
  
 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW AND PERMIT PROCESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(DRPPAC) 

 
Robin Raiff, District 1     Chuck Mechling, District 5   
Debb Robinson, District 1, Chairman   John Blum, District 5    
Joe Paladin, District 2, Vice Chairman   Greg Burke, Member-at-Large  
Carter Taylor, District 2      Christopher Murphy, Member-at-Large 
Vacancy, District 3      Raymond Sheltra, Member-at-Large  
Wes Mills, District 3     Stephen Melchiori, Alternate 
Robert Banov, District 4 
Bruce Redus, District 4 
 
The Development Review and Permit Process Advisory Committee (DRPPAC) will meet at 
9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, October 17, 2018 in the County Administration Complex, Building 
B, First Floor Conference Room, 1800 27th Street, Vero Beach.    
 

AGENDA 
 
1) Call to Order and Welcome  
 
2) Additions and Deletions to the Agenda 
 
3) Approval of Minutes of  September 19, 2018 Meeting – Action Required 
 
4) Old Business 
 

a) Consideration of Updated Development Application Review Fees and Public 
Works Fees 

 
5) New Business 

 
a) Consideration of Changes to Palm Credits for Canopy Trees 
 

6) Other Matters 
 

a) Building Permit Plan Review Process Observations 
 

9) Adjournment 
 
 
 
 
cc:  Jason Brown, Administrator     Dylan Reingold, County Attorney 
  Mike Zito, Assistant County Administrator   Bill DeBraal, Deputy Attorney 



  Stan Boling, Community Development Director   Scott Johnson, Webmaster 
  Roland DeBlois, Chief, Environmental & Code Enforcement  Scott McAdam, Building Official 
  John McCoy, Current Development Chief   Rich Szpyrka, Public Works Director 
  Vincent Burke, Utilities Director    Tad Stone, Emergency Services Director 
  Ryan Sweeney, Senior Planner    Bill Brognano, Interested Party 
  Patrick Murphy, Senior Planner 
 
For quorum purposes, if you are unable to attend the meeting, please call or email Misty L. Pursel at (772) 226-1442 or mpursel@ircgov.com 
before the meeting. 
  
Except for those matters specifically exempted under State Statute and Local Ordinance, the Committee shall provide an 
opportunity for public comment prior to the undertaking by the Committee of any action on the agenda.  Public comment shall 
also be heard on any proposition which the Committee is to take action which was either not on the agenda or distributed to 
the public prior to the commencement of the meeting. 
 
Anyone who may wish to appeal any decision which may be made at this meeting will need to ensure that a verbatim record of 
the proceedings is made, which includes the testimony and evidence on which the appeal is based. 
 
Anyone who needs a special accommodation for this meeting must contact the County's Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
coordinator at 772-226-1223 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW AND PERMIT PROCESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(DRPPAC) 

 
 The Indian River County (IRC) Development Review and Permit Process Advisory 
Committee (DRPPAC) met at 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, September 19, 2018, in the County 
Administration Building, Building B, 1800 27th Street, Vero Beach, Florida. You may hear an 
audio of the meeting; review the agenda and the Minutes on the IRC website – 
http://www.ircgov.com/Boards/DRPPAC/2018.htm. 
 
 Present were: Chairperson Debb Robinson, District 1; John Blum, District 5; 
Christopher Murphy, Member-at-Large; Carter Taylor, District 2; John Wesley Mills, District 
3; Robert Banov, District 4; Bruce Redus, District 4; Chuck Mechling, District 5; Greg 
Burke, Member-at-Large; Raymond Sheltra, Member-at-Large; and Stephen Melchiori, 
Alternate. 
 
 Absent were: Vice-Chairman Joe Paladin, District 2 (excused), Robin Raiff, District 1; 
(unexcused).  
 
 Others Present were: Jason Brown, County Administrator; Bill DeBraal, Deputy 
County Attorney; Stan Boling, Director, Community Development; Rich Szpyrka, Director, 
Public Works; Vincent Burke, Director, Utilities; Scott McAdam, Building Official; John 
McCoy, Chief, Community Development; Dave Johnson, Fire Marshall; Patrick Murphy, 
Current Development Planner; Ryan Sweeney, Senior Planner; Debby Phail, Computer 
Services; Misty L. Pursel, Commissioner Assistant and Recording Secretary; and Mark 
Justice, Interested Party. 
 
Call to Order and Welcome 

 
 Chairman Robinson called the meeting to order at 9:04 a.m., at which time it was 
determined there was a quorum present. 
 
Additions and Deletions to the Agenda 
 

There were none. 
 
Approval of the Minutes of June 26, 2018 
 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Mechling, SECONDED by Mr. Blum, the 
Committee voted unanimously (11-0) to approve the minutes 
of June 26, 2018, as presented. 

 
Old Business 
 

a) Discussion on littoral zone slope requirements 
 
Mr. Stan Boling, Director, Community Developed stated there have been two previous 

meeting discussions concerning the littoral zone slope requirements.  He provided his
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memorandum dated September 5, 2018 for additional information, a copy of which is on file in 
the Commission Office.   

 
Mr. Boling relayed staff had met with Mr. Chuck Mechling, and an engineer and 

demonstrated flexibility for various littoral zone designs over the years under the current 
regulations, including Beemats (floating wetlands).  He shared the remaining issue discussed 
at this Committee's last meeting was the slope requirements.  He continued the 
comprehensive plan had littoral zones as requirements and policies; a minimum slope of six 
(6) horizontal to one (1) vertical; 6:1.  He stated the Land Development Regulations (LDRs) 
updated in 2010 had a minimum slope of 10 to 1, with a flatter slope. 

 
Mr. Boling shared the littoral slope was a technical issue, outside the Committee's 

scope of process; however, the topic continues to be brought up for discussion.  He directed 
continued discussions were at the point where this Committee would need to make a 
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (the Board) for the Commissioners to 
give direction to staff to begin or not, the process of making changes to the LDRs, as well as 
inviting input from engineers and environmentalists. 

 
Chairperson Robinson expressed she believed the Committee's mission was an overall 

review of the whole process and how it impacts the developer's industry and did not believe it 
was outside the Committee's purview.  She shared her thought there were a lot of changes in 
2010 and it depended upon which group was ever present at that moment to bring forth 
change.  She continued the water management districts were not requiring littoral zones any 
longer; however, the County was requiring the littoral zones. 

 
Chairperson Robinson said there was an aesthetic added with littoral zones and they 

encouraged wildlife; however, was it a positive value within the smaller storm water ponds.  
She pointed out a tremendous amount of area was lost to the littoral zone, including not just 
the bank, it was the access easement, etc.  She explained littoral zones required a greater 
area of land to accomplish what the intent was, two fold, primarily, (1) to deal with the volume 
storage, and (2) permanent pool to deal with the contaminants.  She did not agree with 
creating this environment full of contaminants and then inviting wildlife to eat there.  She 
continued there was less land for wildlife, making alligators, snakes, etc. forced into a closer 
contact with homeowners, making it dangerous, as evidenced in the news and she did not 
believe it was in the best interests of Indian River County residents. 

 
Chairperson Robinson indicated ultimately everything needed to be viewed with a cost 

benefit evaluation as to whether it was good enough to require in certain areas. 
 
Mr. Chuck Mechling, District 5 Representative, spoke to practicality of the littoral 

shelves which created a lot of issues, i.e., warmer weather creating algae blooms, etc.  In his 
opinion, a 6 to 1 slope recommendation would suffice; however, suggested input from 
engineers.  He shared there were a wide variety of exotic plants which could be planted on a 
steeper slope, such as a 4 to 1 slope, which would create stability to dig more dirt out of a 
pond, less fill trucks on the road bringing more dirt potentially for builders, etc., and less stress 
on the road system.  He suggested inviting a couple of professional firms to a committee 
meeting to discuss alternatives for littoral plantings, i.e., a discussion on utilizing Beemats 
(Floating Wetlands) and how they work. 
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Chairperson Robinson thought it would be interesting to have some sort of information 
on what conditions existing storm water ponds were in and how they were functioning.  She 
described storm water ponds in Indian River County were enclosed by chain-linked fencing 
and full of reeds and cattails.  She recalled her experience with storm water ponds and the 
environment in which we live (heat) and the algae that grows from grass clippings, a pond 
management company was required; who treat the ponds with chemicals such as herbicides, 
to kill the algae, etc.  She continued once the material was dead, it required to be removed to 
avoid creating further algae growth, adding additional costs.   

 
Chairperson Robinson thought it would be interesting to find what was actually in 

practice within a community and evaluate if it reflects any need to continue the littoral zones for 
any length of time and if it was worth the investment of land and costs to plan littoral zones. 

 
Mr. Carter Taylor, District 2 Representative questioned the cost benefit and shared his 

thought the Committee was running the risk of micromanaging the process by having a 
committee decide whether the slopes are 10 to 1 or 6 to 1.  He posed the question if the slope 
requirements were reduced, what was the trade-off for the difference of a few square feet.  

 
Mr. John Blum, District 5 Representative shared his prospective, saying St. Johns 

Water Management District (SJWMD) had criteria to be met with residence time, which directly 
related to a permanent pool.  He remembered when the rule came about 11 years ago and did 
not believe Beemats were ever entertained. 

 
Mr. Boling declared he had heard the same discussion points, multiple times, 

concerning littoral zone requirements and reaffirmed benefits of ponds with littoral zones 
versus "borrow pit" ponds as follows: creation of habitat, aesthetics, and some increased water 
quality via nutrient uptake. 

 
Mr. Mechling added in his experience, the steeper the slope, the easier maintenance 

was to accomplish. 
 
Mr. Blum defined a permanent pool as the volume below the controlled elevation; the 

more volume, the more mixing occurs.  He declared defining residence time was a long 
calculation and difficult to explain; however, better related to having a permanent pool, then the 
residence time was met. 

 
Mr. Boling responded to Mr. John Wesley Mills', District 3 Representative inquiry 

regarding the County's reasoning for setting the slope at 10 to 1, restating it was a best 
management practice as referenced in the backup material staff had already provided. 

 
Mr. Mechling wished to pursue a steeper slope, 6 to 1 slope. 
 
Mr. Mills announced he favored an option to have no littoral zone and to follow 

SJRWMD and not have two different regulations.  He also commented SJRWMD was a large 
agency with numerous environmental consultants providing information and direction. 

 
Mr. Boling addressed two levels of change the Committee was now discussing:  (1) an 

LDR change of the slope requirement because the County's Comprehensive Plan required 
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littoral zones and (2) a comprehensive plan amendment would be needed as well as an LDR 
change if littoral zones were to be eliminated. 

 
Mr. Bruce Redus, District 4 Representative asserted St. John's County had encountered 

the same issues and was successful with clean and green and no littoral zones.  
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY Mr. Mills, SECONDED by Mr. Burke 
to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners to 
amend the County's Comprehensive Plan and Land 
Development Regulations to follow St. John River Water 
Management District's recommendations and design criteria. 

 
 UNDER DISCUSSION, Mr. Christopher Murphy, Member-at-Large Representative 
mentioned in a Homeowners Association (HOA) situation, somewhere within the limits to the 
improvements on the property and the edge of the water, there remained a maintenance area.  
He asked if the HOA where the pond was situated, dissolve, who would be responsible for 
maintenance. 
 
 Attorney DeBraal responded should the HOA dissolve, it would then be considered a 
code enforcement matter citing the dissolved HOA.  He continued it would fall to the officers of 
the dissolved HOA or corporation; however, the County maintains the right to perform 
emergency maintenance on the pond. 
 
 Chairperson Robinson asserted there was language in the dedication of a plat allowing 
the County, as the entity for storm water control to step in behind the HOA. 
 
 Mr. Murphy pointed out while following SJRWMD recommendations for littoral zones, it 
would be helpful if the County also ensured SJRWMD's criteria met the County's interests. 
 
 Mr. Murphy said the public will have something to say, given the current headlines 
regarding saving the lagoon, with the nitrogen and phosphorus and the perception littoral 
zones help remove the nasty stuff entering into the lagoon.  He continued, the County was 
obligated to take steps to clean up the nitrogen loads to the lagoon. 
 
 Chairperson Robinson advised in order to remove the nitrogen, plant matter would need 
to be harvested, which was extremely costly. 
 
 Mr. Taylor pointed out there was already a problem with water quality and was 
concerned eliminating littoral zones or reducing the amount of planting would proportionately 
decrease the amount of treatment performed and evidentially end up affecting ground water. 
 
 Chairperson Robinson commented SJRWMD has many scientists on staff and their 
opinion was if a larger permanent pool was present and no littoral zone, it was a wash. 
 
 Mr. Taylor voiced lower standards did not have to be accepted in Indian River County 
because a State agency has lowered their standards. 
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 Chairperson Robinson asserted in her experience, littoral zones caused more problems 
than the good the zones could give, because of the material breaking down and creating more 
algae blooms and more water quality issues because of the rot. 
 
 Mr. Taylor believed it was not the littoral zone being the issue, but the tendency not to 
maintain them that was the issue, which was outside this Committee's scope to control. 
 
 Chairperson Robinson opined the better water quality solution would be the larger 
permanent pond.  She also mentioned eliminating duplicated permitting efforts; having already 
been permitted by SJRWMD for storm water, would save substantial amounts of time and 
money. 
 
 Mr. Greg Burke, Member-at-Large Representative commented SJRWMD probably did 
their homework and if their scientists think there was no problem, Indian River County was 
probably better off that way. 
 
 Mr. Murphy communicated he would rather have more rear yard, better properties in 
this County than any within the State of Florida.  He continued  a review was necessary and 
cautioned to make sure every detail was thought through and knowledge of exactly what the 
end result would be when the decision to eliminate littoral zone requirements. 
 

The motion and the second was amended to recommend to the Board to amend the 
County's Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations to follow St. John River 
Water Management District's littoral zone requirements and design criteria. 
 
 THE CHAIRMAN CALLED FOR THE QUESTION, and the Motion passed 9-2 
(Christopher Murphy and Carter Taylor in opposition). 
 

New Business 
 
a) Consideration of Proposed Development Review Fee Schedule Update 

 
Mr. Boling provided a background, concerning the Development Review Fee Schedule 

for site plans and subdivisions, etc., as outlined in his Memorandum dated September 7, 2018, 
a copy is on file in Commission Office.  His Memorandum included information on Fee 
Schedule History, Fee Update Approach, Analysis and Proposed Fees for Public Works Right-
of-Way Permit and Stormwater Reviews, Construction Inspections, and Permit Closeout 
Process. 
 
 Mr. John McCoy, Chief, Community Development referred to Attachment 4, entitled 
"Staff Review Time (Costs) for Updated Fees Major Site Plan and Preliminary PD/Plat 
Applications", and Attachment 5, entitled "Front Desk Steps: Major Site Plan and Preliminary 
Plat"  and briefly explained the attachments represented basically how costs for applications 
relate to each staff persons' handling and responsibility. 
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Chairperson Robinson referred to Page 3 of the Memorandum, and inquired about the 
current fee (since 2004) for a major site plan, less than 5 acres is $1,000 and the proposed fee 
in June 2017 was $2,640.  Mr. McCoy confirmed the proposed fee in 2017 went before the 
Board and was not approved, but deferred for Committee review.   
 
 Mr. Boling explained the 2017 proposed fee change was based upon an average of all 
types of applications, whether complete or not, etc.  He communicated the proposed fee 
suggested for 2018 was less than what was proposed in 2017 because the 2018 fee was 
structured for a more standard and streamlined review situation; under the 2018 fee should 
there be a need for extra reviews and more staff time, re-review fees would apply. 
 
 Mr. Blum inquired whether there were additional fees for Planning and Zoning 
Commission's (PZC) review of preliminary plats.  Mr. Boling responded an additional fee was 
being proposed for any application type requiring PZC review; consequently, staff-level 
applications would be cheaper.   
 
 Mr. Boling continued, now, with this Committee's earlier recommended changes in the 
code, there were some preliminary plats not requiring PZC review and those applications 
would have no PZC fee. 
 
 Chairperson Robinson commented in the process of streamlining the application, it was 
unknown how it would impact staff time and questions how it equated to a value.  Mr. Boling 
responded that was the difference between the 2018 and 2017 fees, in that staff was 
projecting efficiencies in having more complete applications, use of the check lists and the new 
review structure and discounting 2018 proposed fees accordingly.  He shared he thought the 
efficiencies were working since changes began in May, 2018. 
 
 Mr. McCoy confirmed under recent code changes, there were now fewer applications 
going before PZC and the fee schedule was taking that into account, because it did add $300 
for applications going to PZC.  He continued the tasks, costs, and time expended reflect the 
streamlined process as it currently stands (in effect May, 2018). 
 
 Mr. Taylor shared he thought the proposed fee schedule was a significant advance from 
the fee schedule utilized before because there was activity-based costs and asked if it was 
revenue neutral.   Mr. Boling responded it did not cover all County costs; there was no 
overhead accounted for and no charges for code officer inspections.  The 2018 proposed fee 
was intended to capture a decent portion of actual County costs. 
 
 Mr. Mills stated he had been through a couple projects under the new system and it has 
been much, much better.  He was seeing a significant amount of time savings and turn around 
on comment letters, making the whole process flow easier. 
 
 Mr. Murphy stated the level of details in staff's new fee proposal were good and very, 
very reasonable. 
 
 Mr. Mechling voiced it seemed the proposed Public Works inspection fees were 
doubling, tripling, quadrupling; a huge financial jump. 
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Chairperson Robinson said she would like to have this discussion come back to the 

Committee next month to provide members time to study, as it would have a big impact on this 
process from the developer's side of the table.  She requested each member review the 
proposed fee schedule and do the math and consider what the impact would be.  

 
Mr. Boling offered to apply what was prepared for this month's meeting, showing 

preliminary plat and major site plan and prepare a full chart indicating all the fees for all the 
development application types. 

 
Chairperson Robinson shared her concern regarding the wait time for permits was 

taking months to obtain before, implying it took a huge amount of staff time; however, currently 
permits have become streamlined and happening much more quickly, implies less staff time.  
She continued the time factor did not take into account how many more projects were being 
submitted at the same time.   

 
Mr. Boling also noted in addition to the recent changes, the County Administrator and 

the Board agreed to the hiring of additional staff so having staff had helped the process 
immensely.  In fact, the County "front-loaded" staff hiring expenses ahead of the review fee 
changes. 

 
Mr. Jason Brown, County Administrator added the process had been streamlined, 

making it easier for both sides of the equation; however, the work had not completely gone 
away; there continued to be a significant amount of work needed.  He continued before this 
Committee was formed, the proposed fees in 2017 were earmarked to fund some of the new 
staff positions; however, the proposed fees in 2017 did not happen but the hiring moved 
forward to help with the review workload.   

 
Mr. Brown stated the current budget for the Planning Department, as an example, was a 

little under $1.4 Million, with permit fees generating $442,000, reflecting the County recovering 
17.4 percent of the cost of the department.  He added there were other things beside 
development review being provided, such as the general planning duties, comprehensive 
planning, which was clearly a distinctly different model than the Building Department, where 
the Building Department permit fees pay for the Building Department 100 percent.  He 
continued neither the current fee, nor the proposed fee covered the full cost of everything and 
he did not believe there was any "overshooting". 

 
Mr. Brown reminded the Committee County staff was open to working collaboratively to 

arrive at a new fee arrangement for the success of both sides. 
 
Mr. Burke asked for justification for the proposed Public Works inspection fee being the 

1 percent of the construction cost.  Mr. Rich Szpyrka, Director, Public Works explained it 
began with step criteria, which was 2 percent for the first 500,000 and 1.5 percent for the 
second 500,000 and 1 percent for anything over a million.  He continued based upon the 
Committee's input and review of timesheets of inspectors, not including any overhead such as 
trucks and computers, beginning in January, 2015 to determine actual inspection hours.  He 
further explained other areas were reviewed and numbers were evaluated, showing 1 percent 
was a simple and justifiable figure. 
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Mr. Szpyrka stated County costs were not covered and was not trying to break even, 

but help catch up on the budget.  He said he was open to run numbers, reminding the 
Committee at the current time Public Works did not charge any fees but a flat fee of $450 for 
inspections. 

 
Mr. Taylor asked for clarification of what percentage of the direct costs (i.e., trucks and 

equipment, salary benefits, etc.) of this service yield revenue from the proposed rate schedule 
actually covered. 

 
Mr. Boling explained the development review fees was only the cost of staff time; how 

many hours at what cost; no overhead, in terms of development review fees.  He mentioned 
there were other inputs into the process such as Code Enforcement, which cost was not 
included. 

 
Mr. Taylor asked if direct and indirect overhead costs were incorporated as some 

percentage of that was attributable to fee activity, what factor would be applied to the base 
labor number.  Mr. Brown responded the County's general overhead indirect costs was about 
11 percent, covering buildings, payroll, etc., however, it did not cover the equipment, i.e. 
vehicles. 

 
Mr. Taylor inquired what percentage of the department's budget was not labor directly 

related to payroll.  Mr. Brown said the vast majority of expenses in the planning department 
were salaries and benefits, with the facilities costs were accounted for within the facilities 
management budget.  He continued the total cost included an overhead calculation charged 
across the whole fund; however, did not show up in individual departmental budgets. 

 
Mr. Taylor asked why the full costs were not incorporated into the fees.  Mr. Mechling 

responded if developers were to pay overhead for departments, which cost would pass to the 
consumer (homeowner), making costs too high to live in this County. 

 
Discussion ensued regarding the County's economic activities. 
 
Mr. Brown reminded the Committee, the direction for staff was to shorten the review 

times with already limited resources and with the approaching constitutional amendment ballot 
questions related to additional homestead exemptions, the County could lose over three million 
dollars a year in property taxes to pay what was not funded by these fees to provide services 
for new development. 
 
 Chairperson Robinson reiterated the need for the Committee's review of the material 
provided herein; having staff to provide a final chart of all the fees and continue discussion at 
next month's meeting. 
 
Other Matters 
 

a) Building Permit Plan Review Process Observations 
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Chairperson Robinson moved this matter to be discussed at next month's meeting in 
October.   

 
Mr. Mechling mentioned extending the sunset date (October 18, 2018) of this 

Committee for a couple months.   Chairperson Robinson reminded the Committee members to 
communicate their thoughts on the sunset date of the Committee. 

 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY Mr. Mechling, SECONDED by Mr. 
Redus to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners 
to extend the Committee for one year and sunset earlier 
should work be completed. 
 

UNDER DISCUSSION Mr. Boling suggested the Committee finalize its recommendation 
on the development review fee update at the October meeting, as the last meeting before the 
sunset date.  He suggested preparing a list of issues remaining for discussion by this 
Committee, as he surmised the Board would want to know the remaining issues. 

 
Mr. Brown added from staff's standpoint, the Committee has done good work and come 

together with good ideas and made improvements; however, the Committee was set up for a 
one-year time period and if an extension was requested, it would require a list of topics to 
address.  He mentioned possible Committee fatigue and quorum issues and reminded the 
Committee at the present meeting, there were 12 County employees attending for three hours, 
and for three hours staff was away from the regular duties. 

 
Mr. Brown also mentioned a concern as a Sunshine Committee, it may be a challenge 

for committee members to conduct professional business and discuss issues on a 
development project. 

 
THE MOTION AND SECOND WAS WITHDRAWN. 
 
Mr. Mark Justice, wanted to bring to the Committee's attention an issue concerning an 

abandoned subdivision of 45 lots in the area which had a substantial amount of infrastructure 
already in place.  He stated after five months from receiving a utilities permit, was told, what he 
felt was a pre-owner requirement, to replace all water services.  He voiced the requirement 
was a substantial after-the-fact cost and wanted to know this Committee's stance on the 
matter. 

 
Mr. Blum responded Mr. Justice was a client of his and the subdivision was developed 

in 2006, during the economic downturn, and sat dormant for about 10 years.  He continued Mr. 
Justice received a utilities permit and a land development permit and was set to begin, when at 
a preconstruction meeting, the utilities department retroactively required new utilities standards 
for this project after the permit was issued. 

 
Mr. Vincent Burke, Utilities Director, explained the subdivision being discussed was 

unoccupied for 10 years and during that time (2011) water safety standards had changed.  He 
continued the Utilities Department explained the issues to Mr. Justice included safety 
requirements from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) having changed 
the mandate of no lead in the services from the water main into the home and the brass and 
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meter services to the house.  He recalled a situation in Flint, Michigan wherein the system was 
recently shut down due to lead issues in the water.   

 
Mr. Vincent Burke continued some of the saddles were placed prior to the changes and 

the Utilities Department recommended replacement due to (1) non-compliance with current 
County standards, and (2) safety issues associated with the EPA mandate.  He also pointed 
out the infrastructure was never certified by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection.  

 
Mr. Brown interjected different pieces of different information was being presented to 

this Committee and should an general issue be discussed, this Committee could go forward 
with discussion for a Committee recommendation on scenarios such as this one; however, this 
discussion was beginning to sound like an appeal of a department head's decision. He 
explained there was a mechanism in County Code should the developer wants to challenge 
the decision which had been made by the Utilities Department, that challenge would go before 
him, as the County Administrator.  He further explained this was not the proper venue to 
debate the points of a single project when those facts may not be well understood or fully aired 
or prepared to be discussed at a Committee meeting, citing the possibility of 
mischaracterizations. 

 
Topics for Next Meeting (Wednesday, October 17, 2018) 
 

a) Consideration of Proposed Development Review Fee Schedule Update 
b) Building Permit Plan Review Process Observations 
c) Landscaping criteria and tree protection/mitigation requirements  
d) Extension of Committee's sunset date 
 

Adjournment 
 

 There being no further business, Chairperson Robinson adjourned the meeting at 11:20 
a.m. 
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2018 Initial Draft Fee Schedule 
 

APPLICATION TYPE  CURRENT FEE (2004)  2017 CALCULATED1 2018 PROPOSED2 RE‐REVIEW FEE 
PROPOSED3 

Administrative Approval (AA)  200.00 532.00 400.00 100.00 
Administrative Approval Fence/Wall  75.00 188.71 150.00 37.50 
Minor Site Plan  650.00 1,393.47 1,100.00 275.00 
Major Site Plan Staff Level  

Less than 5 acres
5‐10 acres

10 acres or more

1,000.00
1,200.00
1,400.00

2,639.55 2,200.00
2,600.00
3,000.00

 
550.00 
650.00 
750.00 

Major Site Plan Planning & Zoning Commission 
Less than 5 acres

5‐10 acres
10 acres or more

1,000.00
1,200.00
1,400.00

2,939.55 2,500.00
2,900.00
3,300.00

 
625.00 
725.00 
825.00 

Special Exception  (includes site plan fee) 
Less than 40 acres

40‐100 acres
Over 100 acres + 50.00 for each additional 25 

acres over 100 acres

1,975.00
2,475.00
2,675.00

3,499.27 3,700.00
4,600.00
5,500.00 

 
925.00 

1,150.00 
1,375.00 

Right‐of‐way Abandonment  700.00 1,248.33 1,000.00 250.00 
Conceptual PD 

Less than 20 acres
20‐40 acres

Over 40 acres + 100 for each additional 25 acres 
over 40 acres

2,075.00
2,475.00
2,575.00 

3,090.17 2,700.00
3500.00
4,500.00 

 
675.00 
875.00 

1,125.00 

Affidavit of Exemption (AOE)  1,000.00 2,612.83 2,200.00 550.00 
PD Rezoning 

Less than 20 acres
20‐40 acres

Over 40 acres + 100.00 for each additional 25 
acres over 40 acres

2,075.00
2,475.00
2,575.00 

3,653.17  3,000.00
 4,000.00
5,000.00

 
750.00 

1,000.00 
1,250.00 

Plat Vacation  800.00 1,665.75 1,400.00 350.00 
Appeal  Staff determination 800.00

By affected party 800.00
Project application 400.00

998.44 900.00 N/A 

Pre‐application Site Plan and PD  Free Free Free N/A 
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APPLICATION TYPE  CURRENT FEE (2004)  2017 CALCULATED1 2018 PROPOSED2 RE‐REVIEW FEE 
PROPOSED3 

Pre‐application Subdivision   300.00 752.93 750.00 N/A 
Preliminary PD or Plat  Less than 20 acres 

1,150.00
20‐40 acres 1,250.00

Over 40 acres 1,300 + 50 
for each additional 25 

acres over 40 acres

1,901.27 Less than 20 acres 
1,500.00

20‐40 acres 2,000.00 
Over 40 acres 2,500.00 + 
100 for each additional 
25 acres over 40 acres

 
375.00 
500.00 
625.00 

Final Plat or PD  1,400.00 2,782.61 2,300.00 575.00 
Temporary Use Permit  75.00 225.63 150.00 37.50 
Temporary Use Renewal  75.00 101.16 100.00 N/A 
Zoning Confirmation Letter  50.00 104.28 75.00 N/A 
Unity of Title  Free 218.46 50.00 N/A 
Dissolution of Unity of Title  75.00 106.18 100.00 25.00 
Temporary  Suspension  of  Compliance  for  CO  or 
CC 

Free 100.00 100.00 N/A 

  (did not cover extra 
inspections 

necessary for final 
items completed 

later)

(does not cover extra 
inspections necessary 

for final items 
completed later)

 

Variance  800.00 1,163.00 1,000.00 N/A 
CCCL/LONO Letter  125.00 200.00 N/A 

 
1Note:  The 2017  calculated  fee was based on  the  cost  in  staff  time and direct expenses where applicable  for  items  such as advertising  costs  for an 

“average”  application,  including  applications with  complete  and  adequate  responses  for  re‐review  and  applications  that  require multiple  re‐
reviews and additional staff time. 

 
2Note:  The 2018 initial draft is based on the cost in staff time and direct expenses where applicable for items such as advertising costs for an “average” 

application with  complete  and  adequate  responses  for  re‐review.    In other words,  it  is based on  staff  time/costs  for  an  application  that  is  a 
complete submittal with good follow‐up responses and adequate revisions from the applicant. 

 
3Note:  Re‐review fees apply at the time of the 2nd re‐review (3rd staff review of project plans) and are charged for each subsequent review.  A re‐review 

fee is based on 25% of the initial application fee.  Under this approach, applications that lack good preparation and follow‐through will not only 
take  longer  in  the  review/re‐review  process  but  will  cost  applicants more  for  such  applications.    Similar  re‐review  fees  are  used  in  other 
jurisdictions.  Some of those jurisdictions charge 50% of 60% of the original application fee to cover additional staff costs and as a disincentive for 
inadequate applicant responses/revised plans. 
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DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

Fee Schedule Category Current Amount Proposed Amount

Stormwater Permit (Type A) $450.00 $850.00

Stormwater Permit (Type B) $450.00 $850.00

Stormwater Permit (Type C) $100.00 $225.00

Single Family ROW & Drainage Review (Private) $45.00 $180.00

Single Family ROW & Drainage Review/Permit (Public) $75.00 $180.00

Utility Right-of-Way Permit $350.00 $800.00

LDP Right-of-Way Permit $550.00 $800.00

Commercial Right-of-Way Permit $300.00 $800.00

Re-inspection Fee (each occurrence)  After 2nd Re-inspection N/A $400.00

Plan Review Fee (each occurrence)    After 3rd Resubmittal N/A $400.00

Construction Inspection Fees - 1% of Estimated Site Construction 

Cost (excluding on-site water and sewer cost)
N/A Varies

Land Development Permit (LDP) - Subdivision

0 - 5 Acres $2,000 $2,000

5 - 20 Acres $2,900 $2,900

20 - 40 Acres $3,900 $3,900

Over 40 Acres 
$3,900 + $250 per Acre up 0 to 

20 Acres

$3,900 + $250 per Acre up 0 

to 20 Acres

Land Development Permit (LDP) - Planned Development

0 - 5 Acres $1,500 $1,500

5 - 20 Acres $2,400 $2,400

20 - 40 Acres $3,400 $3,400

Over 40 Acres 
$3,400 + $250 per Acre up 0 to 

20 Acres

$3,400 + $250 per Acre up 0 

to 20 Acres

Notes: 

Construction Inspection Fees will be required for all Major Site Plans, 

Subdivisions (Public or Private) and all Right-of-Way Construction 

projects. 

Construction Inspection Fees are due prior to the scheduling of a 

Public Works pre-construction meeting.

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 

2004 Public Works Fee Schedule & Proposed 2018 Fee Schedule
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PLANNING/CURRENT DEVELOPMENT SECTION:  2018
COSTS/LABOR ESTIMATES FOR COMPLETE/RESPONSIVE APPLICATIONS BY TYPE

PERMIT/REVIEW
Sr. Env 
Planner

GIS 
Planning 

Tech
Section 

Chief
Planning 

Tech.
Planning 

Asst.
Senior 
Planner DIRECTOR UTILITIES ATTORNEY

Sr. Legal 
Assistant TRAFFIC

PW LAND 
DEVELOPMENT SURVEYOR

Current Fee 
Schedule

2018 Fee 
Proposal

Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate Hour x Rate
$38.46 $30.44 $59.69 $30.20 $30.20 $40.10 $85.16 $34.32 $79.54 $47.38 $67.40 $66.50 $60.75

Administrative Approval (AA)* 1.500 0.250 1.250 0.500 2.000 2.000 0.250 0.500 0.250 0.250 --- 2.500 0.000
If Traffic review - add $67.40
if PZC review required add $300 $57.69 $7.61 $74.61 $15.10 $60.40 $80.20 $21.29 $17.16 $19.89 $11.85 $0.00 $166.25 $0.00 $200.00 $400.00
Fence/Wall AA 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.500 0.750 1.000 0.250 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.750

$0.00 $7.61 $14.92 $15.10 $22.65 $40.10 $21.29 $17.16 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $49.88 $0.00 $75.00 $150.00
Minor Site Plan  (SPMN) ǂ 3.000 0.500 1.500 1.500 1.500 5.000 0.750 3.000 0.500 1.000 2.500 6.000 1.000
if PZC review required add $300 $115.38 $15.22 $89.54 $45.30 $45.30 $200.50 $63.87 $102.96 $39.77 $47.38 $168.50 $399.00 $60.75 $650.00 $1,100.00
Major Site Plan  (SPMJ) ǂ 5.000 0.750 2.500 1.500 2.000 20.000 1.000 4.000 0.500 1.000 6.000 8.000 2.000
if PZC review required add $300 $192.30 $22.83 $149.23 $45.30 $60.40 $802.00 $85.16 $137.28 $39.77 $47.38 $404.40 $532.00 $121.50 $1,000.00 $2,500.00
Special Exception 5.000 0.500 3.500 1.500 3.000 27.000 4.500 2.500 1.000 0.000 4.500 4.750 2.000
Advertising Costs:  $575.00 $192.30 $15.22 $208.92 $45.30 $90.60 $1,082.70 $383.22 $85.80 $79.54 $0.00 $303.30 $315.88 $121.50 $2,075.00 $3,700.00
R-O-W- Abandonment 1.000 0.250 1.500 1.500 1.000 10.000 1.000 2.000 0.500 0.000 1.000 2.000 1.000
Advertising Costs:  $182.00 $38.46 $7.61 $89.54 $45.30 $30.20 $401.00 $85.16 $68.64 $39.77 $0.00 $67.40 $133.00 $60.75 $700.00 $1,000.00
Conceptual PD  7.500 1.500 4.000 1.500 3.000 13.000 4.500 3.000 0.500 0.000 6.000 6.000 1.000
Advertising Costs:  $470.00 $288.45 $45.66 $238.76 $45.30 $90.60 $521.30 $383.22 $102.96 $39.77 $0.00 $404.40 $399.00 $60.75 $2,375.00 $2,700.00
Affidavit of Exemption 1.000 0.500 2.000 1.500 1.000 15.000 1.000 0.250 2.000 10.000 1.000 10.000 5.000

$38.46 $15.22 $119.38 $45.30 $30.20 $601.50 $85.16 $8.58 $159.08 $473.80 $67.40 $665.00 $303.75 $1,000.00 $2,200.00
PD Rezoning 7.500 2.000 4.000 1.000 3.000 17.000 4.500 0.000 1.500 0.000 4.500 4.000 1.000
Advertising Costs:  $1,130.00 $288.45 $60.88 $238.76 $30.20 $90.60 $681.70 $383.22 $0.00 $119.31 $0.00 $303.30 $266.00 $60.75 $2,375.00 $3,000.00
Plat Vacation 0.500 0.250 2.000 1.000 1.000 8.000 1.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 1.000 8.500 1.000
Advertising Costs:  $320.00 $19.23 $7.61 $119.38 $30.20 $30.20 $320.80 $85.16 $0.00 $39.77 $0.00 $67.40 $565.25 $60.75 $800.00 $1,400.00
Variance 0.250 0.250 2.000 0.500 0.750 12.000 3.000 0.000 1.500 0.000 0.500 1.500 0.000

$9.62 $7.61 $119.38 $15.10 $22.65 $481.20 $255.48 $0.00 $119.31 $0.00 $33.70 $99.75 $0.00 $800.00 $1,000.00
Appeal 0.000 0.250 3.000 0.500 1.000 10.000 3.000 0.000 0.750 0.000 0.500 0.250 0.000

$0.00 $7.61 $179.07 $15.10 $30.20 $401.00 $255.48 $0.00 $59.66 $0.00 $33.70 $16.63 $0.00 $400.00 $900.00
Pre-Application Conference 1.500 0.500 1.000 0.500 0.500 5.000 0.250 2.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 4.000 0.000
(Site Plans, PDs & R-O-W) $57.69 $15.22 $59.69 $15.10 $15.10 $200.50 $21.29 $68.64 $0.00 $0.00 $33.70 $266.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Application Conference 1.500 0.500 1.000 0.500 0.500 5.000 0.250 2.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 4.000 0.000
(Subdivisions) $57.69 $15.22 $59.69 $15.10 $15.10 $200.50 $21.29 $68.64 $0.00 $0.00 $33.70 $266.00 $0.00 $300.00 $750.00
Preliminary PD or Plat 3.000 1.000 2.500 1.500 2.000 12.000 1.500 3.000 0.500 0.000 1.500 7.000 3.000

$115.38 $30.44 $149.23 $45.30 $60.40 $481.20 $127.74 $102.96 $39.77 $0.00 $101.10 $465.50 $182.25 $1,150.00 $1,500.00
Final Plat or PD 1.000 2.000 1.500 0.500 2.000 12.000 0.500 2.000 4.000 15.000 0.500 7.500 6.000

$38.46 $60.88 $89.54 $15.10 $60.40 $481.20 $42.58 $68.64 $318.16 $710.70 $33.70 $498.75 $364.50 $1,400.00 $2,300.00
Temporary Use Permit** 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.250 0.750 0.750 0.250 0.500 0.000 2.000 --- --- 0.000

$9.62 $7.61 $14.92 $7.55 $22.65 $30.08 $21.29 $17.16 $0.00 $94.76 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $75.00 $150.00
If Traffic review - add $16.85; If PW review - add $332.50
TUP Renewal 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.075 0.225 0.225 0.075 0.150 0.000 0.600 0.250 0.250 0.000

$2.88 $2.28 $4.48 $2.27 $6.80 $9.02 $6.39 $5.15 $0.00 $28.43 $16.85 $16.63 $0.00 $75.00 $100.00
Zoning Confirmation Letter 0.500 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.500 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

$19.23 $0.00 $29.85 $0.00 $15.10 $40.10 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50.00 $75.00
Unity of Title 0.050 1.500 0.750 0.000 0.500 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.250 1.500 0.000 0.000 0.000

$1.92 $45.66 $44.77 $0.00 $15.10 $20.05 $0.00 $0.00 $19.89 $71.07 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $50.00
Dissolution of Unity of Title 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 1.500 0.000 0.000 0.000

$0.00 $15.22 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19.89 $71.07 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $75.00 $100.00
Temp Suspension --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 15.000 ---

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $997.50 $0.00 $0.00 $100.00
CCCL Review 2.000 --- 0.250 --- 0.250 --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.250 ---

$76.92 $0.00 $14.92 $0.00 $7.55 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16.63 $0.00 $125.00 $200.00

* Only a portion of Administrative approvals (AAs) require a Traffic review, only those AAs requiring a Traffic review will be changed an additional fee
** Only a portion of Temporary Use Permits require a Traffic and/or PW (Public Works) review, only those TUP applications requiring a Traffic and/or PW review will be changed an additional fee
*** Temporary Suspension fee is nominal fee covering only a portion of staff time to process, inspect, and manage requests

NOTE: staff salaries are averaged, rounded and include benefits. Hours rounded to quarter hours.
F:\Community Development\Fee Schedules\2018 review\Preliminary Draft Fee Schedule with Public Works figures 10-08-18  Review hours include review time, meeting preparation and time, and project administration through completion.
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Fee Category

Permit Fee
Public  $75.00 New $150.00 $155.00 $110.00 83.00 W/ culvert 245 3% Cost of Const $150 min
Private $45.00 upgrade/ Replacement $25.00 Curb and Gutte 155 Various Indiv Fees
Other Commercial $130.00

Re‐inspect Fee $75.00 $0.00 $65.00 $0.00 2nd Inspection $100
Commercial $300.00 Commercial $200.00 Commercial ($20‐$60) 3rd Inspection $300

Lot Drainage Lot (1st Inspect) $50.00
SFHA $100.00 Lot (2nd Inspect) $100
X Zone Lot (3rd Inspect) $300

Site Plan

Minor Site Plan

Minor Site Plan Inspection Fees 
Construction Costs less than 
$20,000    

$400.00

Fee included in: $3,060 + After plan 
approval, 2.5% of the total improvement 

cost est. for components subject to 
County inspection must be submitted 

prior to release of plans
All Engineering 
Inspections

$570.00 + $0.01 
x site work cost

Engineer of Record 
performs all onsite 
inspections and certifies  
the work installed per 
approved plans. 

Minor Site Plan Inspection each 
add. phase $200.00

Residential 
Subdivison Only

2.0% of the first 
$125,000.00 of 
improvements

Major Site Plan

Site Plan Inspection Fees for the 
Portion of Construction Costs up 
to $500,000, 2% x Construction 

Costs Varies

Fee included in: $4,195.00 + After plan 
approval, 2.5% of the total improvement 

cost est. for components subject to 
County inspection must be submitted 

prior to release of plans
All Engineering 
Inspections

$570.00 + $0.01 
x site work cost

Engineer of Record 
performs all onsite 
inspections and certifies  
the work installed per 
approved plans. 

Site Plan Inspection Fees for the 
Portion of Construction Costs 

between $500,001 ‐ $1,000,000, 
1.5% x Construction Costs Varies

Residential 
Subdivison Only

1.0% over 
$125,000.00 up 
to $500,000

Site Plan Inspection Fees for the 
Portion of Construction Costs 

over $1,000,001, 1.0% x 
Construction Costs Varies

Residential 
Subdivison Only

0.5% over 
$500,000.00

Fee Category

Re‐inspect fee $65.00

Site Fee (zoning 
landscaping, 
development 
review and 

$135 + $25 each 
additional

performs all onsite 
inspections and certifies  
the work installed per 
approved plans. 

After Hour 
Inspection Fees

After Hourse Re‐
inspection fees

LDP

Natural Resource 
Bond Inspection

Included in Permit Fees 
$680 ‐$2,128

Indian River County Brevard County                  St. Lucie County Osceola County Volusia County

Volusia County

Reinspection Site Fee (zoning landscaping, 
development review and other 
standards/requirments) = $65

City of PSL

City of PSL

1% of the first $100,000 of 
improvements 0.25% over 
$100,000 up to $500,000

$360.00

Indian River County Brevard County                 

Palm Beach Couty

City of PSL

Included in LDP  FEE $300+ 
2% of the cost of 
construction of required 
improvements less Utlity 
costs (inspected under 
utlitiy permits).

Public Works After Hours Inspections                   
$400.00 Minimum (4 hours minimum + $100 per hour)

Inspection Fees; Construction Costs up to $500,000      
2.5% x Construction Costs

Inspection Fees; Construction Costs between $500,001 ‐ 
$1,000,000                2.0% x Construction Costs

Inspection Fees; Construction Costs over $1,000,001     
1.0% x Construction Costs

St. Lucie County

Included in LDP fee

1% of the first $100,000 of 
improvements 0.25% over 
$100,000 up to $500,000

10% of original inpsection fee

After Hours Inspections ‐ Applicant Requested = 
$110 per hour/per person/4 hour minimum.        

Osceola County
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Total Fee Costs Comparison of Current & Proposed Development Review and 
Public Works Inspection Fees for 40 Acre Subdivision 

Application Type Current Fee Proposed Fee 

Pre-application 300.00 750.00 
Conditional Concurrency 120.00 150.00 
Preliminary Plat 1,250.00 2,000.00 
Land Development Permit (LDP) 3,900.00 3,900.00 
LDP Right-of-way Permit 550.00 800.00 
Public Works Inspection fee 0 1% of site construction 

cost excluding utilities 
and off-site 

9,561.00* 
Utility Right-of-way Permit 350.00 800.00 
Final Plat 1,400.00 2,300.00 
Total $7,870.00 $20,261.00 

 

Difference is $12,391 dollars  

*Based on data for a recent subdivision project consisting of 36 single-family lots on 23.62 
acres, the $9,561 Public Works inspection fee works out to $266 per lot 
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Total Fee Costs Comparison of Current & Proposed Development Review and 
Public Works Inspection Fees for a Major Site Plan under 5 acres 

Application Type Current Fee Proposed Fee 

Pre-application 0 0 
Conditional Concurrency 120.00 150.00 
Major Site Plan 1,000.00 2,200.00 
Land Clearing 120.00 120.00 
Tree Removal 200.00 200.00 
Stormwater Permit (A or B) 450.00 850.00 
Utility Right-of-way 350.00 850.00 
Commercial Right-of-way 300.00 800.00 
Public Works Inspection Fee 0 1% of site construction 

cost excluding utilities 
and off-site 

2,500.00* 
Total 2,540.00 7,670.00 

 

*Based on estimated cost of site work of $250,000 for a 1.5 – 2.0 acre site on US Highway 1. 

Difference is $5,130 or $2,565 - $3,420 per commercial acre 
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2018 Long Range Section Initial Draft Fee Schedule 

 
APPLICATION TYPE CURRENT FEE (2004) 2018 

CALCULATED* 
AVERAGE 

2018 PROPOSED COMMENTS

Rezoning (RZON) 
‐  Less than 5 Acres 
‐ 5‐40 Acres 
‐ 41‐100 Acres 
‐ More than 100 Acres 

$1,500.00
$2,000.00
$2,300.00
*$2,500.00

$125.00 for each additional 
25 acres over 100 acres

 
 

$3,215.00  $3,000.00

One application fee 
regardless of size 

Land Use Designation Amendment (LUDA) 
‐ Less than 5 Acres 
‐ 5‐40 Acres 
‐ 41‐100 Acres 
‐ More than 100 Acres 

$3,000.00
$3,800.00
$4,000.00
*$4,000.00

*$200.00 for each 
additional 25 acres over 

100 acres

 
 

$5,685.00  $5,000.00

One application fee 
regardless of size 
 
 

Luda and Rezoning 
‐ Less than 5 Acres 
‐ 5‐40 Acres 
‐ 41‐100 Acres 
‐ More than 100 Acres 

$3,800.00
$4,100.00
$4,400.00

**$4,500.00
**$200.00 for each 

additional 25 acres over 
100 acres

 
 

N/A  $6,000.00

One application fee 
regardless of size 

Small Scale LUDA for property  less than 10 
acres in size 

$3,215.00 
 

$3,000 Small scale LUDA has only 
two public hearings and no 
review by state, similar to 
rezoning 

LUDA or RZON pre‐application  $0 No change  $0 Policy: No change 
Comprehensive  Plan Text Amendment 
(CPTA) 

$2,600.00 $3,234.00  $3,000.00  

Commercial and Multi‐Family Concurrency  $120.00 $159.00  $150.00  
Application: Single‐Family Concurrency 
(RSF)  

$50.00 $76.00  $75.00  
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APPLICATION TYPE CURRENT FEE (2004) 2018 
CALCULATED* 

AVERAGE 

2018 PROPOSED COMMENTS

Application: Impact Fee Refund  $0   $0 Policy: No change 
Application: Concurrency Determination 
Appeal 

$200.00 No change  $200 Policy: no change 

Application: Vested Right Appeal  $400.00 No change  $400 Policy: no change 
Application for proportionate Fair Share 
Mitigation 

*$325.00
**$580.00
***$100.00

*If link is in the CIE
** If link is not in the 

CIE
***additional link cost

No change  *$325.00
**$580.00
***$100.00

*If link is in the CIE
** If link is not in the 

CIE
***additional link cost

Policy: no change 

Application: Impact Fees Individual 
Assessment 

$0 No change  $0 Policy: no change 

Application: Traffic Impact Fees Credit 
Agreement 

$0 No change  $0 Policy: no change 

 

 

*Note:  The 2018 calculated fee is based on the cost in staff time and direct expenses where applicable for items such as advertising costs, postage, signs, 
etc. for an “average” application, including applications with complete and adequate responses for re‐review.  As a policy decision, overhead costs are not 
accounted for. 
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Long-Range Application Processing (manhour and cost) for average application by type 2018

Application type

Unit of 
Measure
ment Plan. Tech Plan. Asst Planner

Section 
Chief Dept. Director Code Officer GIS Tech Attorney

Drainage 
Eng. Traffic Eng. Utility Staff

Total Staff 
Cost

Other Cost 
(Ads,Signs, 
Postage )

Grand Total 
Cost

Average Staff Hourly Rate 
($) $30 $30 $40 $60 $85 $30 $30 $79 $67 $67 $34

Land Use Amendment        
            LUDA Hours 0.5 1 55 15 6 0.5 0.25 0.5 1 3 0

Cost $15.00 $30.00 $2,200.00 $900.00 $510.00 $15.00 $7.50 $39.50 $67.00 $201.00 $3,985 $1,700 $5,685

Rezoning                        
RZON Hours 0.5 1 30 10 4 0.5 0.25 0.5 1 3 0

Cost $15.00 $30.00 $1,200.00 $600.00 $340.00 $15.00 $7.50 $39.50 $67.00 $201.00 $2,515 $700 $3,215

Comp. Plan Text 

Amendment            
CPTA Hours 0.5 0.5 35 5 5 0 0 1 0 0 0

Cost $15.00 $15.00 $1,400.00 $300.00 $425.00 $0.00 $0.00 $79.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,234 $1,000 $3,234

MF & Com. Con.           
CCI1, CCI3, 
CINF,VBI1, 

VBI3,VBIF,CCCN Hours 0.5 1 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.5

Cost $15.00 $30.00 $0.00 $30.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $67.00 $17.00 $159 $0 $159

SF Concurrency          
RSF Hours 0.25 0.5 0.75 0 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost $7.50 $15.00 $30.00 $0.00 $21.25 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $74 $0 $74

LUDA= Land Use Amendment            CPTA= Comp. Plan Text Amendment

Current Fees 2018

Application type

Less 
than 5 

AC 5-40 AC 41-100 AC
More Than 

100 AC
Average 

Current Fee Average cost Difference

LUDA $3,000 $3,800 $4,000 $4,000 $3,700 $5,685 -$1,985

RZON $1,550 $2,000 $2,300 $2,500 $2,088 $3,215 -$1,128

LUDA+RZON $3,800 $4,100 $4,400 $4,500 $4,200 $8,900 -$4,700

CPTA $2,600 $3,234 -$634

CCI1, CCI3, 
CINF,VBI1, 

VBI3,VBIF,CCCN $120 $159 -$39

RSF $50 $74 -$24

f:CommunityDevelopment/Fee Schedules/2018 Long Range Application Costs Labor Estimates

NOTE: staff salaries are averaged, rounded and include  benefits. Hours rounded to quarter hours. 2018 Long Range Apllication COSTS LABOR ESTIMATES10/10/2018
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Mr. Vincent Burke continued some of the saddles were placed prior to the changes and 
the Utilities Department recommended replacement due to (1) non-compliance with current 
County standards, and (2) safety issues associated with the EPA mandate.  He also pointed 
out the infrastructure was never certified by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection.  

Mr. Brown interjected different pieces of different information was being presented to 
this Committee and should an general issue be discussed, this Committee could go forward 
with discussion for a Committee recommendation on scenarios such as this one; however, this 
discussion was beginning to sound like an appeal of a department head's decision. He 
explained there was a mechanism in County Code should the developer wants to challenge 
the decision which had been made by the Utilities Department, that challenge would go before 
him, as the County Administrator.  He further explained this was not the proper venue to 
debate the points of a single project when those facts may not be well understood or fully aired 
or prepared to be discussed at a Committee meeting, citing the possibility of 
mischaracterizations. 

Topics for Next Meeting (Wednesday, October 17, 2018) 

a) Consideration of Proposed Development Review Fee Schedule Update
b) Building Permit Plan Review Process Observations
c) Landscaping criteria and tree protection/mitigation requirements
d) Extension of Committee's sunset date

Adjournment 

There being no further business, Chairperson Robinson adjourned the meeting at 11:20 
a.m.
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AN ORDINANCE OF INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA, CONCERNING AN 
AMENDMENT TO ITS LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS (LDRS); PROVIDING FOR 
AN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 926, LANDSCAPE AND BUFFER REGULATIONS; BY 
AMENDING SECTION 926.06, LANDSCAPE MATERIALS STANDARDS; AND BY 
PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING PROVISIONS; CODIFICATION; 
SEVERABILITY; AND EFFECTIVE DATE. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF INDIAN RIVER 
COUNTY, FLORIDA THAT THE INDIAN RIVER COUNTY LAND DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATIONS (LDRS) CHAPTER 926, LANDSCAPE AND BUFFER REGULATIONS, BE 
AMENDED AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION #1: 

Amend LDR Section 926.06(3), Trees; as follows: 

(a) Canopy trees:

1. Canopy trees, except for narrow canopy tree species identified under [subsection]
926.06(3)(d)1.b., below, shall be species having an average mature crown spread of greater
than fifteen (15) feet (under local climatic conditions) and having a trunk(s) with over five
(5) feet of clear wood. "Clear wood" refers to that portion of the trunk between the ground
and the lowest lateral limbs.

2. All new canopy trees shall be planted in a planting area of at least one hundred forty-four
(144) square feet, with minimum dimensions being at least twelve (12) feet in any direction.
Larger areas may be required by the community development director or his designee for
newly planted or existing trees to be preserved, as required by Chapter 927, tree protection.

3. Clusters of palms, such as sabal palms, may be used as canopy trees provided that a
minimum of three (3) palms are clustered to equal one (1) canopy tree. Clusters of palms
and specimen palms (specified below), if used, shall consist of no more than one-third (1/3)
of the total canopy tree requirement.

a. A multi-trunk palm may be substituted for one (1) canopy tree provided that the total
height of the combined clear trunks (ground to lowest frond, measured along the
truck) is a minimum of eighteen (18) feet.

b. A Canary Island date palm, Sylvester palm, or Bismark palm, or palm with a
similar quality large “frond canopy” with a clear trunk of at least two (2) feet and
an overall height of at least twelve (12) feet may count as one (1) canopy tree. Such
a palm may count as two (2) canopy trees if it has a clear trunk of at least eight (8)
feet and an overall height of at least eighteen (18) feet.

c. A palm of the Roystonea genus with a minimum clear trunk of ten (10) feet may be
counted as one (1) canopy tree.
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4. Minimum canopy tree spacing shall be provided as follows:
a. Between full canopy trees (e.g. oak, pine, bay): twenty-five (25) feet.

b. Between narrow canopy tree varieties (e.g., cypress and holly) not including
magnolia: Fifteen (15) feet.

c. Between full canopy trees and narrow canopy tree varieties (e.g., cypress and holly)
not including magnolia: Twenty (20) feet.

SECTION #2:  SEVERABILITY 

If any clause, section or provision of this Ordinance shall be declared by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or invalid for any cause or reason, the same shall be eliminated 
from this Ordinance and the remaining portion of this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect and 
be as valid as if such invalid portion thereof had not been incorporated therein. 

SECTION #4:  REPEAL OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 

The provisions of any other Indian River County ordinance that are inconsistent or in conflict with 
the provisions of this Ordinance are repealed to the extent of such inconsistency or conflict.   

SECTION #5:  INCLUSION IN THE CODE OF LAWS AND ORDINANCES 

The provisions of this Ordinance shall become and be made a part of the Code of Laws and 
Ordinances of Indian River County, Florida.  The sections of the Ordinance may be renumbered or 
relettered to accomplish such, and the word "ordinance" may be changed to "section", "article", or 
any other appropriate word. 

SECTION #6:  EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Ordinance shall take effect upon filing with the Department of State. 

This ordinance was advertised in the Press-Journal on the _____ day of ____________, 2018, for a 
public hearing to be held on the ______ day of ____________, 2018, at which time it was moved 
for adoption by Commissioner _____________, seconded by Commissioner ____________, and 
adopted by the following vote: 

Chairman Peter D. O’Bryan __________ 

Vice Chairman Bob Solari __________ 

Commissioner Susan Adams __________ 

Commissioner Joseph E. Flescher __________ 

Commissioner Tim Zorc __________ 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

The Chairman there upon declared the ordinance duly passed and adopted this __________ day of 
___________, 2018. 

BY: 
Peter D. O’Bryan, Chairman 

ATTEST: Jeffrey R. Smith, Clerk of Court and Comptroller 

         BY: 
Deputy Clerk 

This ordinance was filed with the Department of State on the following date: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 

____________________________________ 
Dylan Reingold, County Attorney 

APPROVED AS TO PLANNING MATTERS 

_____________________________________ 
Stan Boling, AICP; Community Development Director 
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