.?

Studies that examined economic development outcomes (e.g., employment, retail sales, and
manufacturing sales) in redevelopment areas supported by TIF have also yielded varying results.
A 2010 study found that a sample of Illinois TIF districts that focused on industrial development
had positive associations with employment.?? However, a 2014 study that examined employment,
business creation, and building permits in Chicago did not find evidence that the TIF districts led
to greater levels of economic development compared to control areas or that TIF designation led
to greater private investment in blighted neighborhoods.?® Another 2014 study evaluated the
impact of tax increment financing in Indiana counties from 2003-2012 and found that while TIF
areas are associated with small but positive growth in assessed value, there are uniform negative
impacts on traditional measures of economic development such as employment, number of
business establishments, and sales tax revenue.?* This led researchers to conclude that in Indiana,
TIF is not an economic development tool, but a county budget management tool.

In California, a 2011 legislative report found no reliable evidence that redevelopment increases
regional or statewide economic development.® According to the report, the limited academic
literature on redevelopment agencies finds that the effect of such programs on property values is
minimal. In addition, the report noted that redevelopment may cause some geographic shifts in
economic development, but does not increase overall economic activity in a region. Moreover,
the report found that, similar to analyses of property values, research typically finds that any
employment gains in project areas are offset by losses in other parts of the region. Subsequent to

19 According to DEQ’s Special District Accountability Program database, only 7 of 1,441 special districts other than CRAs reported using TIF as
a revenue source.

2 Greenbaum, Robert T. and Jim Landers, 2014. “The Tiff Over TIF: A Review of The Literature Examining the Effectiveness of the Tax
Increment Financing” National Tax Journal 67(3), 655-674.

2 Merriman, David F., Mark L. Skidmore, and Russ D. Kashian, 2011. “Do Tax Increment Finance Districts Stimulate Growth in Real Estate
Values?” Real Estate Economics 39(2), 221-250.

22 Byme, Paul F., 2010. “Does Tax Increment Financing Deliver on its Promise of Jobs? The Impact of Tax Increment Financing on Municipal
Employment Growth.” Economic Development Quarterly, 24(1), 13-22.

23 _ester, William T., 2014. “Does Chicago’s Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Programme Pass the ‘But-for’ Test? Job Creation and Economic
Development Impacts Using Time-series Data.” Urban Studies 51(4), 655-674.

24 Hicks. M., D. Faulk and P. Quirin. 2014. Some Economic Effects of Tax Increment Financing in Indiana. Center for Business and Economic
Research, Ball State University, Working Paper.

% California Legislative Analyst’s Office, Should California End Redevelopment Agencies, February 9, 2011.
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the report’s publication, the California Legislature abolished the state’s local redevelopment
program and established a formal dissolution process for redevelopment agencies.

Recent Florida studies have identified issues that may impact CRA effectiveness, particularly
regarding the use of funds meant to support redevelopment efforts. In 2015, the Florida Auditor
General reported that operational audits of CRAs in recent years have noted that CRA trust fund
moneys have often been used for purposes not specifically delineated in state law and not directly
related to redevelopment as it is defined in law.?” The report found that because some CRA boards
have broadly interpreted the phrase “including, but not limited to” in s. 163.387(6), Florida
Statutes, to authorize expenditure of moneys for anything perceived as a CRA undertaking, CRA
trust fund moneys may be expended in a manner inconsistent with legislative intent. According
to the Auditor General, providing clear direction to CRAS as to the express authority for expending
CRA trust fund moneys would ensure that legislative intent is accomplished.

Similarly, the 2016 Miami-Dade County Grand Jury report questioned whether some CRA’s use
of funds is consistent with legislative intent.? While recognizing that many CRAs fund projects
such as streetscaping and road improvements, infrastructure construction, and purchase of land for
development of affordable housing, the grand jury’s investigation revealed large scale spending
on projects that did not address slum, blight, or affordable housing. According to the grand jury
report, “CRAs often times spend money and find a way to say it fits within ‘the approved
community redevelopment plan.”” The grand jury went on to say that it observed “a wide range
of projects, events, services and acquisitions in which spending was justified only when the
interpretation of the community redevelopment plans was stretched beyond the pale.” To address
this concern, the grand jury recommended that state law be amended to require that the inspector
general for the county in which a CRA is located perform a yearly audit; if there is not a county
inspector general, the state’s Chief Inspector General would perform the audit. The goal of the
audit would be to determine whether expenditures comply with laws governing CRAs.

CRAs use a variety of measures to gauge performance, but there is currently no standard
process for gathering and reporting performance data across CRAs. 10 determine how CRAS
gauge the impact of their projects and primary activities, OPPAGA asked survey respondents to
report the ways in which they measure the success of their CRA in achieving goals and areas where
their CRA could enhance performance. The most frequently reported ways of measuring success
include changes in property values (73%), increases in the number of new businesses (49%), and
new construction activity (38%). When asked if there are areas where CRA’s can enhance their
performance, the most commonly reported responses include increasing public awareness and
education (79%) and increasing community participation (41%). For example, respondents
suggested providing more public awareness and education events on CRA programs and providing
more opportunities for community stakeholder participation in CRA meetings and events. Twelve
CRAs reported that performance monitoring is an area in need of improvement and suggested
changes such as establishing better performance indicators and benchmarks and ensuring
consistent monitoring of program outcomes. Eight respondents made individual suggestions for
improvements including clarifying how funding can be used, streamlined and clearer reporting
requirements, enhanced board member qualifications, less stringent blight requirements, and more
funding.

% Swenson, C.W. 2015. “The Death of California Redevelopment Areas: Did the State Get it Right?” Economic Development Quarterly,
29(3) 211-228.

2 Local Government Financial Reporting System, Florida Auditor General, Report No. 2015-037, October 2014.

2 CRAs: The Good, The Bad And The Questionable, Final Report of The Miami-Dade County Grand Jury, Spring Term A.D. 2015, February
2016.




http://www.myflorida.com/audgen/pages/pdf_files/2015-037.pdf

https://www.miamisao.com/publications/grand_jury/2000s/gj2015s.pdf
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While CRAs may measure their own performance using indicators such as property values or
number of new businesses, there is no standard, centralized process for reporting progress with
respect to such performance indicators. The Florida Redevelopment Association provides a set of
suggested performance measures that can help CRAs measure the benefits of redevelopment,
including value of renovations, amount of occupied space, change in employment, and number of
new businesses. These measures may be voluntarily measured and tracked by individual CRAs
but are not required reporting elements. CRAs are, however, subject to several statutorily required
reports to various government entities, and these reports are predominantly focused on financial
information. For example, CRAs must submit an annual financial report to the Department of
Financial Services as well as an annual financial audit completed by an independent certified
public accountant to the Auditor General.?* % CRAs are also required to submit information on
new bond obligations and any new issue of bonds to the SBAs Division of Bond Finance.*
Additionally, CRAs must provide regularly scheduled actuarial reports to the Department of
Management Services.®** The Special District Accountability Program monitors CRAs’ adherence
to these reporting requirements.®* In addition to these reports, each CRA is required to submit an
annual report of its activities and finances to its local governing body.* However, there are no
specific performance reporting requirements for these reports, and the content with respect to CRA
goals, performance, and progress varies significantly across CRAs.

Several other states have more specific CRA performance requirements that result in consolidated
reports on statewide redevelopment efforts. For example, Missouri state law requires the
governing body of the municipality to prepare a report by November 15 every year concerning the
status of each redevelopment plan and redevelopment project existing as of December 31 of the
preceding year.® Data elements include number of projects, total anticipated project costs, total
expenditures for TIF-eligible project costs, number of new and retained jobs, original assessed real
property value of project, and assessed real property value at the end of the reporting period.
Similarly, the Vermont Economic Progress Council and the Vermont Department of Taxes are
required to report on the progress of the state’s tax increment financing districts by April 1 each
year.® For each district, the report must include the date of creation, a profile of the district, a
district map, the original taxable value, the scope and value of projected and actual improvements
and developments, and a set of performance indicators that includes the number of jobs created in
the district, what sectors experienced job growth, and the amount of infrastructure work performed
by Vermont firms. Nebraska requires that on or before December 1, cities provide the Department
of Revenue a copy of any new redevelopment project plans not previously reported or any
amendments that are made to an existing project.®” Information for each project includes project
name, type of property, description of development undertaken, a history of yearly assessments,
taxes levied, and any other pertinent information (e.g., job creation).

2 Section 218.32, F.S.

% Sections 218.39 and 163.387(8), F.S.

3! Section 218.38, F.S.

%2 Section 112.63, F.S.

% Section 189.064, F.S.

3 Section 163.356(3)(c), F.S.

% 2015 Tax Increment Financing in Missouri: Local TIF Project Information and Financial Data, Missouri Department of Revenue,
February 1, 2016.

% 2016 Annual Report on Tax Increment Financing Districts in Vermont, Vermont Economic Progress Council and Vermont Department of
Taxes, April 1,2016.

37 Community Redevelopment Tax Increment Financing Projects Tax Year 2015, Nebraska Department of Revenue, March 1, 2016.




http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.32.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.39.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.387.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.38.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0112/Sections/0112.63.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0189/Sections/0189.064.html

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0163/Sections/0163.356.html

http://dor.mo.gov/pdf/2015TIFAnnualReport.pdf

http://accd.vermont.gov/sites/accdnew/files/documents/DED/VEPC/Tiff/2016TIFAnnualReport.pdf

http://www.revenue.nebraska.gov/PAD/research/TIF_Reports/TIF_REPORT_2015.pdf
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Economic and social indicators show that CRAs have greater socioeconomic disadvantages
compared to surrounding urban areas. Given that CRASs are justified on the basis of such
disadvantages through a finding of slum and blight, their current social and economic status is not
surprising. However, these data were not used to judge the effectiveness of CRAS; since the data
present socioeconomic conditions for one period only, changes in conditions over time (e.g.,
improving or deteriorating) would not be reflected.

As discussed earlier, a slum finding indicates poor social conditions, while a blight finding
indicates poor economic conditions. To determine social and economic conditions in CRAs
compared to surrounding urban areas, OPPAGA used 2014 five-year U.S. Census Bureau
American Community Survey estimates to conduct a spatial analysis for 10 sample counties that
contain CRAs.%® 3 Data was obtained at the census block group level, and population estimates
were calculated within the CRA boundary and within the urban area boundary (excluding the CRA
population).*® Data elements include

» educational attainment for the population 25 years and over;
= poverty status in the past 12 months;

» median household income in the past 12 months;

= employment status for the population 16 years and over; and
= year a structure was built.*

OPPAGA calculated the percentage or total difference between these data elements for the urban
area and the CRA. This percentage or total difference is equal to the percentage or total of a given
data element for the CRA minus that percentage or total for the urban area. Therefore, a positive
percentage or total difference indicates that a CRA had a higher rate for a given data element, and
a negative percentage or total difference indicates that a CRA had a lower rate.

Overall, CRAs show greater levels of socioeconomic disadvantages compared to surrounding
urban areas. In general, CRAs have lower levels of educational attainment, higher levels of
unemployment and poverty, and lower median incomes compared to their surrounding urban areas.
(See Exhibit 6.) Specifically, for social indicators, there are on average 3.5% more individuals
without a high school degree, 2.6% more unemployed individuals, and 6.8% more old structures
(built in 1979 or earlier) in the sample CRAs compared to their surrounding urban areas. For
economic indicators, median incomes are on average $9,989 lower and poverty rates 6.3% higher
in the sample CRAs compared to their surrounding urban areas. (See Appendix C for complete
data).

% The American Community Survey is a sample of the population, which means that results are subject to sampling error and are only a statistical
estimate of the population parameters. In this case, data were sampled each year in the five-year period, then aggregated to provide an overall
estimate for the time period.

% Counties were chosen based upon available GIS data (Manatee, Martin, Miami-Dade, Orange, Palm Beach, Pinellas, St. Johns, and Volusia),
and then upon ability to draw CRA boundaries manually in ArcGIS and for reasonable geographic distribution (Bay and Charlotte). Chosen
CRAs are not representative of all CRAs in Florida.

40 Sample sizes for the counties outside of urban areas and CRAs were too small to provide accurate population estimates. Therefore, county
population was not included in this analysis.

41 The year a structure was built refers to when the building was first constructed, not when it was remodeled, added to, or converted. This
number includes both occupied and vacant housing units. A housing unit is defined by the U.S. Census as a house, an apartment, a group of
rooms, or a single room occupied or intended for occupancy as separate living quarters.
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Exhibit 6
CRAs Display Greater Disadvantages Compared to Surrounding Urban Areas on Key Social and
Economic Indicators’

Social Indicators?
No High Structure Built 1979 or
School Degree Unemployed Earlier

Charlotte
Manatee
Martin
Miami-Dade
Orange
Palm Beach
Pinellas

St. Johns
Volusia

Economic Indicators?
Median Income

Charlotte
Manatee $32,320

Miami-Dade

Palm Beach
Pinellas

St. Johns
Volusia

! Red shading means a CRA has higher rates of a negative data element (such as poverty) or lower rates of a positive data element (such as
median income). Green shading means a CRA has lower rates of a negative data element or higher rates of a positive data element. No shading
indicates that the percent difference was less than 1% and greater than -1%.

2Numbers represent percentage or total difference between a given county’s CRA and its urban areas. A positive number implies a CRA has
higher rates or values than its surrounding urban area.

3This average is calculated by adding up the total number of peaple or buildings in every block group in the CRA or urban area that fit the criteria then dividing by the
total number of people or buildings. It is not an average of the given averages.

Source: OPPAGA analysis of 2014 U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey data.
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Could CRAs be improved?

Considering the results of OPPAGA’s literature review and survey of CRAs, as well as critical
evaluations of CRAs by the Auditor General, the Miami-Dade Grand Jury, and the Broward
County Inspector General, OPPAGA offers the following options for the Legislature to consider
for enhancing CRA governance, use of funds, and accountability.

Exhibit 7

There Are Several Options for Improving Florida’s Community Redevelopment Areas

IMPROVE GOVERNANCE

OPTION 1 - Provide county taxing authorities more control or approval over expenditures of CRAs created by
municipalities’

OPTION 2 — Expand board composition to include non-elected citizen members, including citizens with experience
in land use, construction, architecture, and finance?

ENSURE APPROPRIATE USE OF FUNDS

OPTION 3 - Specify the types of expenditures that qualify for undertakings of a CRA’

OPTION 4 — Require all municipally-created CRAs to submit annual budget requests with sufficient time to allow the
board of county commissioners to review the budget prior to the start of the fiscal year to which the budget relates?

OPTION 5 — Promote compliance with the audit requirement in s. 163.387(8), Alorida Statutes'

OPTION 6 — Require audits to include a determination of compliance with laws pertaining to expenditure and disposition
of unused CRA trust fund moneys'

ENHANCE ACCOUNTABILITY

OPTION 7 — Require CRAs to submit digital map files depicting geographical boundaries and total acreage to the
Department of Economic Opportunity’s Special District Accountability Program

OPTION 8 — Require CRAs to annually report to DEO on a set of standard performance measures that include job
creation, business establishment growth, unemployment, poverty, crime, income, and property value metrics

OPTION 9 - Require CRAs to annually submit to DEO a project list that includes project name, brief project narrative, total
anticipated project costs, total project expenditures to date, original assessed real property value of project, and assessed
real property value at the end of the reporting period

OPTION 10 - Require CRAs to demonstrate sustained progress prior to expiration date; in order to be reauthorized, CRAs
must demonstrate business, employment, and wage growth as well as poverty, unemployment, and crime reduction

OPTION 11 - Create a dissolution process for CRAs that do not demonstrate progress in business, employment, and
wage growth as well as poverty, unemployment, and crime reduction during the first 20 years of existence, or in the case
of those that have been reauthorized, during the first 20 years since the last reauthorization

T Also recommended by the Auditor General.
2 Also recommended by the Miami-Dade Grand Jury.

Source: OPPAGA analysis.
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Appendix A

Community Redevelopment Agencies by County; Fiscal Year 2014-15
Revenues, Expenditures, and Debt

Exhibit A-1
Descriptive Information for 219 Active CRAs

Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017 Creation Year Revenues Expenditures

Alachua Alachua Community Redevelopment Agency 1987 $764,964 $982,254 $640,370
Gainesville Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $1,736,493 $1,347,703 $2,341,675
Hawthorne Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $54,991 $34,000 No reported
High Springs Community Redevelopment Agency 1986 No reported No reported No reported

Alachua Total 4 32,556,448 32,363,957 32,982,045

Bay Callaway Community Redevelopment Agency 2007 $25,585 $37,516 $0
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Parker 2006 $14 $175 $0
Lynn Haven Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $298,740 $198,389 $0
Panama City Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $8,280,317 $6,326,250 $0
Panama City Community Redevelopment Agency 2006 $2,384,321 $1,888,166 $0
Springfield Community Redevelopment Agency 2007 No reported No reported No reported

Bay Total 6 310,988,977 38,450,496 30

Bradford Starke Community Redevelopment Agency 1991 $1 $0 $0

Bradford Total 7 31 30 $0

Brevard Babcock Street Community Redevelopment Agency 1997 $647,369 $582,434 $0
Bayfront Community Redevelopment Agency 1999 $654,317 $907,004 $3,545,000
Cape Canaveral Community Redevelopment Agency 2012 $126,140 $41,809 $0
City of Rockledge Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $1,471,899 $1,426,767 $2,310,275
Cocoa Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $1,051,318 $843,578 $297,729
Diamond Square Community Redevelopment Agency 1997 $73,315 $58,188 $0
Downtown Cocoa Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2009 $94,580 $24,794 $0
Joint West Melbourne-Brevard County Community Redevelopment 2012
Agency $86,267 $83,611 $0
Melbourne Community Redevelopment Agency 1982 $958,164 $1,230,204 $423,230
Merritt Island Redevelopment Agency 1988 $890,959 $301,471 $0
Olde Eau Gallie Riverfront Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $218,975 $156,380 $138,994
Satellite Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $428,151 $934,931 $3,696,400
Titusville Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $724,041 $591,220 $0
Town of Palm Shores Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $84,542 $76,746 $0
U.S. 1 Corridor Community Redevelopment Agency 1997 $69,716 $89,783 $0

Brevard Total 15 87,579,763 87,348,920 310,411,628
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Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017

Creation Year

Revenues

Expenditures

Broward Broward County Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $0 $0 $0
City of Coral Springs Community Redevelopment Agency 2001 $216,845 $299,124 $0
City of Lauderhill Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $339,950 $547,157 $2,244,415
City of Oakland Park Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $452,218 $468,530 $3,773,977
City of Plantation Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $2,124,723 $1,522,637 $4,325,815
Dania Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $1,529,524 $1,663,240 $0
Davie Community Redevelopment Agency 1988 $2,898,490 $2,965,193 $15,491,131
Deerfield Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1999 $2,617,923 $2,577,652 $10,859,584
Fort Lauderdale Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $21,984,513 $16,097,745 $7,603,000
Hallandale Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $5,378,660 $9,281,686 $0
Hollywood Community Redevelopment Agency 1979 $30,231,540 $44,836,301 $47,150,661
Lauderdale Lakes Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $1,582,923 $1,638,060 $6,983,050
Margate Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $8,496,623 $8,726,702 $9,573,567
Pompano Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1988 $10,105,658 $16,350,833 $19,867,028
Broward Total 14 $67,959,590 $106,974,860 $127,872.228
Calhoun Blountstown Community Redevelopment Agency 1990 $0 $0 $0
Calhoun Total 7 30 30 $0
Charlotte Charlotte Harbor Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $719,606 $1,081,077 $0
City of Punta Gorda Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $1,584,390 $1,665,237 No reported
Murdock Village Community Redevelopment Agency 2003 $4,995,929 $4,283,463 $45,528,438
Parkside Community Redevelopment Agency 2010 $834,659 $959,887 $0
Chariotte Total 4 38,134,584 37,989,664 345,528,438
Citrus City of Inverness Community Redevelopment Agency 1991 $144,908 $166,467 $0
Crystal River Redevelopment Agency 1988 $514,686 $254,067 $0
Citrus Total 2 659,594 3420,534 $0
Clay Keystone Heights Community Redevelopment Agency 2006 $50,173 $44,415 $0
Clay Total 7 350,173 344 415 $0
Collier City of Naples Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $2,232,320 $2,202,075 $0
Collier County Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $4,914,875 $4,838,204 $6,009,577
Collier Total 2 37,147,195 37,040,279 $6,009,577
Columbia Lake City Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $1,598,553 $326,896 $1,311,250
Columbia Total 7 31,598,553 3326,896 $1,311,250
Duval Downtown Investment Authority 2012 $67,968 $1,126,181 $0
Jacksonville Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1978 $8,754,078 $3,220,697 $665,311
Duval 2 38,822,046 34,346,878 $665,311
Escambia City of Pensacola Community Redevelopment Agency 1980 $3,977,161 $3,924,024 No reported
Community Redevelopment Agency of Escambia County 1996 $1,183,830 $1,482,029 $0
Escambia Total 2 85,160,991 35,406,053 30
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Creation Year Revenues

Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017

Expenditures

Flagler Bunnell Community Redevelopment Agency 2007 $0 $0 $0
Flagler Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $115,551 $118,739 $873,000
State Road 100 Corridor Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $1,489,438 $1,847,995 $9,666,000
Town of Marineland Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $0 $175 $0
Flagler Total 4 31,604,989 31,966,909 310,539,000
Franklin Apalachicola Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $0 $0 $0
Carrabelle Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $206,976 $417,146 $0
Frankiin Total 2 3206,976 3417,146 $0
Gadsden Community Redevelopment Agency of the Town of Havana 1997 $15,380 $9,644 $0
Quincy Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $423,179 $268,981 $0
Gadsden Total 2 $438.559 $278,625 $0
Gilchrist City of Trenton Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 No reported No reported No reported
Gilchrist Total 7 No reporfed No reporfed No reported
Glades City of Moore Haven Redevelopment Agency 1997 $153 $175 $0
Glades Total 7 3153 3175 $0
Gulf Port St. Joe Redevelopment Agency 1990 $279,499 $261,904 No reported
Gulf Total 7 $279,499 $261,904 No reported
Hardee Wauchula Community Redevelopment Agency 1997 $490,266 $368,312 No reported
Hardee Total 7 349026 $368,312 No reported
Hendry City of Clewiston Community Redevelopment Agency 2005 $101 $20,420 $0
Hendry Total 7 $101 $20,420 30
Hernando City of Brooksville Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $91,458 $39,362 $0
Hernando County Community Redevelopment Agency 2016 No reported No reported No reported
Hermanado Tofal 2 391,458 339,362 $0
Highlands Avon Park Community Redevelopment Agency 1988 $160,578 $99,662 $0
Sebring Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $611,103 $636,512 $0
Sebring Regional Airport and Industrial Park CRA 1996 $419,237 $244,607 $0
Highlands Total 3 31,190,918 3980,781 $0
Hillsborough City of Tampa Community Redevelopment Agency 1982 $20,318,708 $19,572,396 $0
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Temple Terrace 2000 $0 $0 $0
Plant City Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $839,971 $649,350 $0
Hillsborough Total 3 521,158,679 $20,221,746 $0
Indian River City of Sebastian Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $334,310 $267,636 $0
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Fellsmere 2005 $2,438 $7,181 $0
Indian River Total 2 $336,748 3274817 $0
Jackson City of Marianna Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $152,348 $62,811 No reported
Jackson Total 3152348 362,811 No reported
Lake Carver Heights/Montclair Community Redevelopment Agency 2001 $493,728 $624,487 $293,598
City of Mascotte Community Redevelopment Agency 2005 $110 $35,000 $0
City of Minneola Community Redevelopment Agency 2014 $95,570 $13,784 $0
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Umatilla 1997 $145,226 $130,606 $0
Downtown and East Town Redevelopment Agency 1990 $413,528 $411,723 $0
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Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017

Creation Year

Revenues

Expenditures

Downtown Clermont Redevelopment Agency 1997 $204,484 $425,477 $0
Fruitiand Park Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $231,760 $82,487 $0
Greater Leesburg Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $1,458,282 $1,417,460 $1,000,000
Groveland Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $386,959 $372,967 No reported
Mount Dora Community Redevelopment Agency 1987 $871,235 $1,475,819 $2,215,000
Mt. Plymouth-Sorrento Community Redevelopment Agency 2012 $7,453 $0 $0
Northeast Community Redevelopment Agency 1990 $385,332 $284,293 $0
Tavares Greater Downtown TIF District 1995 $223,240 $604,293 $0
U.S. Highway 441/27 Community Redevelopment Agency 2006 $31,481 $838,191 $14,170,000
Lake Total 74 $4 948 388 36,716,587 317,678,598
Lee Cape Coral Community Redevelopment Agency 1986 $845,609 $689,306 $0
Fort Myers Community Redevelopment Agency 1984 $3,248,859 $3,623,334 $3,473,077
Lee Total 2 34,094,468 34512640 $8,473,077
Leon City of Tallahassee Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $2,883,000 $2,702,000 $0
Leon Total 7 32,683,000 $2.702,00 $0
Levy City of Cedar Key Community Redevelopment Agency 1999 $503,023 $663,504 $6,405,000
Williston Community Redevelopment Agency 1999 $174,321 $243,929 $0
Levy Total 2 3677,344 $907,433 $6,405,000
Madison Madison Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $108,832 $156,964 $0
Madiison Total 7 $108,832 $156,964 $0
Manatee Bradenton Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $986,197 $1,031,360 No reported
Bradenton Community Redevelopment Agency 1980 $2,332,095 $2,759,563 $5,192,667
Central Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $1,002,549 $955,142 $3,243,427
City of Paimetto Community Redevelopment Agency 1985 $2,893,635 $3,081,537 $2,417,250
Fourteenth Street Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $372,181 $218,438 $640,949
Manatee Total 5 37,586,657 38,046,040 371,494,293
Marion City of Dunnellon Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $142,311 $59,172 $0
Downtown Belleview Community Redevelopment Agency 2013 No reported No reported No reported
Marion County Community Redevelopment Agency 2013 $0 $0 $0
Ocala Community Redevelopment Agency 1999 $576,592 $379,403 $0
Marion Total 4 $718,903 $436,575 $0
Martin City of Stuart Community Redevelopment Agency 1990 $767,397 $1,011,653 $844,632
Martin County Community Redevelopment Agency 1997 $1,881,554 $1,202,234 $0
Martin Tolal 2 32,648,951 32,213,887 $644,632
Miami-Dade Florida City Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $1,575,422 $1,706,626 $0
Hialeah Redevelopment Agency 1982 $0 $0 $0
Homestead Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $1,878,376 $2,804,744 $1,136,812
Miami Beach Redevelopment Agency 1976 $44,620,159 $34,384,346 $54,990,000
Midtown Community Redevelopment Agency 2005 $4,365,197 $4,326,847 $0
Naranja Lakes Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $892,401 $910,319 $0
North Miami Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $552,907 $417,488 $1,916,667
North Miami Community Redevelopment Agency 2005 $1,431,739 $433,493 $0
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Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017 Creation Year Revenues Expenditures
NW 79th Street Corridor Community Redevelopment Agency 2011 $2 $0 $0
NW 7th Avenue Corridor Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $323,048 $253,571 $0
Omni Redevelopment District Community Redevelopment Agency 1986 $12,452,664 $20,516,771 $0
South Miami Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $1,053,191 $1,002,960 $77,254
Southeast Qvertown/Park West Community Redevelopment Agency 1982 $14,851,697 $18,094,979 $51,576,002
West Perrine Community Redevelopment Agency 2005 $1,087 $163,116 $0
Miami-Dade Total 714 383,997,690 65,015,260 3109,696,735
Monroe Key West Bight and Bahama Village Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $1,464,453 $592,456 $437,344
Naval Properties Local Redevelopment Authority 1995 $0 $0 $0
Monroe Total 2 37,464,453 $592,456 $437,344
Nassau Fernandina Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $0 $0 $0
Nassau Total 7 30 30 $0
Okaloosa Community Redevelopment Agency of the Town of Cinco Bayou 2002 $36,532 $25,029 $138,827
Crestview Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $165,166 $73,149 No reported
Destin Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $945,105 $1,299,473 $16,266,560
Fort Walton Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1977 $1,608,906 $3,808,005 $0
Okaloosa Total 4 32,755,709 35,205,656 316,405,387
Orange Apopka Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $203,475 $228,422 $0
International Drive Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $9,493,936 $7,844,510 $0
Maitland Downtown Community Redevelopment Agency 2003 $14,351,021 $14,347,684 $13,485,000
Ocoee Community Redevelopment Agency 2006 $226,405 $260,044 $0
Orange Blossom Trail Community Redevelopment Agency 1990 $205,824 $272,609 $0
Orlando Community Redevelopment Agency 1980 $60,530,045 $65,481,652 $0
Town of Eatonville Community Redevelopment Agency 1997 $304,816 $78,676 $0
Winter Garden Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $637,429 $88,548 $0
Winter Park Community Redevelopment Agency 1991 $2,714,545 $2,498,760 $12,400,000
Orange Total 9 368,667,496 $91,100,905 325,885,000
Osceola City of Kissimmee Community Redevelopment Agency 1991 $907,000 $305,000 $0
City of St. Cloud Community Redevelopment Agency 2005 $656,681 $237,950 $0
Osceola County Community Redevelopment Agency - East U.S. 192 2012 $0 $0 $0
Osceola Total 3 31,563,681 3542950 $0
Palm Beach Boca Raton Community Redevelopment Agency 1980 $11,078,545 $9,371,321 $24,197,702
Boynton Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $14,623,289 $13,877,032 $18,744,000
City of Belle Glade Community Redevelopment Agency 2003 $16,665 $100,721 $0
Community Redevelopment Agency of the Town of Lake Park 1996 $517,033 $446,631 No reported
Delray Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1985 $13,371,704 $8,698,860 $9,559,173
Lake Clarke Shores Community Redevelopment Agency 2016 No reported No reported No reported
Lake Worth Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $1,779,377 $2,098,457 $0

Northwood/Pleasant City Community Redevelopment Agency 1994 $21,028,320 $21,217,873 $22,750,000
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Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017 Creation Year Revenues Expenditures
Riviera Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1984 $6,640,071 $15,396,526 $25,248,367
Town of Jupiter Community Redevelopment Agency 2001 $1,235,889 $2,161,145 $8,198,376
West Palm Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1984 $75,626,076 $70,418,666 $73,136,625
Westgate/Belvedere Homes Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $1,475,969 $1,478,144 $830,179
Palm Beach Total 12 $147,392.938 $145,265,376 3182.664,422
Pasco Dade City Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $174,165 $239,727 $0
New Port Richey Community Redevelopment Agency 1988 No reported No reported No reported
Port Richey Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $708,316 $918,492 $0
Zephyrhills Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $72,216 $431,870 $0
Pasco Total 4 $954,697 37,590,089 $0
Pinellas City of Tarpon Springs Community Redevelopment Agency 2001 $379,828 $132,243 $0
Clearwater Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $2,034,539 $1,676,264 $0
Dunedin Community Redevelopment Agency 1988 $504,411 $476,211 $0
Forty-Ninth Street Corridor Redevelopment District 1999 $68,035 $66,117 $0
Gulfport Waterfront Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $321,599 $48,765 $0
Largo Community Redevelopment Agency 1991 $669,918 $181,595 $0
Lealman Community Redevelopment Agency 2015 $0 $0 $0
Oldsmar Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $545,877 $107,572 $0
Pinellas Park Community Redevelopment District 1988 $1,781,728 $1,795,905 $0
Safety Harbor Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $356,767 $173,082 $0
St. Petersburg Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $11,322,118 $9,545,877 $0
Pinéllas Total 77 317,984,820 314,203,631 50
Polk Auburndale Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $828,930 $395,882 $0
Bartow Community Redevelopment Agency 1990 $736,231 $568,514 $0
City of Eagle Lake Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $41,145 $44,727 $0
City of Fort Meade Community Redevelopment Agency 2008 $0 $2,052 $0
City of Lake Alfred Community Redevelopment Agency 2014 $0 $0 $0
City of Mulberry Community Redevelopment Agency 2014 No reported No reported No reported
City of Winter Haven Downtown Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $811,353 $823,098 $0
Eloise Community Redevelopment Agency 1998 $34,111 $20,473 No reported
Florence Villa Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $126,641 $172,445 $0
Haines City Community Redevelopment Agency 1990 $2,242,742 $2,039,289 $21,780,000
Harden/Parkway Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $704,690 $745,000 No reported
Lake Wales Community Redevelopment Agency 1985 $997,129 $1,041,206 $6,879,948
Lakeland Community Redevelopment Agency 1979 $4,083,861 $2,000,844 $0
Polk Commerce Centre Community Redevelopment Agency 1992 $21,549 $104,257 $0
Polk Total 14 $10,628,382 387,957,787 328,659,948
Putnam City of Crescent City Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $31,034 $41,557 $0
Palatka Downtown Redevelopment Agency 1983 $391,962 $274,701 $0

Putnam Total 2 $422,996 $316,258 30
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Creation Year Revenues

Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017

Expenditures

St. Johns St. Augustine Community Redevelopment Agency 2000 $614,759 $579,077 $0
St. Johns County Community Redevelopment Agency 2002 $597,180 $614,410 $11,737,802
St. Johns Total 2 381,211,939 37,193,487 371,737,802
St. Lucie City of Port St. Lucie Community Redevelopment Agency 2001 $4,777,669 $4,817,882 $43,825,000
Fort Pierce Redevelopment Agency 1982 $7,461,481 $7,373,053 $28,970,000
St Lucie Total 2 $12.239,150 $12,190,935 372,795,000
Santa Rosa Gulf Breeze Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $843,665 $715,603 $0
Milton Community Redevelopment Agency 1982 $95,599 $97,917 $0
SantaRosaTotdl 2 $939,264 $813,.520 30
Sarasota City of Sarasota Community Redevelopment Agency 1986 $9,741,862 $16,447,322 $0
Englewood Community Redevelopment Agency 1999 $1,253,469 $950,833 No reported
Sarasota Total 2 $10,995,331 $17.398,155 $0
Seminole Altamonte Springs Community Redevelopment Agency 1985 $4,154,393 $2,496,394 $0
City of Casselberry Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $422,539 $191,033 No reported
City of Sanford Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $956,549 $709,302 $0
Oviedo Community Redevelopment Agency 2008 $0 $0 $0
U.S. Highway 17-92 Corridor Redevelopment Agency 1997 $1,821,196 $1,293,019 $0
Seminole Total 5 37,354,677 34,689,748 $0
Sumter Center Hill Community Redevelopment Agency 2008 $3,978 $175 $0
Coleman Community Redevelopment Agency 2003 $28,861 $2,817 $0
Wildwood Community Redevelopment Agency 1989 $161,904 $69,024 $0
Sumter Total 3 3194743 372,016 $0
Suwannee City of Live Oak Community Redevelopment Agency 1995 $281,653 $316,612 $0
Suwannee Total 7 $261,653 3316,612 30
Taylor City of Perry Community Redevelopment Agency 1993 $43,678 $45,515 $0
Taylor Total 7 343,678 345,515 $0
Union Lake Butler Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $50,536 $21,303 No reported
Union Total 7 350,536 321,303 No reported
Volusia City of DeLand Downtown Tax Increment District 1984 $265,769 $190,674 $0
City of Edgewater Community Redevelopment Agency 2015 $0 $0 $0
City of Holly Hill Community Redevelopment Agency 1996 $2,055,727 $1,743,250 $8,240,000
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of New Smyrna Beach 2015 $0 $0 $0
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of South Daytona 1997 $3,281,015 $3,281,015 $3,891,413
Daytona Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1981 $4,902,200 $4,618,294 $1,854,542
Eastport Business Center 1995 $163,511 $186,773 $1,745,000
North Mainland/Ormond Crossings Community Redevelopment Agency 2006 $1,000 $0 $0
Orange City Community Redevelopment Agency 2014 $50,735 $0 $0
Ormond Beach Community Redevelopment Agency 1984 $1,975,000 $1,661,000 $0
Port Orange Town Center 1998 $255,941 $875,071 $5,230,000
Spring Hill Community Redevelopment Agency 2004 $1,419 $31,577 $0
Volusia Total 72 $14.873,.570 $15,209,087 320,960,955
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Name of CRAs Active as of January 1, 2017 Creation Year Revenues Expenditures
Wakulla City of St. Marks Redevelopment Agency 2008 $0 $0 $0
Wakulla Total 7 30 30 $0
Washington Chipley Redevelopment Agency 1985 $134,826 $172,693 $0
Washington Total 1 $134,826 $172,693 $0
Source: Department of Economic Opportunity, Department of Financial Services, and OPPAGA survey.
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Appendix B

Bonds Issued by Community Redevelopment

Agencies

Exhibit B-1
Between December 30, 2005, and July 8, 2016, 46 CRAs Issued More Than $1 Billion in Bonds
Name Amount Issued Purpose
1. Bayfront Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Palm Bay $6,000,000 Redevelopment
2. Boynton Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $5,005,005 Refunding
3. Cedar Key Redevelopment Agency $9,200,000 Other
4. City of Bradenton Community Redevelopment Agency $5,285,000 Waterfront/Beach Improvements
5. City of Destin Community Redevelopment Agency $8,500,000 Redevelopment
$5,709,446 Refunding
6. City of Flagler Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $1,100,000 Redevelopment
7. City of Groveland Community Redevelopment Agency $850,000 Refunding
8. City of Holly Hill Community Redevelopment Agency $4,835,000 Refunding
$5,000,000 Redevelopment
9. City of Hollywood Community Redevelopment Agency $20,500,000 Redevelopment
$40,000,000 Redevelopment
$19,000,000 Redevelopment
$49,075,000 Redevelopment
10. City of Maitland Community Redevelopment Agency $13,485,000 Refunding
11. City of Margate Community Redevelopment Agency $10,000,000 Other
$5,000,000 Other
12. City of New Port Richey Community Redevelopment Agency $9,028,000 Redevelopment
$9,000,000 Redevelopment
13. City of Orlando Community Redevelopment Agency $14,475,000 Redevelopment
$5,975,000 Redevelopment
$50,955,000 Redevelopment
$4,760,000 Redevelopment
$71,415,000 Redevelopment
$19,225,000 Refunding
$9,000,000 Redevelopment
$29,430,000 Refunding
14. City of Palmetto Community Redevelopment Agency $4,395,000 Redevelopment
15. City of Port St. Lucie Community Redevelopment Agency $38,260,000 Refunding
$48,662,530 Other
16. City of Quincy Community Redevelopment Agency $115,000 Other
$350,000 Other
17. City of Satellite Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $8,000,000 Redevelopment
18. City of South Daytona Community Redevelopment Agency $3,000,000 Redevelopment
19. Collier County Community Redevelopment Agency $7,000,000 Redevelopment
$13,500,000 Refunding
$7,557,900 Refunding
20. Crystal River Community Redevelopment Agency $3,500,000 Redevelopment
21. Davie Community Redevelopment Agency $20,000,000 Other
22. Delray Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $50,000 Other
$50,000 Other
$7,000,000 Other
23. Fort Lauderdale Community Redevelopment Agency $7,603,000 Redevelopment
24. Fort Pierce Redevelopment Agency $31,055,000 Other
25. Greater Leesburg Community Redevelopment Agency $1,000,000 Other
26. Groveland Community Redevelopment Agency $2,000,000 Redevelopment
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Name Amount Issued Purpose
27. Hallandale Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $15,400,000 Redevelopment
28. Lake City Community Redevelopment Agency $1,311,250 Redevelopment
29. Lake Wales Community Redevelopment Agency $9,500,000 Other
30. Lauderdale Lakes Community Redevelopment Agency $10,000,000 Redevelopment

$3,055,000 Other
31. Margate Community Redevelopment Agency $15,559,296 Refunding
32. Miami Beach Redevelopment Agency $286,245,000 Other
$35,850,000 Other
33. Mount Dora Community Redevelopment Agency $2,500,000 Other
34. North Miami Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $3,000,000 Other
$5,000,000 Other
35. North Miami Community Redevelopment Agency $10,758,300 Multi-Family Housing
36. Pompano Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $10,000,000 Redevelopment
$5,000,000 Redevelopment
$5,000,000 Redevelopment
$5,000,000 Redevelopment
$9,100,000 Refunding
37. Port Orange Town Center Community Redevelopment Agency $5,600,000 Redevelopment
38. Riviera Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $25,570,000 Other
39. South Miami Community Redevelopment Agency $2,730,000 Redevelopment
40. Southeast Overtown/Park West Community Redevelopment Agency $55,885,000 Redevelopment
41. St. Johns County Community Redevelopment Agency $6,000,000 Transportation
$4,701,000 Refunding
42. State Road 100 Community Redevelopment Agency $4,000,000 Road and Bridge Projects
$5,448,000 Refunding
43. U.S. Highway 441/27 Area Community Redevelopment Agency $14,605,000 Electric Utilities
44. Town of Davie Community Redevelopment Agency $10,000,000 Refunding
$7,394,769 Refunding
45. West Palm Beach Community Redevelopment Agency $77,175,000 Redevelopment
$10,355,000 Redevelopment
$9,829,000 Refunding
$5,735,000 Refunding
$18,870,000 Refunding
46. Winter Park Community Redevelopment Agency $8,100,000 Redevelopment
$5,870,000 Refunding
TOTAL $1,345,052,497

Source: OPPAGA analysis of State Board of Administration Division of Bond Finance data.





OPPAGA research memorandunm Page 26

Appendix C

2014 American Community Survey Social and Economic
Data for Community Redevelopment Areas and Related
Urban Areas in 10 Counties

Exhibit C-1
CRAs Show Greater Levels of Socioeconomic Disadvantages Compared to Surrounding Urban Areas

Educational Attainment!

No High School Diploma  High School Diploma  Associate’s Degree  Bachelor's Degree or Higher

Bay County

CRA 6,845 (12%) 31,528 (57%) 5,843 (11%) 11,348 (20%)
Urban Area 6,826 (12%) 31,015 (54%) 5,967 (10%) 13,559 (24%)
Charlotte County

CRA 3,623 (15%) 14,658 (59%) 2,003 (8%) 4,673 (19%)

Urban Area 10,032 (10%) 62,522 (59%) 9,816 (9%) 22,748 (22%)
CRA 3,436 (6%) 22,801 (41%) 5,755 (10%) 23,728 (43%)
Urban Area 25,884 (14%) 100,786 (55%) 15,047 (8%) 42,869 (23%)
CRA 7,142 (15%) 23,118 (47%) 4,836 (10%) 13,595 (28%)
Urban Area 4,765 (7%) 31,126 (49%) 6,097 (10%) 21,900 (34%)
CRA 53,911 (27%) 96,396 (48%) 14,926 (7%) 37,276 (18%)
Urban Area 314,202 (20%) 703,742 (44%) 139,656 (9%) 438,156 (27%)
CRA 16,137 (13%) 58,406 (46%) 12,027 (9%) 41,347 (32%)
Urban Area 82,335 (13%) 302,825 (47%) 68,411 (11%) 196,659 (30%)
CRA 27,562 (21%) 60,968 (47%) 9,711 (7%) 31,785 (24%)
Urban Area 93,155 (11%) 394,759 (47%) 71,558 (8%) 288,532 (34%)
CRA 21,369 (17%) 68,040 (53%) 11,507 (9%) 27,266 (21%)
Urban Area 52,304 (9%) 290,374 (51%) 55,526 (10%) 169,624 (30%)
CRA 2,575 (14%) 10,975 (59%) 1,373 (7%) 3,622 (20%)
Urban Area 5,318 (5%) 46,805 (40%) 10,713 (9%) 53,400 (46%)

Volusia County
CRA 11,203 (13%) 50,270 (58%) 8,005 (9%) 16,649 (19%)
Urban Area 30,078 (11%) 152,742 (57%) 26,525 (10%) 59,960 (22%)
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Income and Employment’
Civilian Labor Force— Civilian Labor Force—

Below Poverty Median Income Employed Unemployed

Bay County

CRA 2,518 (13%) $50,413 35,798 (90%) 4,184 (10%)
Urban Area 1,916 (9%) $52,467 36,538 (91%) 3,750 (9%)
CRA 1,225 (15%) $42,442 12,197 (85%) 2,136 (15%)
Urban Area 2,775 (7%) $49,132 42,311 (88%) 5,657 (12%)
CRA 955 (4%) $81,105 33,241 (93%) 2,624 (7%)
Urban Area 7,847 (12%) $48,785 100,697 (89%) 12,045 (11%)
CRA 4,089 (25%) $59,855 27,855 (88%) 3,656 (12%)
Urban Area 5,272 (24%) $63,170 31,899 (89%) 3,755 (11%)
CRA 16,028 (27%) $38,687 129,754 (84%) 24,401 (16%)
Urban Area 79,853 (16%) $54,263 1,038,017 (89%) 123,374 (11%)
CRA 5,855 (15%) $50,348 95,685 (90%) 10,538 (10%)
Urban Area 30,608 (13%) $55,260 487,529 (89%) 57,232 (11%)
CRA 8,575 (22%) $45,506 85,319 (85%) 14,742 (15%)
Urban Area 25,945 (9%) $67,171 516,464 (90%) 58,064 (10%)
CRA 6,514 (17%) $40,393 74,798 (87%) 10,813 (13%)
Urban Area 14,948 (8%) $55,413 341,250 (91%) 33,767 (9%)
CRA 912 (15%) $42,503 11,758 (89%) 1,413 (11%)
Urban Area 2,485 (6%) $84,346 78,250 (93%) 5,499 (7%)

Volusia County
CRA 3,982 (15%) $39,252 43,636 (88%) 5,810 (12%)
Urban Area 10,345 (11%) $47 516 148,202 (90%) 16,790 (10%)
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Building Structure Age’

Built 2000 or Later Built 1980 to 1999 Built 1979 or Earlier

Bay County

CRA 13,589 (25%) 21,842 (41%) 18,297 (34%)
Urban Area 9,082 (22%) 18,674 (46%) 12,902 (32%)
Charlotte County

CRA 2,391 (13%) 7,316 (39%) 9,280 (49%)

Urban Area 23,309 (29%) 40,115 (49%) 18,213 (22%)
CRA 21,892 (59%) 11,459 (31%) 3,668 (10%)
Urban Area 18,338 (13%) 48,904 (36%) 68,754 (51%)
CRA 4,482 (14%) 16,526 (50%) 11,874 (36%)
Urban Area 8,343 (18%) 21,691 (48%) 15,481 (34%)
CRA 21,139 (18%) 19,918 (17%) 79,439 (66%)
Urban Area 127,319 (15%) 251,993 (29%) 494,353 (57%)
CRA 26,365 (29%) 35,259 (39%) 29,589 (32%)
Urban Area 107,622 (27%) 168,551 (42%) 128,580 (32%)
CRA 17,004 (18%) 22,333 (23%) 56,678 (59%)
Urban Area 98,294 (17%) 285,036 (50%) 189,119 (33%)
CRA 7,302 (8%) 15,713 (17%) 71,693 (76%)
Urban Area 25,660 (6%) 133,063 (33%) 249,580 (61%)
CRA 4,209 (34%) 4,944 (40%) 3,165 (26%)
Urban Area 29,759 (39%) 32,662 (43%) 14,032 (18%)
CRA 9,334 (14%) 21,024 (32%) 35,830 (54%)
Urban Area 37,507 (20%) 84,462 (46%) 62,949 (34%)

! The population of the urban area is calculated without the population of the CRA.
Source: OPPAGA analysis of 2014 U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey data.
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