
 

 

  

1 Meeting Called to Order  
  

2 

Invocation     Dr. Walter Jackson, First Baptist Church of Winter Park 
Pledge of Allegiance   

 

 

3 Approval of Agenda  
 

4 Mayor’s Report Projected Time 

 

a. Presentation of checks from the Winter Park Chamber of Commerce 
to area schools from proceeds from the December 2011 pancake 

breakfast fundraiser 
b. Proclamation - Recognizing Sonya Baumstein, Winter Park High 

School graduate now with Team Epoch rowing team 
c. Presentation by School Board Member Joie Cadle regarding 

Brookshire Elementary 

10 minutes 
 

 
10 minutes 

 
20 minutes 

 
 

5 City Manager’s Report Projected Time 
 a. 90 day plan 30 minutes 

 

 

Regular Meeting 
 

3:30 p.m. 
March 14, 2011 

Commission Chambers 

Regular Meeting 
 

3:30 p.m. 
February 27, 2012 

Rachel D. Murrah Civic Center 
1050 West Morse Boulevard 
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6 City Attorney’s Report Projected Time 

   
 
 

7 Non-Action Items Projected Time 

 
a. Update of Park Avenue Area Task Force (PAATF) Downtown Parking 

Recommendations 
20 minutes 

 

8 

Citizen Comments  |  5 p.m. or soon thereafter   

(if the meeting ends earlier than 5:00 p.m., the citizen comments will 

be at the end of the meeting)  (Three (3) minutes are allowed for each 

speaker; not to exceed a total of 30 minutes for this portion of the meeting) 
 

9 Consent Agenda Projected Time 

 

a. Approve the minutes of 2/13/12. 

b. Approve the following purchases and contracts: 
1. After-the-fact Purchase Order 146416 to Heart Utilities of 

Jacksonville for undergrounding of electric; $63,938.70 
2. PR 148636 to Suntree Technologies, Inc. to purchase baffle 

boxes; $90,616.25 

3. Contract renewal with High Performance Sports Management, Inc. 
(RFP-2-2010) for Tennis Management Services and authorize the 

Mayor to execute the contract renewal and lease agreement. 
4. Continuing services contract with GAI Consultants, Inc. (RFQ-2-

2012) for Professional, Architectural & Engineering Services 
(Discipline:  General Civil & Public Facility Engineering) and 
authorize the Mayor to execute the contract. 

5. Continuing services contract with Comprehensive Engineering 
Services, Inc.(RFQ-2-2012), Continuing Contracts for 

Professional, Architectural & Engineering Services (Discipline: 
Transportation Planning & Engineering) and authorize the Mayor 
to execute the contract. 

6. Continuing services contract with CDM Smith Inc. (RFQ-2-2012), 
Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural & Engineering 

Services (Discipline: Stormwater Management & Design) and 
authorize the Mayor to execute the contract. 

7. Continuing services contract with Geosyntec Consultants (RFQ-2-

2012), Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural & 
Engineering Services (Discipline: Stormwater Management & 

Design) and authorize the Mayor to execute the contract. 
8. Amendments to the three Products and Services Agreements with 

Centurylink Sales Solutions, Inc. and authorize the Mayor to 

execute all Amendments 
c. Approve two mid-year changes to the City’s medical insurance 

programs to become effective April 1, 2012:  the implementation of 
Teladoc health care visits through phone or online video 
consultation; and health and dental insurance for domestic partners 

of employees.   
 

 

10 minutes 
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10 Action Items Requiring Discussion Projected Time 

 

a. Billboard Agreement with CBS Outdoor at 600 Lee Road 

b. One-Way Valet Parking in Downtown  

c. Water, Wastewater, and Reclaimed Water Rate Study 

d. Selection of an Architectural Firm for the design of the Amtrak 
Station 

20 minutes 

20 minutes 
45 minutes 

20 minutes 
 

 

11 Public Hearings Projected Time 

 

a. Ordinance - Establishing parking restrictions at electric charging 
stations  (2) 

b. Request of Windermere Winter Park Venture LLC: 
- Ordinance – Amending the comprehensive plan, future land use 

map to change the designation of Single Family Residential to 

Medium Density Residential on the property at 444 W. Swoope 
Avenue  (1) 

- Ordinance - Amending the official zoning map to change the 
zoning designation of Single Family Residential (R-1A) District to 
Medium Density Multi-Family (R-3) District on the property at 

444 W. Swoope Avenue (1) 
- Conditional use approval to build a new two story, 10 unit 

residential condominium building at 434 and 444 W. Swoope 
Avenue   (QUASI JUDICIAL PROCEEDING) 

c. Ordinance – Annexing the property at 600 Lee Road and that portion 
of I-4 contiguous to the property within the City of Winter Park at 
2684 Lee Road  (1)  

d. Resolution – Designating 1301 Pelham Road as a historic resource in 
the Winter Park Register of Historic Places 

e. Ordinance – Amending the historic preservation section of the Land 
Development Code (1)  

f. Ordinance – Amending Ordinance No. 2840-11, Moratorium for Pain 

Management Clinics  (1)   

5 minutes 

 
 
 

30 minutes 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

15 minutes 
 
 

10 minutes 
 

20 minutes 
 

10 minutes 

   
 

12 City Commission Reports Projected Time 

 

a. Commissioner Leary 
b. Commissioner Sprinkel 
c. Commissioner Cooper 
d. Commissioner McMacken 
e. Mayor Bradley 

10 minutes each 

    
   

 



 

 

 

 
 

Below are issues of interest to the Commission and community that are currently being worked 

on by staff, but do not currently require action on the Commission agenda. These items are 

being tracked to provide the Commission and community the most up to date information 

regarding the status of the various issues. The City Manager will be happy to answer questions 

or provide additional updates at the meeting. 

 

 

issue update date 

City Hall 

Renovation 

Construction is underway.   

 

City Commission Meetings will be held at the 

Civic Center.  Many of the advisory board 

meetings are being held at the Welcome Center 

and the Community Center.  Members of the 

Public interested in attending should check the 

City’s website (www.cityofwinterpark.org) or 

call 407-599-3245 to determine locations. 

Mid April 2012. 

Pensions  

Additional information is being prepared for the 

Commission and staff is closely monitoring 

legislative efforts in the current session. 

 

Lee Road Median 

Update 

Met with FDOT on January 5th to agree to 

planting restrictions.  A final submittal has been 

prepared and is currently under review by the 

FDOT concerning desired planting scheme to 

maximize visual impact.     

 

Pro Shop 

Renovation 

Final walk through was on February 21, 2012.  

Operation to begin in the new building the first 

week of March.   

 Completed. 

Fairbanks 

Improvement 

Project 

Re-design of the new lift station location is 

complete.  Plans have been approved by FDOT.  

Permits were submitted to FDEP on January 6th.  

Final approval on lift station easement has been 

granted by the property owner.   

Project should be out 

to bid in March, 

awarding bids in late 

April and Notice to 

Proceed in May, 

2012. 

Parking Study 

Alfond Inn 

Consultant has started traffic counts, turning 

movement counts and gap study (time gaps for 

left turns on New England).   

 

City Manager’s Report February 27, 2012 

http://www.cityofwinterpark.org/


 

 

 

Hazardous Waste 

Waste Pro has agreed to host four household 

hazardous waste events per year for the City.  

The first event will take place on April 21 from 

9:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. at the Public Works 

Compound located at 1439 Howell Branch 

Road. 

The first event will be 

held in conjunction 

with Earth Day in 

April 2012. 

Dead Tree 

Removal 

All of the tree removals have been completed.  

Stump grinding (through a contractor) and tree 

replanting (with in-house crews) are being 

scheduled for completion by March 2012. 

March 2012 

 
 

Once projects have been resolved, they will remain on the list for one additional meeting to 

share the resolution with the public and then be removed. 

 



City of Winter Park 
90 Day Plan 

March 2012 – May 2012 
 

March 

 Street Musician Ordinance 

 Mead Botanical Garden, Inc. Agreement – Lease Agreement and Governance (3/12) 

 Via Salerno/Mayfield Ave Plug-In - Declaring and confirming resolutions (3/26) 
 Electric Fuel Adjustment (3/26) 

April 

 State Office Building – CNL Office project approval (4/23) 

 Ravadauge  Annexation    (4/9) 

 BID  (Business Improvement District) Resolution – April; Final Resolution/Equalization – May 

 Tree Report (4/23) 

o Ordinance and Operational Plan 

May 

 Street Dining decision (at conclusion of trial period) 

 Alfond Inn/New England Avenue traffic study  

 ULI Fairbanks 

 Park Avenue Street Signs  

 Amtrak Station design approval 

 

Not specific 

 Building Code Update Ordinance 

 Residential Zoning Code Update Ordinance 

 Winter Park High School Alumni Fee Waiver  

 Crealde School of Art Fee Waiver  

 City of Casselberry Proposed Joint Fire Service Agreement  

 Process for Sale or Use of the Progress Point property     

 Ravadauge  Infrastructure/CDD Discussion (waiting on applicant) 

 

Mayor’s Items 

 

 Transportation/Bicycle/Pedestrian Board 

 WP Circulator Bus Route 

 WP Wireless Taskforce 

 Governance Indicators 



 Being Visually distinctive 

 Economic Development Plan review 

 

 



 

 

 

 

subject 
 

Update of Park Avenue Area Task Force (PAATF) Downtown Parking Recommendations 
 

motion | recommendation 
 

Concurrence that the PAATF has reviewed the downtown parking concerns and provided 

recommendations for consideration to the City Commission 

 

background 

 
At the December 12, 2011 City Commission meeting, the Commission reviewed a non-action 
item from Jeff Briggs, Planning Director about parking in the downtown (CBD) area.  Mr. Briggs 

provided a history of previous parking studies that have been completed in the downtown and 
the alternatives that have come forward based on those studies.  These alternatives include: 

 
1. Parking garages 
2. Public/private partnerships with Bank of America and Morse/Genius Foundation  

3. Valet service for downtown patrons 
 

The Commission expressed concern about the perception that parking is not available in the 
downtown and that an employee parking program needs to be considered.   
 

At this meeting, the City Commission asked for a formal recommendation from the Park Avenue 
Area Task Force regarding the findings of the inventory update completed in 2010 and any 

recommendations that the Commission should consider when addressing parking issues in the 
downtown.  Staff explained that the Task Force had reviewed this item as part of Goal 2 of the 
Park Avenue Area Strategic Plan and had recommended continued effort after the wayfinding 

program is implemented.  The Task Force also discussed an employee parking program but 
there was no agreement as to the type or operation of this program. 

 
Staff included the agenda item from Mr. Briggs to the City Commission on this item as well as 

the updated parking plan that was completed by the Task Force in the summer of 2010. 
 
After discussion, the PAATF broke their recommendation into two steps:  

 
 

 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 

Commission Chambers 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 

Commission Chambers 

Non-Action Item 

Dori Stone 

Economic Development/CRA 

PAATF 

February 27, 2012 

7-0 



 

 

 

Year 2012 
 Create a map of free and long-term parking areas for business owners to distribute to 

employees. 

 Install wayfinding signs for downtown parking as soon as possible 
 Encourage the Commission to consider a valet ordinance to standardize the valet 

services in the downtown area 
 Direct staff to discuss additional public/private partnerships within private lots with 

emphasis on peak parking periods (weekends, large events, holidays etc.) 

 
Year 2013 

 Conduct a revised downtown parking study prior to the opening of the SunRail station 
 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 

N/A 

 

fiscal impact 
 

Funding is available for the wayfinding project.  There is no additional funding currently 
allocated for the additional work recommended by the PAATF. 

 

long-term impact 
 

 

 

strategic objective 

 
 

 

 

 



REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COMMISSION 
February 13, 2012 

 
The meeting of the Winter Park City Commission was called to order by Mayor Kenneth Bradley 
at 3:30 p.m. in the Rachel D. Murrah Civic Center, 1050 West Morse Boulevard, Winter Park, 
Florida.   
 
The invocation was provided by Pastor David Barker, Aloma Baptist Church, followed by the 
Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
Members present:  Also present:  
Mayor Kenneth Bradley  City Manager Randy Knight 
Commissioner Steven Leary  City Attorney William Reischmann 
Commissioner Sarah Sprinkel  City Clerk Cynthia Bonham 
Commissioner Carolyn Cooper  Deputy City Clerk Michelle Bernstein 
Commissioner Tom McMacken  
 
The Oath of Office was administered to re-elected Mayor Kenneth Bradley by Orange County 
Clerk of Courts Lydia Gardner. 
  
Approval of the agenda 
 
Motion made by Commissioner McMacken to approve the agenda; seconded by 
Commissioner Sprinkel and approved by acclamation with a 5-0 vote.   
 

Mayor‟s Report 
 

a. Board Appointments: 
 
Code Enforcement Board 
 
Motion made by Mayor Bradley to appoint Keith Manzi to the Code Enforcement Board; 
seconded by Commissioner Sprinkel and carried unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 
 
Winter Park Firefighters Pension Board 
 
Motion made by Mayor Bradley to appoint Stuart (Trey) Merrick to the Winter Park 
Firefighters Pension Board; seconded by Commissioner Cooper and carried 
unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 
 
City Manager‟s Report 
 

a. Scheduling Strategic Planning Session 
 
City Manager Knight addressed the need to schedule the strategic planning session.  After a 
brief discussion, there was a consensus to schedule the meeting for April 4, 2012 with Marilyn 
Crotty as the facilitator.   
 
City Manager Knight advised that the first Martin Luther King, Jr. Task Force meeting will be 
held at 4:00 p.m. on February 16 in the conference room on the second floor of the west wing of 
City Hall.   
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City Manager Knight provided a brief update on two items: 
 

 Ravaudage – The applicant and the City has been working with Orange County 
regarding the annexation process and we now have an agreement in place on how the 
process will work.  The applicant has requested that the first reading of the annexation 
be held on March 12 and the second reading would not come back to the Commission 
until all of the CDD documentation and other items are in place.   
 

 Auction rate security bond litigation – City Manager Knight, the finance director and City 
Attorney have been speaking with an outside attorney and consultant about our auction 
rate security bonds that were issued in 2005.  There are some litigation issues going on 
around the country related to the bonds that were issued and whether or not the 
underwriters should be held liable for some of the cost in getting out of those securities, 
along with the costs incurred as a result of being in those securities.  Since the statute of 
limitations ends today, City Manager Knight authorized the City Attorney to file a 
statement of claim for arbitration as it was necessary to preserve the City‟s rights.  
Attorney Reischmann provided legal counsel and advised that it would be appropriate for 
the City Manager to provide individual briefings on this matter.  City Manager Knight 
acknowledged and said he will schedule appropriately.     

 
City Attorney‟s Report 
 
No items. 
 
Non-Action Items 
 

a. Financial Report – December 2011 
 
Finance Director Wes Hamil provided the December 2011 financial report and answered 
questions. 
 
Mayor Bradley requested that separate line items be added for fuel cost recovery revenues and 
the fuel cost portion of bulk power expenses for the Electric Fund.  Mr. Hamil responded that 
this information is already being provided to the Utilities Advisory Board and we will add that 
statement to the Commission‟s Financial Report.    
 
Motion made by Commissioner Sprinkel to accept the Financial Report; seconded by 
Commissioner McMacken and approved unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
a. Approve the minutes of 1/23/12. – PULLED FROM CONSENT AGENDA FOR 

DISCUSSION – SEE BELOW 
b. Approve the following purchase and contracts: 

1. After-the-fact Purchase Order 146271 to Heart Utilities of Jacksonville for 
Undergrounding of Electric; $105,113.99 

2. Continuing Services Contract for Architectural Services (RFQ-2-2012) with ACi and 
authorize the Mayor to execute the contract. 
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3. Continuing services Contract for Architectural Services (RFQ-2-2012) with Helman 
Hurley Charvat Peacock Architects, Inc. and authorize the Mayor to execute the contract. 

4. Piggybacking the WSCA/State of Florida contract with W.W. Grainger for  Maintenance, 
Repair and Operations (MRO) and authorize the Mayor to execute the Piggyback 
Contract 

5. Staff to enter into negotiations with the top ranked firm, GAI Consultants, Inc. (RFQ-2-
2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural & Engineering Services 
(General Civil & Public Facility Engineering) – PULLED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 
FOR DISCUSSION – SEE BELOW 

6. Staff to enter into negotiations with the top ranked firm, Comprehensive Engineering 
Services, Inc. (RFQ-2-2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional Architectural and 
Engineering Services (Transportation Planning & Engineering) -  PULLED FROM 
CONSENT AGENDA FOR DISCUSSION – SEE BELOW 

7. Staff to enter into negotiations with the top two ranked firms CDM Smith and Geosyntec 
Consultants (RFQ-2-2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural & 
Engineering Services (Stormwater Management & Design) – PULLED FROM 
CONSENT AGENDA FOR DISCUSSION – SEE BELOW 

8. Staff to enter into negotiations with the two top ranked firms Herbert-Halback, Inc. and 
Miller Legg (RFQ-2-2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural & 
Engineering Services (Landscape Architect) 

9. Award of IFB-8-2012 to Link‟s Automotive, Inc. for towing and wrecker services and 
authorize the Mayor to execute the contract. 

c. Approve the purchase of a Cisco Router ($2,365.00) necessary for connectivity to the newly 
purchased (CAFÉ) Computer Aided Forms Entry Report Management System and 
Computer Aided Dispatch to replace the existing (RMS) Report Management and Computer 
Aided Dispatch (CAD) for the Police Department.  (State Forfeiture Funding will be utilized) 

d. Approve the purchase of computer software (ARAS360), required operating systems and 
four desk top computer workstations for the Police Department. (State Forfeiture Funding 
will be utilized) 

e. Approve free electric vehicle charging services for an initial promotional/evaluation period 
with the fees to be reviewed semi-annually in accordance with the fee schedule. 

f. Approve the agreement to provide Wastewater Service for 2021 N. Goldenrod Road (PID 
14-22-30-0000-00-133) and authorize the Mayor to execute the agreement. 
 

Motion made by Commissioner Sprinkel to approve Consent Agenda items „b.1-4‟, „b.8-9‟, 
and items „c‟ „d‟, „e‟ and „f‟; seconded by Commissioner Leary and carried unanimously 
with a 5-0 vote. 
 
Consent Agenda Item „a‟ -  Approve the minutes of 1/23/12 

 
Commissioner Cooper referenced page 4 of the minutes.  She requested that the minutes 
reflect that Jeff Briggs also explained that the City should establish a future land use designation 
for parking lots to match the parking zoning district.   
 
Motion made by Commissioner Cooper to amend the minutes to reflect what Jeff Briggs 
said relative to establishing a future land use designation; seconded by Commissioner 
McMacken and approved by acclamation with a 4-1 vote; Commissioner Sprinkel voted 
no. 
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Consent Agenda Item „b.5‟ - Staff to enter into negotiations with the top ranked firms, GAI 
Consultants, Inc. (RFQ-2-2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural & 
Engineering Services (General Civil & Public Facility Engineering)  
 
Consent Agenda Item „b.6‟ - Staff to enter into negotiations with the top ranked firm 
Comprehensive Engineering Services, Inc. (RFQ-2-2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional 
Architectural and Engineering Services (Transportation Planning & Engineering) 
 
Consent Agenda Item „b.7‟ - Staff to enter into negotiations with the top two ranked firms CDM 
Smith and Geosyntec Consultants (RFQ-2-2012) Continuing Contracts for Professional, 
Architectural & Engineering Services (Stormwater Management & Design) 
 
Commissioner Leary addressed Consent Agenda items b.5, b.6 and b.7 together and asked 
why there is only one consultant for each discipline and no backup or alternate.  Public Works 
Director Troy Attaway explained that we have multiple categories of consultants that we can use 
for an alternate if needed. 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Leary to approve Consent Agenda items „b.5‟, „b.6‟ and 
„b.7‟; seconded by Commissioner McMacken and carried unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 
 

Action Items Requiring Discussion 
 

a. Regulation of street (sidewalk) musicians and performers on Park Avenue 
 

Building Director George Wiggins explained that the City has received several complaints from 
restaurants, business owners and pedestrians concerning the appearance of street (sidewalk) 
musicians at various locations along the Park Avenue business district.  He presented a draft 
ordinance modeled after a St. Augustine ordinance that withstood legal appeals by the ACLU. 
This prohibits street musicians from setting up along Park Avenue from Fairbanks to Webster 
Avenue and up to 50 side streets.  Information was received from the Park Avenue Area 
Association that several business owners like having the street musicians and feel there is no 
need to enact an ordinance to control or prohibit this activity downtown; however not all of the 
businesses have been contacted.  The proposed ordinance will only apply to public areas and 
will not prevent musicians from setting up on private property with the permission of the shop 
owner.   
 
Mr. Wiggins explained that the City can choose to take no action and allow the matter to be self-
regulated by the merchants and shop owners or they can proceed with the potential ordinance 
which would allow the police and code enforcement departments to enforce such regulations. 
 
Commission discussions ensued regarding enforcement on Park Avenue versus throughout the 
City; the language pertaining to a 100‟ restriction rather than 50‟ of ROW on sidewalks and if 
they should have a Board look at this item and provide recommendations.  The Commission 
expressed their concern with over-regulating and acknowledged that they should protect the 
residents, pedestrians, walkers and restaurant patrons from being disrupted.  The Commission 
addressed the need to deal with business signs being displayed on the sidewalk that are a 
hazard. 
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Motion made by Commissioner Leary to move forward with the ordinance; seconded by 
Commissioner Sprinkel. 
 
Patrick Chapin, Winter Park Chamber of Commerce, explained that they have not had a 
thorough conversation on this and that the Chamber is willing to facilitate a meeting to see what 
is best for the businesses, residents and visitors.   
 
John Holley, 316 Lake Avenue, explained that he has been a sidewalk performer for the past 
seven years.  He suggested that the City charge the performers a yearly fee of $100 and require 
written authorization from the store owner allowing them to perform at that location. 
 
Attorney Reischmann provided legal counsel regarding this suggestion. 
 
Mike Schwartz, Pannullo‟s Italian Restaurant, 216 S. Park Avenue, urged the Commission to 
address this issue since they have had very bad experiences with street musicians playing all 
hours of the day and night in front of his restaurant.  He supported the proposed ordinance.   
 
Woody Woodall, 328 N. Park Avenue explained that some of the local businesses like the 
musicians because it adds character to the avenue and is opposed to the ordinance. 
 
Mayor Bradley indicated that he would like for the Park Avenue Area Task Force to look at this 
as well as the Chamber of Commerce.  CRA Director Dori Stone (DeBord) responded that they 
would be happy to work with the Chamber members and non-chamber members, the Park 
Avenue Area Task Force and the CRA Advisory Board.   
 
Attorney Reischmann answered questions of the Commission.   
 
Commissioner Leary withdrew his original motion since it was for discussion only.  
Commissioner Sprinkel withdrew her second. 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Sprinkel for staff to continue with this issue and ask the 
Park Avenue Area Task Force, the Chamber and the CRA Advisory Board for their 
recommendations; seconded by Commissioner Leary.  It was also clarified that they would 
welcome public input from Chamber groups, the Hannibal Square Merchants and others.  Upon 
a roll call vote, Mayor Bradley and Commissioners Leary, Sprinkel, Cooper and 
McMacken voted yes.  The motion carried unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Patrick Chapin, Winter Park Chamber of Commerce, thanked the Commission and the Mayor 
for their support last Monday when they launched “Healthy Central Florida” at Full Sail 
University. 
 
Action Items Requiring Discussion (continued) 
 

b. Urban Land Institute (ULI) Technical Assistance Panel (TAP) Program for West 
Fairbanks Redevelopment Evaluation  
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CRA Director Dori Stone (DeBord) provided information on the ULI TAP Program that brings 
together experts from appropriate fields such as commercial development, planning, 
engineering and redevelopment to address strategic objectives set out by the community 
leadership.  Experts are invited to a one-day workshop whereby they would review current and 
proposed programs by City staff, take public comment, tour the corridor, and formulate 
recommendations which are presented publicly later that day and provided to the City.  All of 
this is done with the City‟s objectives in mind.  The City‟s Economic Development and Planning 
staff are recommending that a ULI Panel be put together to evaluate West Fairbanks prior to 
any further action being taken on adoption of the Architectural Design Standards.   
 
Costs associated with the ULI Panel are approximately $20,000 and will not exceed $25,000.  
Funding is available through the Economic Development Program.  EDAB‟s motion supports the 
use of this funding for this type of effort and recommended that the ULI Panel look into short 
and long term development solutions on West Fairbanks Avenue.     
 
ULI representative Jim Sellen provided an overview of the ULI Advisory Services Program and 
answered questions.   
 
Commission discussion ensued as to what the process is and that they come up with the goals 
and objectives prior to commencement.  Mrs. Stone explained that she will be working with Mr. 
Briggs and the ULI consultant to come up with several draft objectives and then present them to 
the Commission for input and consensus prior to moving forward.   
 
Mr. Briggs answered questions regarding the Placemakers document and explained that it is a 
design guideline.  He indicated that it would be extremely advantageous to allow the ULI Panel 
to provide their expertise, review the existing data and provide a report on their findings. 
 
Mrs. Stone advised that the Commission can move ahead now and adopt West Fairbanks 
Architectural Design Standards without this advice from the ULI Panel and speed that adoption 
by two months.  She explained that the City may learn some important things from the ULI 
Panel and the ULI Panel can also be helpful in validating or confirming the most important 
design regulations that will be part of the Architectural Design Standards.  It will also allow for 
participation in this process by the property owners and tenants along the corridor.  She 
addressed the importance of getting the Architectural Design Standards adopted sooner rather 
than later, but that no substantial redevelopment is expected to occur until the sanitary sewer 
project is completed which will be at least a year.   
 
The Commission asked if they can see examples of completed ULI reports.  Mrs. Stone advised 
that she will email the information to the Commissioners. 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Leary to approve; seconded by Commissioner Sprinkel.  
Upon a roll call vote, Mayor Bradley and Commissioners Leary, Sprinkel, Cooper and 
McMacken voted yes.  The motion carried unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 
 

c. Proposed on-street dining - Hannibal Square East 
 
Building Director George Wiggins explained that the applicant initially submitted a request for 
approval of this event to our Public Works Department and they are seeking permission to close 
off a public street for café seating every evening from 5:00 p.m. to 11:30 p.m. for a trial period 
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from February 15 to April 29, 2012.  Staff requested Commission approval and the Commission 
instructed staff to identify or create a process which this type of request should follow.  It was 
determined that the City already has a procedure/application process in place through the 
special event ordinance that would ensure events of this type meet applicable requirements.  
Events which are over 3 days in length or requires use of public right-of-way may be referred to 
the City Commission for approval.   
 
Mr. Wiggins explained the additional criteria and standards that are to be met prior to the 
approval of a special event application which apply to street closures involving restaurants.  He 
also noted that notification was provided by both the City and the applicant to the neighboring 
property owners.   
 
Public Works Director Troy Attaway answered questions of the Commission related to the street 
closure.   
 
Motion made by Commissioner Leary to approve the recommendations from staff 
(approve event and waiver of alcoholic consumption prohibition in a public street subject 
to staff conditions and criteria listed below as “Additional Criteria for Street Closures 
involving restaurants.)”  1) The street to be closed must not exceed a traffic count of 
1,000 vehicles per day unless a traffic study documents minimal impact to traffic during 
street closure periods. 2) The area of street closure must be directly adjacent to and 
operated by the restaurant(s) requesting closure.  3) Written consent for the closure must 
be approved by all abutting property owners/leasees including those directly across the 
road to be closed.  4) Road closure can only be allowed if there is a parallel alternate 
route within 350 feet (Park Avenue blocks are 300 feet).  5) Road closure can only be 
allowed if other property owners, residents or businesses located on the same street 
have public street access to their properties, residences or businesses.  6) Standards for 
the outdoor tables, seating, umbrellas (if any), menu signs and provision of maintenance 
cleaning of street or sidewalk areas shall comply with the City‟s Sidewalk Café 
Ordinance. A seating diagram shall be provided for review and approval. All other 
applicable provisions of the Sidewalk Café Ordinance shall apply.  7) The impact of any 
additional required parking can be absorbed by existing parking available at the time of 
the closure.  8) No amplified or live music without specific separate authorization with an 
amended event permit application.  9) The City Manager retains the right to terminate the 
approval of the event or further limit the times of the event at any time deemed 
appropriate, due to noise, safety concerns or other reasons not enumerated herein; 
seconded by Commissioner Sprinkel.   
 
Motion amended by Commissioner Cooper that we extend the trial period from 2 months 
to 6 months and that we restrict it to weekend nights only.  Motion failed for lack of a 
second. 
 
Pastor K.T. Turner, Bethel Missionary Baptist Church, 425 W. Welbourne Avenue, opposed the 
request because of the narrow streets, parking issues, and believed this will create havoc for 
emergency response.   
 
Ken Wright, 217 E. Hannibal Square, opposed this request.  He explained that he lives directly 
behind Chez Vincent Restaurant and will impede his sleep by extending the hours.  He was also 
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concerned that emergency vehicles would not be able to come to his aid due to the street being 
closed.   
 
Applicant Dan Bellows, 558 W. New England Avenue, asked the Commission to approve the 
concept of the daily street closure and to approve the waiver of alcohol. 
 
Woody Woodall, 328 N. Park Avenue, explained that he likes special events and is in favor of 
this request. 
 
Linda Chappell (Walker), 794 Comstock Avenue, opposed this request and felt that if the street 
is to be closed the City should implement an ongoing fee and put that money towards 
Community Center programs. 
 
Susan Gabel, 535 N. Interlachen Avenue, opposed closing the street and said the residents of 
the Westside have suffered enough.  She urged the Commission to deny the request.  
 
Pete Weldon, 700 Via Lombardy, explained that the City has made significant investments 
throughout the entire City for the benefit of everyone and when changes occur there are both 
negative impacts and positive impacts but change is inevitable. 
 
Lurlene Fletcher, 790 Lyman Avenue, opposed closing the street because of concerns that it will 
create a mardi-gras atmosphere.  She asked the City to look into the noise disturbance and 
illegal drug use in the area. 
 
Attorney Kim Booker, representing the applicant, explained that there is a noise ordinance that 
addresses noise disturbances and they have no intent in creating a mardi-gras atmosphere. 
 
Mr. Wiggins answered questions regarding the fees associated with the sidewalk dining permit 
and special event permit and what happens after the trial period.  The Commission mentioned 
that if this is going to become permanent they suggested having the CRA Advisory Board and/or 
other boards provide recommendations and suggestions.  Mr. Wiggins acknowledged and 
advised that staff will be reviewing and monitoring this.  Staff will also perform a thorough 
analysis of the impacts on the City, the costs incurred and what fees should apply if this 
becomes permanent.  
 
Upon a roll call vote, Mayor Bradley and Commissioners Leary, Sprinkel and McMacken 
voted yes.  Commissioner Cooper voted no.  The motion carried with a 4-1 vote. 
 
A recess was taken from 5:54 p.m. to 6:13 p.m. 
 
Public Hearings 
 

a.   Request of Denning Partners, Ltd. For the property at 861 W. Canton Avenue: 
 
Mayor Bradley commented that this would be a simultaneous public hearing on both 
ordinances.  Attorney Reischmann read both ordinances by title.   

 
 AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA AMENDING CHAPTER 58, 

“LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE”, ARTICLE I “COMPREHENSIVE PLAN” FUTURE LAND USE 



 
CITY COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
FEBRUARY 13, 2012 
PAGE 9 OF 13 
 
 

MAP SO AS TO CHANGE THE FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF SINGLE FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL TO HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ON THE PROPERTY AT 861 WEST 
CANTON AVENUE, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED HEREIN; PROVIDING FOR 
CONFLICTS, SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE.  First Reading 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA AMENDING CHAPTER 58, 
“LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE”, ARTICLE III, “ZONING” AND THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP SO 
AS TO CHANGE THE ZONING DESIGNATION OF SINGLE FAMILY (R-1A) DISTRICT TO 
MULTI-FAMILY (HIGH DENSITY R-4) DISTRICT ON THE PROPERTY AT 861 WEST CANTON 
AVENUE, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED HEREIN; PROVIDING FOR RESTRICTIONS 
ON HEIGHT; CONFLICTS, SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE.  First Reading 

 
Each Commissioner disclosed their ex-parte communications.  Mayor Bradley and 
Commissioners McMacken, Cooper and Leary advised that they spoke with staff after the last 
meeting.  Mayor Bradley and Commissioners Leary and Sprinkel said they drove by the 
property.   
 
Planning Director Jeff Briggs explained that the applicant Denning Partners, Ltd. (Dan Bellows) 
has under contract the property at 861 W. Canton Avenue for purchase, which is immediately 
east of and adjacent to the Denning Drive apartment project at 550 N. Denning Drive.  He 
explained the 5-2 Planning and Zoning Board vote and that the majority felt the location of this 
property and the adjacency to the Denning Drive apartment site provides better design 
opportunities if added to that project.  The minority felt that there needs to be a step-down in 
density moving east and that R-3 was more appropriate.  The rezoning ordinance contains a 
restriction on building height to the same three stories and 42‟ as was approved for the Denning 
Drive apartment project.  Mr. Briggs advised that staff‟s recommendation is for approval with the 
condition that future development is limited to no more than three stories and 42‟ of building 
height.  Mr. Briggs answered questions. 
 
Attorney Reischmann provided legal counsel pertaining to the obligations that the Commission 
has in regards to approving or denying the ordinances.  Commission discussion ensued as to 
the pros and cons with approving this request and if they approve it, the possible impacts that 
would be created with granting the change. 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Cooper to deny the ordinance (Comprehensive Plan 
change from R-1 to R-4 density on this lot); seconded by Commissioner McMacken.   
 

Motion made by Commissioner McMacken to deny the ordinance (amending the Zoning 
Code); seconded by Commissioner Cooper.   
 
Denise Weathers, Hannibal Square Community Land Trust, 140 N. Orlando Avenue, spoke in 
opposition to the rezoning request.  She asked that they adhere to the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Mary Daniels, 650 Canton Avenue, explained that everyone in her neighborhood including 
herself is opposed to the rezoning.  She asked to adhere to the Comprehensive Plan and to 
keep their community as a single family residential neighborhood.  
 
Dana Rehm, 634 W. Comstock Avenue, shared her opposition with changing the rezoning from 
single family to multi-family and urged the Commission to deny this request. 
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Applicant Dan Bellows, 558 W. New England Avenue, provided a brief summary regarding his 
request and urged the Commission to approve the rezoning and comprehensive plan change. 
 
Linda Chappell (Walker), 794 Comstock Avenue, asked the Commission to deny the request. 
 
Upon a roll call vote on the first ordinance (amending the Comprehensive Plan), Mayor 
Bradley and Commissioner Leary voted no.  Commissioners Sprinkel, Cooper and 
McMacken voted yes.  The motion (to deny the request) carried with a 3-2 vote. 
 
Attorney Reischmann explained that they should withdraw the Zoning ordinance since the first 
ordinance failed.  Commissioner McMacken withdrew his motion to deny the Zoning Code 
amendment. 
 

b. RESOLUTION NO. 2100-12:  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, PURSUANT TO SECTION 170.03, FLORIDA STATUTES, CALLING 
FOR A PUBLIC HEARING TO DISCUSS ALL ASPECTS OF THE UNDERGROUNDING OF 
ELECTRIC/CATV FACILITIES WITHIN THE MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF 
WINTER PARK, CONSISTING OF PROPERTIES ABUTTING VIA SALERNO AND MAYFIELD 
AVENUE; WHICH IMPROVEMENTS BE PAID IN PART BY SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS LEVIED 
AGAINST ALL PROPERTIES WITHIN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED AREA; PROVIDING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

Attorney Reischmann read the resolution by title.  Motion made by Commissioner McMacken 
to adopt the resolution; seconded by Commissioner Sprinkel.  No public comments were 
made.  Upon a roll call vote, Mayor Bradley and Commissioners Leary, Sprinkel, Cooper 
and McMacken voted yes.  The motion carried unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 

 
c. RESOLUTION NO. 2101-12:  A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, PURSUANT TO ITS HOME RULE POWERS, DELEGATING 
AUTHORITY TO THE CODE ENFORCEMENT BOARD AND TO CITY MANAGER UNDER 
EMERGENCY CONDITIONS TO NEGOTIATE CODE ENFORCEMENT LIENS AND TO 
EXECUTE SATISFACTIONS OR RELEASES OF CODE ENFORCEMENT LIENS; PROVIDING 
FOR CONFLICTS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY FOR THE PURPOSE OF ALLOWING 
PROPERTY CLOSINGS TO OCCUR WITHOUT DELAY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

 

Attorney Reischmann read the resolution by title.  Building and Code Enforcement Director 
George Wiggins explained that this resolution is per the recommendation of the City Attorney 
which would allow the Code Enforcement Board to negotiate a lien settlement and release; or 
allow the City Manager to proceed with the negotiation and settlement when the Board cannot 
convene in a timely manner.  Property sales have been abandoned due to the current process; 
therefore, staff would like to streamline the process so that the City is not the cause of liens not 
being paid or properties not being sold.  Mr. Wiggins and Attorney Reischmann answered 
questions regarding the process. 
 
Commission discussion ensued as to whether or not the Code Enforcement Board should be 
allowed to negotiate a lien settlement.  It was recommended to modify the resolution to allow the 
City Manager to negotiate a lien for anything under $50,000 and execute a satisfaction or 
release; and to come before the Commission for action if the dollar amount is above $50,000.   
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Motion made by Mayor Bradley to strike the words “Code Enforcement Board and” in 
Section 2; and to add the following at the end of the paragraph “up to $50,000 per the 
City Manager‟s financial delegation authority; and in Section 3 eliminate the words “when 
the Code Enforcement Board is not scheduled, etc.”  Mayor Bradley clarified that he would 
like to strike anything that refers to the Code Enforcement Board.  The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Cooper.  No public comments were made.  Upon a roll call vote, Mayor 
Bradley and Commissioners Leary, Sprinkel, Cooper and McMacken voted yes.  The 
motion carried unanimously with a 5-0 vote. 

 
d. AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA REGULATING PARKING IN 

ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING STATION SPACES DESIGNATED FOR THE CHARGING OF 
ELECTRIC VEHICLES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, CODIFICATION, CONFLICTS, AND 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  First Reading 

 
Traffic Manager Butch Margraf provided background and answered questions.  Commission 
discussion ensued regarding the amount of the fine, if $100 is too much, and to possibly modify 
the ordinance or the parking signs to allow the flexibility for shared parking so when the spaces 
are not being used by electric vehicles a regular vehicle can park there.   
 
Motion made by Commissioner Leary to accept the ordinance on first reading; seconded 
by Commissioner McMacken.   
 
Motion amended by Commissioner Cooper that allows flexibility to experiment with some 
of the parking ideas that they talked about (shared parking).  Motion failed for lack of a 
second. 
 
Commissioner Sprinkel asked if staff could monitor this and report back in six (6) months with 
data on the actual usage of the electric vehicle charging station spaces.  Mr. Margraf 
acknowledged the request. 
 
Upon a roll call vote, Mayor Bradley and Commissioners Leary, Cooper and McMacken 
voted yes.  Commissioner Sprinkel voted no.  The motion carried with a 4-1 vote. 
 

e. Revise the conditions of approval for extension of conditional use for the parking garage 
expansion at 655 W. Morse Boulevard pursuant to the settlement agreement.    

 
Planning Director Jeff Briggs explained that at the last meeting the Commission approved the 
settlement agreement and agreed on the conditions that were imposed on May 10, 2010.  The 
only way to implement this settlement agreement is to modify those conditions at a public 
hearing.  Staff published the legal advertisement for this public hearing.   
 
Motion made by Commissioner Sprinkel to approve the request; seconded by 
Commissioner McMacken.  No public comments were made.  Upon a roll call vote, 
Commissioners Leary, Sprinkel, Cooper and McMacken voted yes.  The motion carried 
with a 4-0 vote.  (Mayor Bradley was absent for the vote.) 
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City Commission Reports: 
 

a. Commissioner Leary  
 
Commissioner Leary said he is looking forward to judging the Chili Cook-off event which is 
scheduled for February 23 and encouraged everyone to attend. 
 
Commissioner Leary mentioned that he would prefer to have a local architect, not the state‟s 
architect, to design the new Amtrak station.  Upon further Commission discussion, a consensus 
was reached to have staff bring the current concept and design development plans for the 
Amtrak station to the next Commission meeting so they can see what has transpired to this 
point.  Public Works Director Troy Attaway acknowledged the request. 
 
Commissioner Leary congratulated Mayor Bradley on his re-election. 
 

b. Commissioner Sprinkel  
 
Commissioner Sprinkel reported the following questions/concerns from residents to City 
Manager Knight:   
 

 How often do the garbage cans get picked up in the alleyways behind Park Avenue because 
they overflow on weekends?  City Manager Knight explained that the commercial users on 
Park Avenue pay for the bins to be emptied and if they need to be emptied more often they 
would have to pay for it.  He noted that this is an on-going issue and that staff will look into 
it.   

 Residents are having a hard time driving on some of the streets due to the way the lawn 
maintenance vehicles park their trucks and trailers and other commercial vendors. 

 There were several big busses that were parked across the street from the library this week; 
were they allowed to park there and if not, do they know where to park. 

 
Commissioner Sprinkel mentioned that Linda Chapin and Hal Downing would like to talk to the 
City regarding the upcoming Bike/Walk of Central Florida event. 
 
Commissioner Sprinkel said the new recycling bins around town look great. 

 
c. Commissioner Cooper 

 
Commissioner Cooper mentioned that she would like for the Commission to have an open 
conversation regarding the Progress Point property and the potential uses prior to doing 
anything with the property. The Commission suggested discussing this during the strategic 
planning meeting in April.    
 

d. Commissioner McMacken 
 
Commissioner McMacken encouraged everyone to attend the “Duck Derby” this weekend. 
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e. Mayor Bradley 
 
Mayor Bradley asked if voter registration can occur at the library.  City Manager Knight said yes 
they can drop off their voter registration application at the library and the City Clerk‟s office.  
Attorney Reischmann clarified that the library adopted their own policy which allows for voter 
registration; however, they have also adopted policies which prohibit any type of solicitation.  
Mayor Bradley asked if he has support to ask the library board to review their policies as it 
relates to voter registration and other activities.  There was no support from the Commission to 
bring this item forward. 
 
Mayor Bradley said the 125th Anniversary Task Force is convening and asked that their ideas be 
brought forward to the Commission. 
 
Mayor Bradley asked for support to add the 90-day plan discussion on the next agenda.  There 
was consensus to do so and to allow for a 30 minute discussion.  City Manager Knight 
acknowledged the request to email the Commissioners with a draft list of items for their input 
prior to the meeting.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:26 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
            
      Mayor Kenneth W. Bradley 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
City Clerk Cynthia S. Bonham  

 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Purchases over $50,000 

 vendor item | background fiscal impact motion | recommendation 

1. Heart Utilities 

of Jacksonville 

After-the-fact Purchase Order 

146416 for Undergrounding of 

Electric 

Total expenditure 

included in 

approved FY12 

budget. Amount: 

$63,938.70 

Commission approve after-

the-fact Purchase Order 

146416 to Heart Utilities of 

Jacksonville 

 We are currently under contract with this vendor for Undergrounding Electric Services (IFB-1-2008).  

The vendor offered a 2% discount for early payment, resulting in a savings of $1,304.87 for this 

portion of the project. 

  

2. Suntree 

Technologies, 

Inc. 

Purchase of Baffle Boxes  Total expenditure 

included in 

approved project 

budget. Amount: 

$90,616.25 

Commission approve PR 

148636 to Suntree 

Technologies, Inc. 

 Required for the East Morse Blvd. Stormwater Project.  Sole Source documentation on file with the 

Purchasing Division. 

 

 

Contracts 

 vendor item | background fiscal impact motion | recommendation 

3. High 

Performance 

Sports 

Management, 

Inc. 

RFP-2-2012 Tennis Management 

Services Contract Renewal 

Anticipated 

revenues included 

within FY12 

budget. 

Commission approve  the 

contract renewal with High 

Performance Sports 

Management, Inc. and 

authorize the Mayor to 

execute the contract renewal 

and lease agreement. 

 The City utilized a formal solicitation process to award this contract.  The City Commission approved 

the contract award on January 25, 2010.  The current contract term will expire on March 14, 2012.   

4. GAI 

Consultants, 

Inc. 

RFQ-2-2012 Continuing 

Contracts for Professional, 

Architectural & Engineering 

Services (Discipline: General 

Civil & Public Facility 

Engineering) 

Continuing 

contract to be 

used on a per 

project basis with 

approved budget. 

Commission approve 

continuing services contract 

with GAI Consultants, Inc. 

and authorize the Mayor to 

execute the contract. 

 The City utilized a formal solicitation process to shortlist one (1) firm to provide continuing general 

civil & public facility engineering services.  The City Commission authorized staff to negotiate with this 

firm on February 13, 2012.  Contract will be for a period of one (1) year with four (4) renewal 

options, not to exceed five (5) years in total. 

Consent Agenda 

 

Purchasing Division 

 

 
 

 February 27, 2012 

 



 

 

 

5. Comprehensive 
Engineering 
Services, Inc. 

RFQ-2-2012 Continuing 

Contracts for Professional, 

Architectural & Engineering 

Services (Discipline: 

Transportation Planning & 

Engineering) 

Continuing 

contract to be 

used on a per 

project basis with 

approved budget. 

Commission approve 

continuing services contract 

with Comprehensive 

Engineering Services, Inc., 

and authorize the Mayor to 

execute the contract. 

 The City utilized a formal solicitation process to shortlist one (1) firm to provide continuing 

transportation planning & engineering services.  The City Commission authorized staff to negotiate 

with this firm on February 13, 2012.  Contract will be for a period of one (1) year with four (4) 

renewal options, not to exceed five (5) years in total. 

6. CDM Smith RFQ-2-2012 Continuing 

Contracts for Professional, 

Architectural & Engineering 

Services (Discipline: Stormwater 

Management & Design) 

Continuing 

contract to be 

used on a per 

project basis with 

approved budget. 

Commission approve 

continuing services contract 

with CDM Smith Inc. and 

authorize the Mayor to 

execute the contract. 

 The City utilized a formal solicitation process to shortlist two (2) firms to provide continuing 

stormwater management & design services.  The City Commission authorized staff to negotiate with 

this firm on February 13, 2012.  Contract will be for a period of one (1) year with four (4) renewal 

options, not to exceed five (5) years in total. 

7. Geosyntec 
Consultants 

RFQ-2-2012 Continuing 

Contracts for Professional, 

Architectural & Engineering 

Services (Discipline: Stormwater 

Management & Design) 

Continuing 

contract to be 

used on a per 

project basis with 

approved budget. 

Commission approve 

continuing services contract 

with Geosyntec Consultants, 

and authorize the Mayor to 

execute the contract. 

 The City utilized a formal solicitation process to shortlist two (2) firms to provide continuing 

stormwater management & design services.  The City Commission authorized staff to negotiate with 

this firm on February 13, 2012.  Contract will be for a period of one (1) year with four (4) renewal 

options, not to exceed five (5) years in total. 

8. Centurylink 

Sales Solutions, 
Inc. 

Three (3) Amendments to the 

Products and Services 

Agreements for Renewal of Voice 

PRI Circuits 

No fiscal impact Commission approve 

Amendments to the three 

Products and Services 

Agreements and authorize 

the Mayor to execute all 

Amendments 

 The City Commission approved the three (3) Products and Services Agreements with Centurylink on 

January 9, 2012.  These amendments modify some of the agreement terms and conditions, but do 

not result in any changes to the monetary commitments of the original agreements. 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 

subject     Health and Dental Insurance Coverage Modification 

 
motion | recommendation 
 

Approve two mid-year changes to the City’s medical insurance programs to become 
effective April 1, 2012.  The changes include the implementation Teladoc, health care visits 
through phone or online video consultation; and health and dental Insurance for Domestic 

Partners of employees.   
 

Background 
 
Teladoc is a network of board-certified physicians who provide health care through the 

convenience of phone or online video consultations, where available.  The Teladoc physicians 
are available 24/7/365.  Teladoc physicians can diagnose, treat and write prescription, when 

necessary, for routine medical conditions.  The physicians are limited in the types of 
medications they can prescribe, for instance they cannot prescribe narcotics.  Additionally 
they will not prescribe diagnostic tests, but will instead, refer patients back to their primary 

care provider.  The benefits of Teladoc include: 
 

 Convenient 24/7 access 
 Reduced absenteeism and increased productivity 
 Less time spent away from work 

 Lower claim costs  
 Possibly avoid urgent care or emergency care on nights and weekends 

 Increase options for care for employees  
 
Domestic Partner Health and Dental Insurance benefits have been implemented for 

employees in Orange County, Orlando, Kissimmee and St. Cloud. It is already in place at 
private companies in the area including Disney, Universal, Rollins College, and OUC.  This 

coverage has also been instituted in Fort Lauderdale, Miami-Dade County, Miami Beach, Key 
West, Monroe County, Broward County, Tampa, West Palm Beach and many other cities and 
counties.  

 
Having health insurance available for domestic partners is a good recruiting tool and makes 

health insurance available to employees’ partners, who might not otherwise be able to get 
insurance.   Some employees have asked whether the City of Winter Park is going to add 
domestic partner coverage now that the County and at least three cities have chosen to do 

so.  
 

Consent Agenda 

Michelle del Valle 

City Management 

 

 
 

 

 

February 27, 2011 

2011201`1 



 

 

 

 
In order to qualify for domestic partner coverage, the employee and his/her domestic 
partner must each sign an Affidavit of Domestic Partnership, stating that they have been 

interdependent financially for at least six consecutive months prior to application and share 
a common primary residence.  Both our carriers, Aetna for health insurance and Met Life for 

dental insurance, have this insurance available to domestic partners at the same employee 
rate.  
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 

Make no changes to existing coverage. 

 
fiscal impact  

 
The cost of implementing Teladoc, is $0.95 per month per employee (approx $500) and $3 

per consultation handling fee.  The charge per encounter is $38, of which the employee 
would make a $25 co-pay.  This in comparison to the cost of urgent care ($50 co-pay) or 

emergency room visit ($150 co-pay) can be a significant savings to both the City and 
employee. 
 

There is no additional cost to provide health and dental insurance to domestic partners.  
Families choosing to participate in this coverage will be charged the same rate that 

currently applies to dependents for City employees.  The City currently subsidizes family 
coverage by approximately $2,800 per employee.  Employees, who choose this coverage, 
may be required to pay taxes on the subsidy based on IRS rules.  Based on the experiences 

of other governments that have already implemented this program, it is anticipated that 
less than 1% of eligible employees actually enroll in coverage for their domestic partners.  

For example in the City of Orlando, which instituted their plan in January 1, 2009, 10 
employees cover their domestic partners out of 3000 eligible employees and 1600 retired 
employees (this is much less than 1%.)   

 
long-term impact  

 

These programs are not expected to have a measurable impact on the long-term 

cost of providing medical care to employees.  
 

 



 

 

 

 
Subject:   Billboard Agreement with CBS Outdoor at 600 Lee Road 

 
The Property at 600 Lee Road has been acquired by FDOT as part of the I-4 project.  As part of 
that condemnation settlement there remains on this property, an existing I-4 facing  billboard sign 
owned by CBS Outdoor and their permanent easement for the sign.  CBS Outdoor desires to 
demolish that existing static face billboard and rebuild a new digital billboard as a replacement.  
To accomplish this, the City Commission must approve the attached Billboard Agreement and the 
annexation of 600 Lee Road.  FDOT has submitted the required voluntary annexation petition. 

 
The staff and city attorney have negotiated the attached Agreement with CBS Outdoor that will 
require CBS Outdoor to remove three (3) existing billboard signs in other locations in the City in 
order to replace and convert the existing billboard to a digital sign (on both faces).  This would 
occur in two phases.  The first phase for CBS Outdoor will be the reconstruction of the billboard 
sign at 600 Lee Road with a digital face on the north side and a static face on the south side.  The 
new billboard will be the same size as the existing billboard in terms of square footage (672 sq. 
ft.) but it will be taller in order to improve its’ visibility along I-4.  For the first phase, CBS 
Outdoor has agreed to remove the existing billboard signs at 2170 W. Fairbanks Avenue and at 
2090 Aloma Avenue.  The second phase at some time in the future will allow the conversion of the 
south facing side from a static to digital message face.  At that time, another existing billboard at 
a “to be determined” location in the City must be removed.   
 
Staff believes this Agreement supports the strategic goals of the City of Winter Park in improving 
the aesthetic appeal of the City and Orange County. Staff also supports this request because 

the City will permit a new billboard where one already exists (albeit taller and digital vs. 
static); but the location is on the west side of I-4;  and the City gets three billboard structures 
removed in the City.     
 

 

 
 

   

 

 

 

 

Action Item Requiring Discussion 

Jeff Briggs 

Planning Department 

 

     

N/A 

February 27, 2012 
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Prepared by: 

A. Wayne Rich, Esq.  

Broad and Cassel  

390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 1400 

Orlando, FL 32801-4961 
 

Return to: 

City Clerk  

City of Winter Park 

401 Park Avenue South 

Winter Park, FL  32789 

 

 

BILLBOARD AGREEMENT 

 

THIS BILLBOARD AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) entered into this ____ day of 

_________, 2012, by and between the City of Winter Park, a Florida municipal corporation, 

whose address is 401 Park Avenue South Winter Park, Florida, 32789-4386, (“City”), and 

CBS Outdoor, Inc., a Delaware for profit corporation authorized to do business in the State of 

Florida, whose mailing address is 2699 Lee Rd., Suite 230, Winter Park FL 32789, (“CBS”). 

 

Recitals 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Article 1V, Section 58-138 of City Code, the city commission 

shall be empowered to grant variances from the terms of the article and to permit signs otherwise 

prohibited by this article as deemed appropriate via agreements regarding nonconforming or 

prohibited signs on private properties as deemed necessary to fulfill the goals of the city, in 

improving the aesthetic appeal of the city, in reducing the number of outdoor advertising signs 

and in preserving and protecting historic or architecturally significant signs. 

 

WHEREAS, CBS owns an existing billboard (“Aloma Trade Board”) located at the 

following address - 2090 Aloma Ave; a two-sided sign with face dimensions of 14’x 48’ (672 

square feet) consisting of a static sign face on one side (1 sign face) and a trivision sign face on 

the opposite side (3 sign faces) for a total of four sign faces on I-beam support construction with 

a total of height of 50’.  Photograph of the Aloma Trade Board is attached hereto as Composite 

Exhibit “A”, and by reference made a part hereof; and 

 

WHEREAS, CBS owns an existing billboard (“Fairbanks Trade Board”) located at the 

following address – 2170 W. Fairbanks Ave; a two-sided sign with face dimensions of 14’x 48’ 

(672 square feet) consisting of two static sign faces for a total of two sign faces on I-beam 

support construction with a total of height of fifty (50’) feet.  Photograph of the Fairbanks Trade 

Board is attached hereto as Composite Exhibit “A”, and by reference made a part hereof; and 

 

WHEREAS, CBS owns an existing billboard (“Lee Rd. Trade Board”) located at the 

following address – 600 Lee Rd; a one-sided sign with face dimensions of 14’x 48’ (672 square 

feet) consisting of a trivision sign face (3 sign faces) for a total of three sign faces on monopole 

support construction with a total of height of fifty (50’) feet.  Photograph of the Lee Rd. Trade 

Board is attached hereto as Composite Exhibit “A”, and by reference made a part hereof; and 
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WHEREAS, CBS offers to permanently remove the Lee Road, Trade Board, Aloma 

Trade Board and Fairbanks Trade Board in exchange for the right to construct a new double-

faced billboard serving Interstate 4 (“Replacement Board”), with sign face dimensions of 14’ x 

48’ consisting of one static sign face serving eastbound traffic and a digital sign face serving 

westbound traffic with an overall height of 85’ on the property addressed 600 Lee Road, for 

which the specifications and location on the subject property and legal description are described 

in Exhibit B (“Replacement Board Specifications and Location”), attached hereto and made a 

part hereof by reference; and 

 

WHEREAS CBS reserves the right to permanently remove another existing billboard 

(“Future Trade Board”) within the city limits of Winter Park in exchange for the right to convert 

the one static face of the Replacement Board to a digital face serving eastbound traffic (“Digital 

Face Conversion”), which removal and conversion shall be at the sole option of CBS.  

 

WHEREAS, the ability for CBS to gain approval for the required Florida Department of 

Transportation billboard permits will require the voluntary annexation of 600 Lee Rd  into the 

City per Florida administrative rule 14-10.006(4)d, and said annexation will occur prior to the 

City’s approval of this Agreement; and      

 

WHEREAS, the removal of the Trade Boards from the downtown, historic, and  

residential area in exchange for the construction of a replacement billboard to be erected on an 

interstate highway, such as I-4, constitutes a public purpose and will benefit the citizens of the 

City; and 

 

            WHEREAS, pursuant to the Ordinance the City Commission of the City of Winter Park 

(the “Commission”), its officers, and its attorneys, have been authorized to enter into 

Agreements consistent with the provisions of the Ordinance; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Commission desires to and hereby does enter into this Agreement 

which the Commission determines is consistent with the Ordinance; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Commission hereby authorizes and directs that this Agreement be 

executed and further directs that and all officers, employees and attorneys of or for the 

Commission are authorized to prepare, sign, execute, serve, publish and file for and in the name 

of the City and the Commission all necessary papers, affidavits, pleadings, motions and 

documents in connection with the execution of the Agreement and are further authorized to 

perform all obligations including without limitation to execute all building permits and 

authorizations needed to construct the Lee Rd Trade Board, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the parties hereto desire to memorialize their agreement; 
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W I T N E S S E T H 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein described, the 

sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:  

 

1.  Recitals. The above recitals are true and correct and are hereby incorporated into the 

substantive body of this Agreement.  

 

2. Definitions.  For the purposes of this Agreement, certain terms or words used herein shall 

be interpreted as follows 

 

 a. Aloma Trade Board, existing billboard located at 2090 Aloma Avenue. 

 

 b. Fairbanks Trade Board, existing billboard located at 2170 W. Fairbanks Avenue.  

 

 c. Lee Rd. Trade Board, existing billboard located at 600 Lee Road.  

 

d. Replacement Board, new billboard to be constructed at 600 Lee Road.  

 

 

3.  Replacement Board.  Upon the execution of this Agreement and the successful voluntary 

annexation of 600 Lee Rd., and subject to the issuance of all required FDOT permits, and the 

submission of a complete, acceptable application described in Exhibit “D” to the City for a City 

permit, the City shall issue a permit for the construction of the Replacement Board subject to the 

legal description, location and specifications described in Exhibit “B” attached hereto and made 

a part hereof by reference. Construction of the Replacement Board shall occur strictly in 

compliance with the Replacement Board specifications, the permit issued by the City, the permit 

to be issued by FDOT, and any and all applicable laws, codes, rules and regulations. CBS shall 

initiate construction of the Replacement Board within one hundred and eighty (180) days of 

CBS’ receipt of the latter of both 1) the City’s issuance of a permit for same, and 2) the issuance 

of the FDOT permit, and shall complete construction of the Replacement Board within one 

hundred and eighty (180) days of the initiation of construction or such longer period of time as 

may be necessary as a result of a force majeure event.  CBS shall notify the City in writing 

within five (5) days of its receipt of the FDOT permit referenced above. For purposes hereof; a 

“force majeure event” shall include any reason or unforeseen circumstances beyond CBS’s 

reasonable control, including acts of God or public authorities, war and war measures (whether 

or not a formal declaration of war is in effect), civil unrest, fire, epidemics, floods, earthquakes, 

hurricanes or delays in transportation, delivery or supply. 

 

The Replacement Board shall comply with the terms of the City Code and state law, and shall be 

deemed a legal, nonconforming use under City Code. Notwithstanding anything contained 

herein, in the event the Replacement Board is damaged by an act of God, repair of the 

Replacement Board in the same configuration and size and all the same specifications as were in 

place at the time of the damage shall be permitted by the City as a legal, non conforming use.  
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CBS will obtain any and all permits necessary for the reconstruction of the Replacement Board 

and comply with the applicable building codes. 

       

4.        No Warranties. Other than the City’s issuance of a permit for construction of the 

Replacement Board, the City makes no warranties or representations that the property on which 

the Replacement Board is to be located, is appropriate or available for said use. Nor does the 

City make any representation or warranty as to the regulatory approvals of any other 

governmental entity with jurisdiction.  

 

5.        Removal of Lee Rd.,  Aloma and Fairbanks Trade Boards. CBS shall complete the 

removal of the Lee Rd. Trade Board, Aloma and Fairbanks Trade Boards within thirty (30) days 

after issuance of a Building Permit for the Replacement Board per the application described in 

Exhibit “D” attached. The removal shall include the complete and permanent removal of the 

sign,  structure and foundation, to a depth of three (3) feet below grade, as well as reasonable 

restoration of the site and shall be consistent with any and all applicable laws, codes, rules and 

regulations and shall be accomplished at CBS’s sole cost and expense, including the cost of 

permitting. Upon the completion of the removal of the Lee Rd. Trade Board, Aloma and 

Fairbanks Trade Boards, CBS shall notify the City in writing, and shall provide proof in the form 

of before and after pictures. Within ten (10) days of actual receipt of the notice, City shall 

confirm removal of the Lee Rd. Trade Board. Aloma and Fairbanks Trade Boards or provide 

CBS written notice of the reasons why City cannot confirm removal of the Lee Rd. Trade Board 

and Aloma Trade Board. City and CBS shall cooperate in good faith to resolve the City’s 

concerns in an expeditious manner.  

 

6.  Certificate of Completion. A certificate of completion for use of the Replacement Board 

shall not be issued by the City until the City has confirmed that the Lee Rd. Trade Board,  Aloma 

Trade Board and Fairbanks Trade Board have been demolished and completely removed 

consistent with the terms of this Agreement. Said confirmation by the City shall not be 

unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. Furthermore, under no circumstances shall 

advertising copy be installed on the  Replacement Board or revenue otherwise received from the 

Replacement Board until after the City has confirmed in writing to CBS that the Lee Rd. Trade 

Board, Aloma  Trade Boards and Fairbanks Trade Board have been demolished and completely 

removed consistent with the terms of this Agreement. Said written confirmation by the City shall 

not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed.  

 

7. Removal of Future Trade Board.  At its discretion, within 10 years from the date of 

execution of this Agreement, CBS may remove another billboard (“Future Trade Board”) within 

the City of Winter Park for purposes of converting the second static board on Lee Road Board to 

digital board.  CBS shall complete the removal of the Future Trade Board prior to the issuance of 

a Certificate of Completion for the Digital Face Conversion.  The removal shall include the 

complete and permanent removal of the sign, structure and foundation to a depth of three (3) feet 

as well as reasonable restoration of the site and shall be consistent with any and all applicable 

laws, codes, rules and regulations and shall be accomplished at CBS’s sole cost and expense, 

including the cost of permitting.  Upon the completion of the removal of the Future Trade Board, 

CBS shall notify the City in writing.  Within ten (10) days of actual receipt of the notice, City 

shall confirm removal of the Future Trade Board or provide CBS written notice of the reasons 
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why City cannot confirm removal of the Future Trade Board.  City and CBS shall cooperate in 

good faith to resolve the City’s concerns in an expeditious manner. 

 

8.       Digital Face Conversion.  Upon the removal of the Future Trade Board described in 

Paragraph 7, above, and subject to the issuance of all required FDOT permits, the City shall issue 

a permit for the construction for the Digital Face Conversion of the second static face on the Lee 

Road Board.  Construction for the Digital Face Conversion shall occur strictly in compliance 

with the Digital Face Conversion specifications, the permit issued by the City, the permit to be 

issued by FDOT, and any and all applicable laws, codes, rules and regulations.  CBS shall 

initiate construction of the Digital Face Conversion within one hundred and eighty (180) days of 

CBS’s receipt of the latter of both 1) the City’s issuance of a permit for same, and 2) the issuance 

of the FDOT permit and shall complete construction of the Digital Face Conversion within one 

hundred and eighty (180) days of the initiation of construction or such longer period of time as 

may be necessary as a result of a force majeure event.  CBS shall notify the City in writing 

within five (5) days of its receipt of the FDOT permit referenced above.  For purposes hereof, a 

“force majeure event” shall include any reason or unforeseen circumstances beyond CBS’s 

reasonable control, including acts of God or public authorities, war and war measures (whether 

or not a formal declaration of war is in effect), civil unrest, fire, epidemics, floods, earthquakes, 

hurricanes or delays in transportation, delivery or supply. 

 

9. Digital Face Conversion Construction and Performance Standards.   CBS agrees that any 

Digital Face Conversion sign face and sign shall be constructed in accordance with the following 

construction requirements and performance standards:   

 

 (A)  Two signs faces having dimensions of 672 square feet each, with copy area of 48 

feet by 14 feet per face per specifications of Exhibit “B”.  

 

 (B)  The sign shall not exceed an overall height of 85 feet from site grade.  

 

 (C)  The sign shall have a steel monopole support.  

 

 (D)  The sign shall be constructed with at least a 10 foot front setback from Lee Road 

to comply with City and FDOT requirements for Lee Road. 

 

 (E)  The overall structure height of the sign shall not exceed 85 feet above the crown 

of Lee Road.   

 

 (F) The sign may be internally or externally illuminated.  

 

 (G) The sign may be constructed, at CBS’s option, utilizing either static sign faces, or 

digital/changeable message sign faces, or a combination thereof.      

 

(H)  The sign shall meet all FDOT outdoor advertising sign separation requirements.  

 

(I) The minimum spacing between the sign and another billboard sign with faces 

visible from the same driving direction along the roadway shall comply with the requirements of 
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F.S.-479.07(9)(a)(1).  The distance shall be measured from the nearest point of the sign as 

projected to the centerline of the roadway upon which the sign is intended to be viewed to the 

nearest point of the other sign as measured to its closest point as projected to the centerline along 

the same roadway.  

  

(J)  The digital/changeable message sign face shall not contain the following: (i) 

movement, or the appearance or optical illusion of movement, (ii) movement of any part of the 

sign structure, design, or pictorial segment of the sign, and (iii) the movement or the appearance 

of movement of any illumination or the flashing, scintillating or the varying of light intensity. 

  

(K) The sign shall not be illuminated in such a manner so as to cause glare or to 

impair the vision of motorists or otherwise distract motorists so as to interfere with motorists’ 

ability to safely operate their vehicles. The sign shall not be of such intensity or brilliance that it 

interferes with the effectiveness of an official traffic sign, device or signal. Otherwise, the sign 

shall comply with the lighting requirements of the State of Florida, including Ch. 479, Florida 

Statutes, and Rule 14-10, Florida Administrative Code, certain of which provisions currently 

prohibit moving light. 

  

(L)  Lighting levels from the digital/changeable message sign face will not exceed 0.3 

foot candles over ambient levels, as measured using a foot candle meter at a pre-set distance of 

250 feet from the base of the sign structure.  The measurement of the brightness level shall be 

taken with the meter aimed directly at the billboard sign face from the applicable pre set 

distance.  As limited by the above standards, the sign shall not be brighter than is necessary for 

clear and adequate visibility.  At the time of sign permit application, CBS shall submit a 

certification to the Building Official that this standard has been satisfied.  The digital/changeable 

message sign’s operating system shall contain a light sensing device to adjust brightness as 

ambient light conditions change in order to insure that the message meets the brightness 

standards set forth in the preceding sentence. 

  

(M)  The digital/changeable message sign shall not scroll, contain copy that flashes or 

feature motion pictures. 

  

(N)  The “dwell time,” defined as the interval of change between each individual 

message, shall be eight (8) seconds in duration; provided, however, CBS may program dwell 

times greater than eight (8) seconds in its sole discretion.  The dwell time shall not include the 

time required to change a message.   

   

(O) The sign face must change instantaneously and imperceptibly. 

   

(P)  The digital/changeable message sign shall have a default mechanism or setting 

that will cause the digital/changeable message sign face to turn off or freeze in one position at a 

brightness no brighter than normal operation if a malfunction or failure (meaning any unintended 

interruption in message sequencing) occurs.   

  

(Q) No embellishments or cutouts may be utilized on the sign. 
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.      

10.        Certificate of Completion. A certificate of completion for use of the Digital Face(s) shall 

not be issued by the City until the City has confirmed that the Aloma and Fairbanks Trade 

Boards have been demolished and completely removed consistent with the terms of this 

Agreement. Said confirmation by the City shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or 

delayed. Furthermore, under no circumstances shall advertising copy be installed on the  Digital 

Face(s) or revenue otherwise received from the Digital Face(s) until after the City has confirmed 

in writing to CBS that the Aloma and Fairbanks Trade Boards have been demolished and 

completely removed consistent with the terms of this Agreement. Said written confirmation by 

the City shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed.  

 

11.  Indemnification. CBS agrees to release, indemnify and hold the City harmless from and 

against any and all claims, causes of action, damages, and liability, including attorneys’ fees, 

experts’ fees and costs, at trial and on appeal that may arise under this Agreement due to any 

negligent act or omission or intentional misconduct of CBS.  Nothing herein shall inure to the 

benefit of any third party to allow a claim otherwise barred by sovereign immunity or other 

operation of law.  

 

12.  Default. A default by any party under this Agreement shall entitle the other party to all 

remedies available at law or in equity, which remedies shall include the right to injunctive relief 

and specific performance.  In addition, as to any sign structure described in this Agreement, 

built, rebuilt or relocated without a permit, and in the event the sign structure is not removed 

within fifteen (15) days after notice to CBS, the City shall have the right to remove the sign 

structure.  A rebuilt sign includes any destroyed sign which is reconstructed without a permit in 

violation of Code or this Agreement.  The City, after fifteen (15) days notice to CBS, shall have 

the right to remove any unpermitted sign structure or sign face or any sign which remains in 

violation of this Agreement, and charge the cost of removal to CBS, and the charge shall become 

a lien on the Lee Road Property. In the event the City wrongfully removes signs in accordance 

with this paragraph, it shall be liable for damages for such wrongful removal.  Such damage shall 

consist solely of the cost of re-erecting the removed sign, if not re-erected by the City, together 

with lost income for the sign.  Such lost income shall be calculated by multiplying the number of 

days the sign is removed times the average daily rental for the sign’s face or faces during the six 

(6) month period prior to the removal of the sign structure; however, in the event required 

permits are not issued to re-erect the wrongfully removed sign, this calculation shall not apply.  

In the event of any litigation regarding this Agreement or any matter contemplated herein, each 

party in such litigation shall be responsible for its own attorneys’ fees and costs, whether 

incurred during negotiations, preparation, at trial, or upon appeal and shall not recover from the 

opposing party.  

 

13. Consideration.  The City and CBS affirm that the only consideration for executing this 

Agreement is that stated herein and that no other promise or agreement of any kind, oral or 

written, has been made to or with them by any person or entity. 

 

14.  Effect of This Agreement on Prior Agreements and Method of Amendment.  This 

Agreement supersedes all previous agreements or representations, either verbal or written, 

heretofore in effect between the parties, made with respect to the matters herein contained, and 
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when duly executed constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties. No additions, 

alterations or variations of the terms of this Agreement shall be valid nor provisions of this 

Agreement be deemed waived be either party, unless such additions, alterations, variations or 

waivers are expressed in writing and duly signed. 

 

15. Laws of Florida to Govern Venue.  This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the 

State of Florida, and the proper venue shall be Orange County, Florida. 

 

16.  Warranty of Authority to Execute Agreement.  Each of the parties hereto has received all 

necessary approvals to enter into this Agreement and to perform their respective obligations 

hereunder. The person executing this Agreement on behalf of each party has the authority to bind 

the party to the terms and provisions of this Agreement. 

 

17.  Document is the Result of Mutual Draftsmanship.  The terms and conditions in this 

Agreement are the product of mutual draftsmanship by both parties, each being represented by 

counsel, and any ambiguities in this Agreement or any documentation prepared pursuant to it 

shall not be construed against any of the parties because of authorship. The parties acknowledge 

that all the terms of this Agreement were negotiated at arms’ length, and that each party, being 

represented by counsel, is acting to protect its, his, her, or their own interest. 

 

18.  Recording of Agreement.  A copy of this Agreement may be recorded by either party, in 

the Public Records of Orange County, Florida, upon taking effect.  CBS shall pay the cost of the 

recording. 

 

19.  Disclaimer of Third Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement is for the sole benefit of the 

parties hereto and their successors, and no right of action shall accrue upon or by reason hereof, 

to or for the benefit of any third party. Nothing in this Agreement either express or implied is 

intended or shall be construed to confer upon or give any person, corporation or governmental 

entity other than the parties hereto any right remedy or claim under or by reason of this 

Agreement or any conditions hereof; and all of the provisions, representations, covenants and 

conditions herein contained shall inure to the sole benefit of and shall be binding upon the parties 

hereto and their respective representatives, successors and assigns and no other person or entity 

shall have any rights of action hereunder.   

 

20. Transfer.  CBS agrees not to transfer or otherwise convey any ownership interest in any 

sign face or sign structure listed in this Agreement unless the transferee executes an agreement to 

be bound by the terms and conditions of this Agreement, which agreement shall be substantially 

in the same form as Exhibit “C,” (“Form Transfer Agreement”) attached hereto and 

incorporated herein by reference.   

 

21.  Conflict with Laws.  In the event of a conflict between provisions in this Agreement and 

the provisions in any federal or state law, the parties shall first attempt to read the provisions in 

reasonable harmony, and if no agreement can be reached, the provision of federal law, then state 

law, shall prevail over the provisions in the Agreement, in that order. 
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22.  Severability.  If any part of this Agreement is found invalid or unenforceable by any 

court, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect the other parts of this Agreement if the 

rights and obligations of the parties contained therein are not materially prejudiced, and if the 

intentions of the parties can continue to be effected. To that end, this Agreement is declared 

severable. 

 

23.     Waiver.  No failure or delay on the part of either party in exercising any right, power or 

privilege hereunder will operate as a waiver thereto nor will any waiver on the part of either 

party of any right, power, or privilege hereunder operate as a waiver of any other right, power, or 

privilege hereunder, nor will any single or partial exercise of any right, power, or privilege 

hereunder preclude any other or further exercise thereof or the exercise of any other right, power, 

or privilege hereunder. 

24.   Exhibits.  The exhibits attached hereto are hereby incorporated in and made a part of this 

Agreement as if set forth in full herein.  

 

25.       Notice.  Any notice to be given shall be in writing and shall be sent by hand delivery 

certified mail, return receipt requested, FedEx, Express Mail, UPS, or DHL, to the party being 

noticed at the following addresses: 

 

 

                     AS TO CITY:                            City Manager 

                                                                        City of Winter Park 

                                                                        401 Park Avenue South  

                                                             Winter Park, Florida  32789-4386 

     

                     COPY TO:                                 City Attorney 

      Usher L. Brown, Esq.  

      Brown, Garganese, Weiss & D’Agresta, P.A.  

      111 N. Orange Ave., Ste. 2000 

      Orlando, FL  32801 

                                                                               

 

                     AS TO CBS:                              CBS Outdoor, Inc. 

                                                                        Attention: Joe Little 

                                                                        Vice President 

                                                                        6904 Cypress Park Drive 

                                                                        Tampa, FL 33634 

 

                     COPY TO:                                 Eric Davis, Esquire 

                                                                        CBS Outdoor, Inc. 

                                                                        405 Lexington Avenue 

                                                                        New York, NY 10174-1497 

 

26.  Effective Date.  This Agreement shall become effective thirty-one (31) days from the 

date of full and complete execution by the parties hereto. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed or have caused this Agreement, 

with the named Exhibits attached, to be duly executed. 

 

ATTEST:                                                                   “CITY” 

                                                                                   City of Winter Park, a municipality                                                

_______________________________                     State of Florida        

Cindy Bonham, City Clerk 

 

                                                                                    By: __________________________                                                               

              Kenneth W. Bradley                                   

 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

COUNTY OF ORANGE 

 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ of _________________, 

20___, by Kenneth W. Bradley, as the Mayor of the CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, on 

behalf of the City.                                                                             

_________________________________                        

                                                                            Notary Public - State of Florida at Large 

                                                                            Print Name:_____________________ 

                                                                            My commission expires: 

 

 

                                                                  APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY                 

                                                                  for the use and reliance of the City of Winter                                    

                                                                  Park, Florida only. 

 

                                                                  _____________________________2012 

 

                                                                  ______________________________ 

                                                                  Assistant City Attorney 

                                                                  Winter Park, Florida 
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Signed in the presence of Two Witnesses:             CBS OUTDOOR, INC. a Delaware                                     

                                                                                   Corporation  

 

________________________________                   By: ___________________________  

Signature  

       Print name:____________________ 

 

________________________________                   Its: ___________________________ 

Signature 

 

 

 

CORPORATE ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

 

STATE OF________ 

 

COUNTY OF___________ 

 

THE FOREGOING AGREEMENT was acknowledged before me this ____day 

of_______ 2012, by ____________________________ the _____________________,  on behalf 

of CBS Outdoor, Inc., a Delaware corporation.  He/She □  is personally known to me or □  who 

has produced___________________________ as identification. 

 

                                                                   _____________________________________ 

                                                                  NOTARY PUBLIC 

                                                                  Print Name:__________________________ 

                                                                  My Commission Expires: 
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EXHIBIT “C” 

[Form of Transfer Agreement] 

 

 

AGREEMENT OF TRANSFEREE 

 

  Under this Agreement of Transferee, made this _____ day of ____________,  _______, 

___________________________________________________________ (“Transferee”) 

acknowledges and agrees as follows: 

 

  1. Transferee acknowledges that  _________________________________________ 

[CBS Outdoor, Inc. or identity of CBS successor in interest who owns the structure(s) at the time 

of this agreement of Transferee] is transferring one or more billboard structures to Transferee as 

reflected in Exhibit _______. 

 

 2. Transferee acknowledges that CBS Outdoor, Inc., and the City of Winter Park 

have entered into an Agreement dated as of ______________ , (copy attached) and recorded in 

O.R. Book ______, Page ______, Public Records of Orange County, Florida, which governs the 

billboard structure(s) and accompanying sign face(s). Transferee acknowledges having received 

a copy of said Agreement and understands all of the terms, provisions, conditions, and 

limitations of that Agreement.  

 

 3. In consideration for receiving the benefits of the transfer of the structure(s) and 

the accompanying sign face(s) and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and 

sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, Transferee agrees to be bound by all of the terms, 

provisions, conditions, and limitations of that Agreement as the same may apply to the billboard 

structure(s) and sign face(s) owned by me or in which I have an interest, including the condition 

that the undersigned Transferee obtain this same agreement from any subsequent transferee.  

 

 

      ______________________________________ 

 

      ______________________________________ 

      (print name) 
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EXHIBIT “D” 
[Application] 

 



 

 

 

 

subject 

 
One-Way Valet Parking in Downtown   

 

motion | recommendation 

 
Recommend the Commission approve providing ten additional public spaces in the municipal 

lot for valet parking and direct the City staff to designate the parking spaces on the north side 
of New England Ave, west of the bump-out, for valet ramping only.   

 

background 

 

One-Way Valet has operated valet services in the downtown for almost 7 years, and minutes 
indicate that in 2003 the City Commission approved valet service on New England Ave. and 

provided public parking spaces for the storage of vehicles in the municipal lot behind Central 
Park. The valet service was established as a method to alleviate parking confusion and provide 
a convenience to visitors and residents. The city has long been a partner in the valet program 

and has subsidized operations of the program from both the general fund and CRA.   
 

Presently, One-Way Valet operates a single valet stand at the SW corner of New England and 
Park Ave utilizing the commercial loading zone area that stretches along the eastbound side of 
the street near Tunis’. The zone is designated for commercial use only during the day and then 

becomes public parking after 5pm. In addition there are 10 spaces reserved in the municipal 
lot for parking of valet cars, though minutes indicate that up to 50 spaces were discussed at 

one time (minutes excerpts attached).  
 
In January 2012, city staff received a letter (attached) from One-Way Valet and met with 

members of the company, the Park Plaza Gardens restaurant, the Chamber of Commerce and 
nearby property owners. As Park Ave has greatly improved over the last two years, including 

substantial drops in the vacancy rate and turnover of businesses, the demand for valet has 
increased substantially. One-Way parks an average of 40-60 vehicles per day and they 
indicate that the 10 spaces provided in the municipal lot are insufficient for demand. After 

5pm, the company has to struggle with maintaining their ramping area free of cars when the 
commercial zone becomes public parking at 5pm. In meeting with the representatives of the 

company and restaurant, they asked that the City add 10 spaces to those reserved in the 
municipal lot and allow them to move their valet ramping services to the north side of New 
England Ave. in the westbound lane, near the RR tracks.  

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 
Commission Chambers 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 
Commission Chambers 

Action Item Requiring Discussion 

Peter Moore   

Economic Development/CRA 

     

PAATF 

February 27, 2012 

7-0 



 

 

 

 
Public Works and CRA Staff have met on the issue and developed the following 
recommendations: 

1) Approve the additional 10 spaces on a trial basis and monitor demand. Past minutes 
seem to indicate that more spaces were originally intended and staff can monitor the 

expanded spaces to make sure that they remain full during operating hours. 
Additionally, depending upon the layout of the spaces, One-Way Valet may be able to 
make better use of the 20 spaces by stacking the cars, thereby increasing yield.  

2) Move the ramping location to the north side of New England, westbound lane, and 
designate the existing parking spaces near the tracks as exclusive for valet only (on 

map). This would solve the conflicts of dealing with commercial loading traffic but may 
feel like a greater taking of public parking areas as those spaces are currently available 
all day for public use vs. the loading zone which is only public after 5pm. However this 

would not require a U-turn for the majority of customers as most of the users of valet 
travel westbound on New England Ave.   

3) Require that the valet service remains free to all customers of any business. 
4) Verify that all appropriate insurance and licensing is recorded with the city.  
5) Encourage One-Way Valet and the restaurant to continue to search out private lot 

agreements that would provide them additional storage space for vehicles.  
 

The Park Avenue Area Task Force (PAATF) reviewed this item at their meeting on January 24, 
2012 meeting and recommended moving forward with these recommendations as well as 
recommending that the Commission consider standardizing valet services in the downtown 

area. 
 

alternatives | other considerations 
 

Maintain valet ramping on the south side of New England Avenue but designate that the 

commercial loading zone will become “Valet Use Only” after 5 p.m. Currently this space is used 
as public parking.  This option does not resolve the open parking space concerns, but would 

provide a longer ramping area for stacking of cars with no risk for traffic backing into the 
intersection.  It would require a U-turn for the majority of traffic as most customers drive up 
Park Avenue and turn into New England Avenue. 

 
An additional option is to use the existing loading zone in front of the hotel for valet use. Staff 

has concerns with the likelihood of vehicles stacking into the intersection at peak times to drop 
off and pick up vehicles and would recommend against this alternative. 

 
 

fiscal impact 
   

None to the city. The valet services agreement is executed between the Park Plaza Gardens 
restaurant, Chamber of Commerce, and One-Way Valet.  

 
 

 

 
 













 

 

To whom it may concern, 
 
 One Way Valet has been operating a complimentary valet parking service for the patrons of Park 
Avenue since 2005, to date. Our goal has been to offer customers of any Park Avenue venue an opportunity 
for convenience and class while parking their vehicle. Through the years we have seen the area flourish and 
the parking become an increasing issue.  The usage of the valet service has continued to increase and our 
numbers grow gradually year after year.   With the increase in use we have experienced an elevated need 
for change and adaptation to accommodate the growth.   
 
The Numbers: 
 Average vehicles parked daily: 40-60.  Busiest days as many as 80-100. 
Our assigned parking spaces - 10(valet can maximize to 150%-200% more usage per space) overflow being 
farmers market and empty street spaces when available. 
 
The Staging area: 
 Loading Zone on the south corner of New England adjacent to Park Ave.  This lane is often 
blocked by delivery trucks and also requires a U-turn for all west-bound vehicles wanting to use the valet 
service.   
 
 The demand for the valet service speaks for itself concerning it’s value and  necessity.  The tools, 
though sufficient for past years are proving in-sufficient for the demand we have seen recently.  In order to 
continue the forward momentum and serve the patrons of Winter Park’s Park Avenue we will need to have 
additional Staging area and allotted parking.    
 
 For your consideration, 
 
 
 
 
Jesse Dennen 
Director of Operations 
One Way Valet 
321-274-3437 



Proposed Valet Ramping Area 

Existing Valet Ramping Area 



 

 

 

 

subject 
 

Water, Wastewater, and Reclaimed Water Rate Study 

 

motion | recommendation 
 

Recommend City Commission approve the recommended rate adjustments in accordance with the 

comprehensive Water, Wastewater, and Reclaimed Water Rate Study conducted by CDM Smith, 

Inc., and summarized in the Executive Summary attached. 

 

background 
 

The last rate study for the City of Winter Park was completed 10 years ago. Since that time we have 

seen a regional push towards surface water Alternate Water Source (AWS) projects as a future 

source of drinking water, increased water conservation initiatives, and restrictions to the allowable 

irrigation schedules from the SJRWMD. The AWS projects result in extremely expensive water, 

conservatively estimated to cost between $5.20 and $7.48/1000 gallon. This compares to less than 

$2.00/1000 gallon for expanding our existing reclaimed water system. 

 

The rate study has been structured to send a strong conservation signal (while accounting for 

elasticity due to conservation); accurately apportion the water, wastewater and reclaimed water 

revenues to the correct cost center; and, fund future capital projects including expansion of 

reclaimed water. The rate structure is designed to minimal impact on the small user, while having 

increasing impact on high volume users. 

 

alternatives | other considerations 
 

Another alternative discussed in preparation of the study was an across-the-board increase for each 

of the existing rate blocks.  This approach can yield a comparable number to the detailed approach 

we took, but will not target the very high users, and does not correct some minor discrepancies 

between the water and wastewater cost centers. The recommended approach was reviewed 

extensively by the Utility Advisory Board and a favorable recommendation forwarded to the 

Commission. 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 
Commission Chambers 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 
Commission Chambers 

Action Item Requiring Discussion 

David Zusi 

Water & Wastewater Utilities 

Administration 

     

Utility Advisory Board 

February 27, 2012 

5:1 



 

 

 

fiscal impact 
   

The rate study is designed to collect additional water, wastewater, and reclaimed water revenues, 

with special emphasis on targeting the high irrigation users while having minimal impact on the 

very small consumers. The study recommends a simplification of the rate block structure from 6 

blocks to 4 blocks.  

 

There will be a fiscal impact on our customers that will be consistent with the volume of water they 

use.  The amount of the fiscal impact will be determined by the size of the meter and the amount of 

water used. The impact is on a sliding scale where the more water that is used, the more the fiscal 

impact to the customer.  This is consistent with water conservation rate structures recommended by 

the St. Johns River water Management District. 

 

long-term impact 
   

The long term impacts of the proposed new rate structure are to enhance water conservation, 

provide funding for debt service associated with future capital projects relating to expansion of the 

reclaimed water system, and correctly apportion the water, wastewater, and reclaimed water to the 

appropriate cost center. 

 

strategic objective 
 

This meets the strategic initiative to maintain the City’s appeal through controlled, compatible and 

sustainable redevelopment as a component of our water conservation plan, and our future 

reclaimed water expansion program. 
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Executive Summary

ES 1 Report Organization and Summary 
This executive summary of the City of Winter Park Water, Wastewater and Reclaimed Water 
Rate Study presents the highlights and recommendations of discussions detailed in the various 
sections of the report. 

ES 1.1 Introduction 

Section 1.0 of the report is the introduction which describes the existing water, wastewater and 
reclaimed water systems, and presents the City’s existing rate structure. The last rate study was 
performed in 2004. At that time, the rates were adjusted by a uniform percentage increase, 
without consideration of the cost of service. Since then, the City has made substantial capital 
investments for upgrades to the City’s water treatment system, financed by issuance of 
significant utility revenue debt. To service the debt, subsidies from the wastewater system net 
revenues have been required.  The City expects to avoid much higher costs in the future for 
transmitting and treating alternative water supplies by this existing investment, the planned 
investment in reclaimed water facilities, and the proposed steeper water conservation blocks. 
Most other utilities in the State do not yet have the anticipated costs of alternative water supplies 
incorporated into their water rates. Review of regional water supply plans suggests that 
development of alternative water supplies may be four to five times more costly than fresh 
groundwater supplies used historically throughout most of Florida. Since the City projects no 
significant growth in water demand due to being nearly built‐out, future water demands may 
well be met at the same permitted consumptive use levels through conservation and the 
increased use of reclaimed water for irrigation. 

The City’s existing water rate structure consists of a fixed monthly availability (base) charge, 
coupled with an inclining block rate structure. Features of the existing water rate structure are: 

 All rates for outside City customers are charged at levels 25 percent greater than inside City, 
as provided in Subparagraph 180.191(1)(a), Florida Statutes. 

 Availability charges for all customer classes except multi‐family are scaled by meter size, 
reflecting the relative capacities of the various meter sizes. The monthly availability charge 
for inside City multi‐family customers is $3.15 per dwelling unit. 

 For residential and multi‐family dwellings, the City levies a six‐tier inclining block volume 
rate structure, ranging from $0.92 to $4.83 per 1,000 gallons (TG) for inside City customers. 

 For commercial and public authority customers, the City levies a five‐tier inclining block 
volume rate structure, ranging from $0.79 to $2.61 per TG for inside City customers. 

 For irrigation customers, the City levies a four‐tier inclining block volume rate structure, 
ranging from $1.94 to $4.83 per TG for inside City customers.
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The City’s existing wastewater (sewer) rate structure consists of a fixed monthly availability (base) charge, 
coupled with a uniform volume charge. All inside City wastewater customers pay a uniform volume charge 
of $5.11 per TG; all outside City (County) wastewater customers pay a uniform rate of $6.38 per TG. 
Residential and multi-family dwelling customers equipped with separate irrigation meters have a 14 TG 
per month cap on wastewater billing, the presumption being that water usage greater than 14 TG in a 
month is for outdoor uses (irrigation, pools, car washing, etc) that do not result in wastewater generation 
that requires treatment. 

Currently, there are no charges levied for reclaimed water service. A number of the contracts for providing 
reclaimed water at no charge will expire in the near future, allowing the City an opportunity to implement 
charges for this valuable service. 

ES 1.2 Historical Customer Data and Growth Assumption 
Section 2.0 reviews historical customer data of the water and wastewater systems provided by the City. 
Because only minimal growth in the customer base is anticipated over the study period through FY 2016, 
the existing numbers of customers and demands are assumed to continue at current levels as a 
conservative rate setting strategy. 

It is necessary to classify historical customer data by class, meter size, usage block, and other parameters in 
order to perform the required analyses. Because of this extensive need for classification, Section 2.0 
contains many tables presenting customer data in a detailed fashion. (Several tables in Section 8.0 
summarize the data and are duplicated in this Executive Summary.)  In FY 2011, the average numbers of 
customer accounts (dwelling units for multi-family) by class were as follows: 

                        Inside City          

 Single Family:    9,482      8,441 

Outside City 

 Multi-Family:    3,738        8,214 

 Commercial:    1,319     1,031 

 Public/Institutional:          27             44 

 Irrigation:         581             241 

Meter sizes currently used across all customer classes range from ¾ inches to 10 inches. 

ES 1.3 Projected Projects and Revenue Requirements 
Section 3.0 defines and projects the revenue requirements for each of the three systems. Operating 
expenses, existing debt service, renewal and replacement (R&R) needs, transfers, and capital outlays from 
current revenues comprise the requirements to be funded from rates. The FY 2012 annual budget is the 
base for projecting revenue requirements annually through FY 2016. Indirect costs are allocated first to 
direct cost centers before allocation to the three individual systems. The costs in each cost center are then 
allocated to the three systems based on their respective shares of causation. 

Many detailed tables are included in this section of the report. Because of the extensive details contained in 
them, they are not incorporated into this Executive Summary.  The FY 2012 total revenue requirements to 
meet the financial needs of the utility are $27.1 million.  These total revenue requirements are projected to 
grow to $30.1 million in 2016. 



Executive Summary   

ES-3 

PW_XM1\Documents\110079\81678\03 Reports and Studies\11 Draft and Final Reports\Final Report Nov 2011\0_Executive Summary\ 

ES 1.4 Charges for Miscellaneous Services  
Section 4.0 reviews charges for miscellaneous services. Miscellaneous services include items such as 
service turn-on/turn-offs and many other items as listed in the City’s fee schedule, dated October 1, 2011.  
In FY 2011, actual revenues from miscellaneous services were approximately $1,055,000, equating to four 
percent of total revenues. It is recommended that charges for miscellaneous services continue to be 
charged at the current costs of providing those services. 

ES 1.5 Water and Wastewater Impact Fee Updates  
Section 5.0 reviews and makes recommendations with respect to updates to the water and wastewater 
impact fees.  Impact fees are charged to new developments based upon an estimate of their ratable cost 
share of the City’s capital investment in the utilities made available for their use. In FY 2011, impact fee 
revenues totaled $1.12 million.  Based on a review of the levels of impact fees in neighboring jurisdictions, 
the City falls within the range of charges. It is recommended that no overall increases be made to the 
existing impact fees. However, it is recommended that the City consider refinement of the impact fees for 
multi-family connections to reflect the varying demands of various size dwelling units. 

ES 1.6 Projected Revenues at Existing Rates 
Section 6.0 projects revenues at existing rates annually for each of the three systems through FY 2016. For 
most revenue line items, the Fiscal Year 2012 budget is the base for projecting. Because essentially no 
growth is projected for the customer base or for demands, revenues at existing rates are essentially flat 
over the study period. 

Actual Fiscal Year 2011 water sales revenues totaled $11.8 million and are considered the most 
appropriate basis for projecting this revenue category. Budgeted Fiscal Year 2012 wastewater service 
charges of $13.5 million are slightly less than the $13.6 million actual amount for Fiscal Year 2011 and are 
employed as the basis for projecting revenues at existing rates for this revenue category. Because no 
charges are currently levied for reclaimed water service, no revenues are projected at existing rates from 
this source. 

ES 1.7 Projected Cash Flows at Existing Rates 
Section 7.0 projects annual cash flows at existing rates. This section employs the projections of revenue 
requirements from Section 3.0, and the projections of revenues at existing rates from Section 6.0. The 
results of these projections indicate that: 

 Table ES-1 (Table 7-1) projects that on a self-sustaining basis; the water system requires overall 
increases in revenues ranging from almost $2.0 million to $3.2 million annually. 

 Table ES-2 (Table 7-2) indicates that the wastewater system standing alone could accommodate 
cumulative decreases in revenues ranging from over 5 percent to almost 18 percent while still meeting 
all annual revenue requirements. 

 Because the reclaimed water system currently generates no revenues, cash flows in all years are 
negative, and a revenue stream must be dedicated to defray the annual costs. Table ES-3 (Table 7-3) 
presents the projected cash flows through Fiscal Year 2016, and indicates that rates exceeding $10.00 
per TG could be required in the latter years of the study period if reclaimed water sales were to defray 
fully the cost of reclaimed water operations. 

 Table ES-4 (Table 7-4) assumes that wastewater revenues will continue to be needed to subsidize the 
costs of the reclaimed water system until existing free service agreements expire and a reclaimed  



Budgeted

Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Revenues:

Water Inside ‐ Estimated FY 2011 $6,958,000 $6,958,000 $6,958,000 $6,958,000 $6,958,000

Water Outside ‐ Estimated FY 2011 4,876,000       4,876,000 4,876,000 4,876,000 4,876,000

City Water Bill Revenue 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000

Fire Lines Water 365,000 365,000 365,000 365,000 365,000

Interest Earnings 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600

All Other 353,000 353,000 353,000 353,000 353,000

Total Revenues $12,748,600 $12,748,600 $12,748,600 $12,748,600 $12,748,600

Total Operating Expenses 7,971,822 8,210,681 8,456,726 8,710,673 8,972,108

Net Operating Revenues $4,776,778 $4,537,919 $4,291,874 $4,037,927 $3,776,492

Debt Service & Coverage:

Total Annual Debt Service $4,947,270 $4,950,078 $4,949,766 $4,950,434 $4,952,035

Debt Service Coverage 97% 92% 87% 82% 83%

Net Op. Revs. After D/S ($170,492) ($412,159) ($657,892) ($912,507) ($1,175,543)

Other Expenditures to be Funded:

R & R Expenditures $591,815 $594,569 $647,406 $650,328 $653,338

Capital Expenditures 0 270,000 0 0 0

Transfers 1,215,417 1,253,081 1,290,334 1,331,634 1,371,689

Total Other Expenditures $1,807,232 $2,117,650 $1,937,740 $1,981,962 $2,025,027

Annual Surplus/(Deficit):

Cash ($1,977,724) ($2,529,809) ($2,595,632) ($2,894,469) ($3,200,570)

Coverage ($1,407,309) ($1,649,679) ($1,895,334) ($2,150,116) ($2,413,552)

Governing Surplus/(Deficit) ($1,977,724) ($2,529,809) ($2,595,632) ($2,894,469) ($3,200,570)

Required Rate Adjustments:

Cumulative 16.5% 21.1% 21.7% 24.2% 26.8%

Annual 16.5% 4.0% 0.5% 2.1% 2.1%

Table ES‐1

Projection of Water System Cash Flows at Existing Rates

Fiscal Year Projection

     Project 110079‐81678 Summary 12/9/2011; 1:15 PM



Budgeted

Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Revenues:

Sewer Inside $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000

Sewer Outside 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000

Industrial Waste Inside 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

Industrial Waste Outside 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

Interest Earnings 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600

All Other 238,000 238,000 238,000 238,000 238,000

Total Revenues $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600

Total Operating Expenses $8,504,052 $8,758,977 $9,021,562 $9,292,373 $9,571,220

Net Operating Revenues $5,370,548 $5,115,623 $4,853,038 $4,582,227 $4,303,380

Debt Service & Coverage:

Total Annual Debt Service $977,431 $978,285 $978,247 $978,329 $978,528

Debt Service Coverage 549% 523% 496% 468% 473%

Net Op. Revs. After D/S $4,393,116 $4,137,338 $3,874,791 $3,603,898 $3,324,852

Other Expenditures to be Funded:

R & R Expenditures $1,265,444 $1,348,708 $1,357,219 $1,365,985 $1,375,015

Capital Expenditures 0 770,000 1,000,000 0 0

Transfers 697,529 719,657 740,907 765,724 788,802

Total Other Expenditures $1,962,973 $2,838,365 $3,098,126 $2,131,709 $2,163,817

Annual Surplus/(Deficit):

Cash $2,430,143 $1,298,973 $776,665 $1,472,189 $1,161,035

Coverage $4,148,758 $3,892,767 $3,630,230 $3,359,316 $3,080,220

Governing Surplus/(Deficit) $2,430,143 $1,298,973 $776,665 $1,472,189 $1,161,035

Required Rate Adjustments:

Cumulative ‐17.9% ‐9.6% ‐5.7% ‐10.8% ‐8.6%

Annual ‐17.9% 10.2% 4.3% ‐5.4% 2.6%

Fiscal Year Projection

Table ES‐2

Projection of Wastewater System Cash Flows at Existing Rates

     Project 110079‐81678 Summary 12/9/2011; 12:46 PM



Budgeted

Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Revenues:

Reclaimed Revenue Inside $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Reclaimed Revenue Outside 0 0 0 0 0

Interest Earnings 0 0 0 0 0

All Other 0 0 0 0 0

Total Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Operating Expenses $949,607 $978,095 $1,007,438 $1,037,661 $1,068,791

Net Operating Revenues ($949,607) ($978,095) ($1,007,438) ($1,037,661) ($1,068,791)

Debt Service & Coverage:

Total Annual Debt Service $0 $0 $350,000 $350,000 $350,000

Debt Service Coverage N/A N/A ‐288% ‐296% ‐305%

Net Op. Revs. After D/S ($949,607) ($978,095) ($1,357,438) ($1,387,661) ($1,418,791)

Other Expenditures to be Funded:

R & R Expenditures $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Capital Expenditures 0 60,000 0 0 0

Transfers 3,150 3,350 3,350 3,750 3,750

Total Other Expenditures $3,150 $63,350 $3,350 $3,750 $3,750

Annual Surplus/(Deficit):

Cash ($952,757) ($1,041,445) ($1,360,788) ($1,391,411) ($1,422,541)

Coverage ($949,607) ($978,095) ($1,444,938) ($1,475,161) ($1,506,291)

Governing Surplus/(Deficit) ($952,757) ($1,041,445) ($1,444,938) ($1,475,161) ($1,506,291)

Required Rate Per TG:

Minimum $6.85 $7.49 $10.39 $10.61 $10.83

Maximum $7.55 $8.25 $11.45 $11.69 $11.93

Table ES‐3

Projection of Reclaimed Water System Cash Flows at Existing Rates

Fiscal Year Projection

     Project 110079‐81678 Summary 12/9/2011; 12:47 PM



Average FY

Budgeted 2012 Thru

Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2016

Revenues:

Sewer Revenue Inside $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000 $6,425,000

Sewer Revenue Outside 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000 7,080,000

Industrial Waste Inside 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

Industrial Waste Outside 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

Interest Earnings 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600 66,600

Reclaimed Water Revenues 0 0 0 0 0 0

All Other 238,000 238,000 238,000 238,000 238,000 238,000

Total Revenues $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600 $13,874,600

Operating Expenses:

Subtotal Wastewater $8,504,052 $8,758,977 $9,021,562 $9,292,373 $9,571,220 $9,029,637

Subtotal Reclaimed Water 949,607 978,095 1,007,438 1,037,661 1,068,791 1,008,319

Total Operating Expenses  $9,453,660 $9,737,072 $10,029,000 $10,330,034 $10,640,011 $10,037,956

Net Operating Revenues $4,420,940 $4,137,528 $3,845,600 $3,544,566 $3,234,589 $3,836,644

Debt Service & Coverage:

Subtotal Wastewater Annual D/S $977,431 $978,285 $978,247 $978,329 $978,528 $978,164

Subtotal Reclaimed Annual D/S 0 0 350,000 350,000 350,000 210,000

Total Annual Debt Service $977,431 $978,285 $1,328,247 $1,328,329 $1,328,528 $1,188,164

Debt Service Coverage 452% 423% 290% 267% 243% 323%

Net Op. Revs. After D/S $3,443,509 $3,159,243 $2,517,353 $2,216,236 $1,906,061 $2,648,480

Other Expenditures to be Funded:

R & R Expenditures $1,265,444 $1,348,708 $1,357,219 $1,365,985 $1,375,015 $1,342,474

Capital Expenditures 0 830,000 1,000,000 0 0 366,000

Transfers 700,679 723,007 744,257 769,474 792,552 745,994

Total Other Expenditures $1,966,123 $2,901,715 $3,101,476 $2,135,459 $2,167,567 $2,454,468

Annual Surplus/(Deficit):

Cash $1,477,386 $257,528 ($584,123) $80,777 ($261,506) $194,012

Coverage $3,199,151 $2,914,671 $2,185,291 $1,884,154 $1,573,929 $2,351,439

Governing Surplus/(Deficit) $1,477,386 $257,528 ($584,123) $80,777 ($261,506) $194,012

Required Rate Adjustments:

Cumulative ‐10.9% ‐1.9% 4.3% ‐0.6% 1.9% ‐1.4%

Annual ‐10.9% 10.1% 6.3% ‐4.7% 2.5% ‐3.3%

Fiscal Year Projection

Table ES‐4

Projection of Combined Wastewater & Reclaimed Cash Flows at Existing Rates

     Project 110079‐81678 Summary 12/9/2011; 12:48 PM
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water rate system can be implemented. On a combined wastewater/reclaimed water system basis, 
wastewater rates could be decreased in Fiscal Year 2012, by almost 11 percent. Thereafter, only slight 
decreases to moderate increases would be required. 

 As shown in Table ES-5 (Table 7-5), on a combined utility enterprise fund basis, beginning in FY 2012 
overall increases in revenues will be required to meet projected total revenue requirements. Such 
cumulative increases range from a low of 1.9 percent in FY 2012, to a high of 13.4 percent in FY 2016. It 
is important to note that these values are expressed on an annual basis. Because it is likely the increase 
in Fiscal Year 2012 could not occur until January 1, 2012, the effective percentage increase to be 
adopted at that time would need to be 2.6 percent. 

ES 1.8 Evaluation of Existing Rates and Recommendations for Adjustments 
Section 8.0 of this report evaluates the existing rates and rate structures, and presents associated 
recommendations for adjustments to the monthly water and wastewater rates. In addition, preliminary 
recommendations are provided for reclaimed water rates, both for bulk and retail customers. (Several 
tables are described below, which are presented in this Executive Summary without footnotes. The 
footnotes may be found in Section 8.0 of the body of this report.) 

Many jurisdictions have availability charges for multi-family customers based on a dwelling unit basis 
instead of a meter size basis. To compute the amount of the availability charge for a multi-family dwelling 
unit, historical demands per dwelling unit for this class should be compared with that of a single family 
residential dwelling. Based on an analysis of the historical maximum monthly demand per dwelling unit for 
multi-family customers, it equates to 53.8 percent of that for a single family residential customer served by 
a ¾-inch meter. 

Table ES-6 (Table 8-1) presents a summary of the annual number of billings by customer class by meter 
size. (To derive the actual number of average annual accounts, each entry would be divided by 12.) This 
table also computes annual revenue generation from existing water availability charges, with an adjustment 
of the multi-family rates to 53.8 percent of that of residential customers served by ¾-inch meters. 

Tables ES-7(a) and ES-7(b) [Table 8-3(a) and Table 8-3(b)] presents historical metered water demand by 
meter size, by customer class, and by recommended blocks. Actual Fiscal Year 2010 metered usage was the 
base for this table, with all values increased by four percent to reflect the actual increase in billed usage 
during the past year. (Actual growth in metered water demand was 7.1 percent during Fiscal Year 2011; 
however, some of this may be due to increased irrigation, and so as not to overstate the amount that may be 
billable for multiple future years, the reduced value of 4.0 percent is instead employed.) 

Figure ES-1 depicts annual water usage for inside City customers with ¾-inch meters by customer class. As 
can be seen, the vast majority of usage is by single family customers. To contrast this with the usage 
distribution by a larger meter, Figure ES-2 depicts annual water usage for inside City customers with a 2-
inch meter by customer class.  

Regarding the wastewater system, actual growth in billable metered usage grew by 2.1 percent. For 
purposes of projecting billable usage for multiple years, a value of 2.0 percent is used. 

 

  



Budgeted

Description 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Revenues:

Water Rates $12,329,000 $12,329,000 $12,329,000 $12,329,000 $12,329,000

Wastewater Rates 13,570,000 13,570,000 13,570,000 13,570,000 13,570,000

Reclaimed Water Rates 0 0 0 0 0

Interest Earnings 133,200 133,200 133,200 133,200 133,200

All Other 591,000 591,000 591,000 591,000 591,000

Total Revenues $26,623,200 $26,623,200 $26,623,200 $26,623,200 $26,623,200

Total Operating Expenses $17,425,482 $17,947,753 $18,485,726 $19,040,708 $19,612,119

Net Operating Revenues $9,197,718 $8,675,447 $8,137,474 $7,582,492 $7,011,081

Debt Service & Coverage:

Total Annual Debt Service $5,924,701 $5,928,363 $6,278,013 $6,278,763 $6,280,563

Debt Service Coverage 155% 146% 130% 121% 112%

Net Op. Revs. After D/S $3,273,017 $2,747,084 $1,859,461 $1,303,729 $730,518

Other Expenditures to be Funded:

R & R Expenditures $1,857,259 $1,943,277 $2,004,625 $2,016,313 $2,028,353

Capital Expenditures 0 1,100,000 1,000,000 0 0

Transfers 1,916,096 1,976,088 2,034,591 2,101,108 2,164,241

Total Other Expenditures $3,773,355 $5,019,365 $5,039,216 $4,117,421 $4,192,594

Annual Surplus/(Deficit):

Cash ($500,338) ($2,272,281) ($3,179,755) ($2,813,692) ($3,462,076)

Coverage 1,791,842 1,264,993 289,958 (265,962) (839,623)

Governing Surplus/(Deficit) ($500,338) ($2,272,281) ($3,179,755) ($2,813,692) ($3,462,076)

Required Rate Adjustments:

Cumulative 1.9% 8.8% 12.3% 10.9% 13.4%

Annual 1.9% 6.7% 3.2% ‐1.3% 2.3%

Projection of Combined Systems Cash Flows at Existing Rates

Table ES‐5

Fiscal Year Projection

     Project 110079‐81678 Summary 12/9/2011; 12:48 PM



Inside/Outside & Multi‐Fam. Annual

Customer Class 3/4 1 1‐1/2 2 3 4 6 8 10 Per DU Revenues

INSIDE CITY

Monthly Rate/Acc't.or DU $8.62 $21.55 $43.10 $68.96 $137.92 $215.50 $431.00 $689.60 $991.30 $4.64

Annual No. of Billings:

Residential 104,003 9,225 487 63 0 0 0 0 0

Public Authority 60 18 24 190 4 24 0 0 0

Commercial 10,025 3,054 1,315 1,182 74 157 24 0 0

Multi‐Family (DUs) 3,738

Irrigation:

  Residential 4,079 952 53 6 0 0 0 0 0

Public Authority 283 61 85 43 0 0 0 0 0

Meter Size (Inches)

Table ES‐6

Calculation of Annual Revenue Generation from Water Availability Charges

  Public Authority 283 61 85 43 0 0 0 0 0

  Commercial 700 433 104 27 0 0 0 0 0

  Multi‐Family 85 24 21 10 0 0 0 0 0

Total No. of Billings 119,235 13,767 2,089 1,521 78 181 24 0 0 3,738

Annual Revenues $1,027,804 $296,668 $90,036 $104,888 $10,758 $39,006 $10,344 $0 $0 $208,132 $1,787,635

OUTSIDE CITY

Monthly Rate/Acc't.or DU $10.78 $26.95 $53.90 $86.24 $172.48 $269.50 $539.00 $862.40 $1,239.70 $5.80

Annual No. of Billings:

Residential 100,734 542 12 0 0 0 0 0 0

Public Authority 340 38 25 112 0 12 0 0 0

Commercial 6,590 2,882 1,782 1,041 26 50 0 0 0

Multi‐Family (DUs) 8,214

Irrigation:

  Residential 1,861 55 15 0 0 0 0 0 0

  Public Authority 103 12 0 26 0 0 0 0 0

  Commercial 363 307 99 53 0 0 0 0 0

  Multi‐Family 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total No. of Billings 109,991 3,836 1,933 1,232 26 62 0 0 0 8,214

Annual Revenues $1,185,703 $103,380 $104,189 $106,248 $4,484 $16,709 $0 $0 $0 $571,694 $2,092,407

          Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates 12/9/2011; 11:57 AM



Meter Customer

Size Class Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG)

3/4" Residential 1 to 4 322,572 5 to 8 159,390 9 to 20 190,321 > 20 132,186

Pub. Author. " 930 " 432 " 549 " 149

Commercial " 22,483 " 11,635 " 17,646 " 21,537

Multi‐Fam. " 120,328 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 8 94,351 " 75,126 " 62,868

Subtotal 466,313 265,808 283,642 216,740

1" Residential 1 to 10 62,438 11 to 20 25,569 21 to 50 27,132 > 50 8,039

Pub. Author. " 1,069 " 428 " 435 " 163

Block 1  Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Table ES‐7(a)

Assignment of Water Volumes to Blocks ‐ Inside City

Commercial " 18,255 " 9,677 " 12,699 " 5,252

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 20 93,985 " 50,722 " 25,778

Subtotal 81,762 129,659 90,988 39,232

1‐1/2" Residential 1 to 20 4,850 21 to 40 1,187 41 to 100 983 >100 258

Pub. Author. " 2,732 " 972 " 1,083 " 438

Commercial " 17,369 " 7,946 " 9,306 " 3,656

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 40 30,376 " 18,411 " 15,690

Subtotal 24,951 40,481 29,783 20,042

2" Residential 1 to 32 1,057 33 to 64 569 65 to 160 1,275 >160 1,126

Pub. Author. " 3,231 " 1,526 " 2,242 " 2,209

Commercial " 23,724 " 12,563 " 19,673 " 4,559

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 64 30,016 " 19,128 " 12,717

Subtotal 28,012 44,674 42,318 20,611

          Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates 12/9/2011; 12:02 PM



Meter Customer

Size Class Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG)

3" Residential 1 to 64 0 65 to 128 0 129 to 320 0 >320 0

Pub. Author. " 134 " 83 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 3,884 " 1,531 " 2,296 " 280

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 128 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 4,018 1,614 2,296 280

4" Residential 1 to 100 0 101 to 200 0 201 to 500 0 >500 0

Pub. Author. " 859 " 0 " 0 " 19

Commercial " 12 312 " 6 475 " 11 577 " 34 053

Block 1  Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Table ES‐7(a) (Continued)

Assignment of Water Volumes to Blocks ‐ Inside City

Commercial 12,312 6,475 11,577 34,053

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 200 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 13,171 6,475 11,577 34,072

6" Residential 1 to 200 0 201 to 400 0 401 to 1,000 0 >1,000 0

Pub. Author. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 1,059 " 272 " 960 " 0

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 400 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 1,059 272 960 0

8" Residential 1 to 320 0 321 to 640 0 641 to 1,600 0 >1,600 0

Pub. Author. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 640 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 0 0 0 0

     Total All Meter Sizes 619,286 488,983 461,564 330,977

          Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates 12/9/2011; 1:17 PM



Meter Customer

Size Class Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG)

3/4" Residential 1 to 4 312,459 5 to 8 133,350 9 to 20 102,374 > 20 36,597

Pub. Author. " 110 " 66 " 137 " 168

Commercial " 16,410 " 8,814 " 13,992 " 14,166

Multi‐Fam. " 334,939 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 8 19,431 " 10,256 " 9,867

Subtotal 663,918 161,661 126,759 60,798

1" Residential 1 to 10 3,125 11 to 20 991 21 to 50 1,030 > 50 1,105

Pub. Author. " 162 " 63 " 104 " 0

Table ES‐7(b)

Assignment of Water Volumes to Blocks ‐ Outside City

Block 1  Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Commercial " 19,610 " 11,330 " 17,277 " 16,190

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 20 14,288 " 11,741 " 10,818

Subtotal 22,897 26,672 30,152 28,113

1‐1/2" Residential 1 to 20 21 21 to 40 0 41 to 100 0 >100 0

Pub. Author. " 320 " 211 " 28 " 0

Commercial " 22,896 " 14,125 " 21,139 " 14,860

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 40 10,116 " 8,692 " 7,498

Subtotal 23,237 24,452 29,859 22,358

2" Residential 1 to 32 0 33 to 64 0 65 to 160 0 >160 0

Pub. Author. " 1,513 " 987 " 871 " 31

Commercial " 26,190 " 16,215 " 25,687 " 26,466

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 64 9,282 " 6,388 " 10,426

Subtotal 27,703 26,484 32,946 36,923

          Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates 12/9/2011; 12:05 PM



Meter Customer

Size Class Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG) Range (TG) Vol. (TG)

3" Residential 1 to 64 0 65 to 128 0 129 to 320 0 >320 0

Pub. Author. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 1,558 " 1,447 " 2,337 " 2,937

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 128 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 1,558 1,447 2,337 2,937

4" Residential 1 to 100 0 101 to 200 0 201 to 500 0 >500 0

Pub. Author. " 510 " 60 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 2 721 " 134 " 90 " 0

Table ES‐7(b) (Continued)

Assignment of Water Volumes to Blocks ‐ Outside City

Block 1  Block 2 Block 3 Block 4

Commercial 2,721 134 90 0

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 200 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 3,231 194 90 0

6" Residential 1 to 200 0 201 to 400 0 401 to 1,000 0 >1,000 0

Pub. Author. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 400 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 0 0 0 0

8" Residential 1 to 320 0 321 to 640 0 641 to 1,600 0 >1,600 0

Pub. Author. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Commercial " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Multi‐Fam. " 0 " 0 " 0 " 0

Irrigation None 0 1 to 640 0 " 0 " 0

Subtotal 0 0 0 0

     Total All Meter Sizes 742,544 240,910 222,143 151,129

          Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates 12/9/2011; 1:18 PM
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Figure ES-1 

 

 
 

Figure ES-2 
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ES.2 Recommendations 
Section 9.0 of this report presents the recommendations developed in the preceding sections. Each 
recommendation is summarized below. 

ES.2.1 Water Rates 
The following recommendations are made with respect to the City’s water rates: 

 Retain the existing 25 percent surcharge on all outside City (County) water rate customers. At such 
time as reclaimed water rates are imposed, the 25 percent outside City surcharge should also be 
applied to those rates. 

 Set the multi-family monthly availability charge per dwelling unit at a value equal to 53.8 percent of the 
3/4-inch residential customer charge for water service. This increase from 36.5 percent will enhance 
the equitability of cost recovery from the multi-family water customers. 

 With the exception of the monthly availability charges for 8-inch and 10-inch meters, retain the existing 
availability charges for all meter sizes for single family residential, commercial and public authority 
water customers. Maintaining the availability charges at the existing levels will mitigate rate impacts 
on the lower volume users, which are frequently the financially vulnerable, such as residents on fixed 
incomes. Also, by maintaining monthly availability charges at current levels, revenue stability will be 
greater than if they were reduced to lesser amounts. 

 Increase the scaling factor of the monthly availability charge for 8-inch meters from a value of 50 to the 
standard value of 80 to more accurately reflect the potential demand that a meter that size can place on 
the water system. 

 Establish the scaling factor for the monthly availability charge for 10-inch meters at the standard value 
of 115 to reflect the potential demand that a meter that size can place on the water system. 

 Reduce the number of rate volume blocks to four for the residential, multi-family, commercial and 
public authority customer classes. Set the volume blocks to the same levels for all of these customer 
classes. Figure ES-3 presents the profiles for the existing and recommended rates for ¾-inch inside 
City meters. Profiles for the existing and recommended rates for 2-inch inside City meters are depicted 
in Figure ES-4.  

 Reduce the number of the irrigation rate blocks to three. Set the levels of the blocks to the same values 
as the highest three blocks for the other customer classes. Figure ES-5 depicts existing and 
recommended irrigation rates.  

 Based on the estimated effect of price elasticity of demand, adjust the volume charges to generate 
revenues projected as necessary to meet FY 2013 revenue requirements. 

 The automatic inflation factors have already been incorporated into the recommended rates through 
FY 2013. Thereafter, it is recommended that application of those automatic annual factors be resumed 
in 2014. 

Table ES-8 [Table 8-15(b)] presents the recommended monthly availability charge component of the water 
rates. Table ES-9 [Table 8-15(c)] presents the recommended monthly volume block charges of the water 
rates. 
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Figure ES-3 

 
 
 

Figure ES -4 
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Figure ES-5 

 

ES.2.2 Wastewater Rates 
The following recommendations are made with respect to the City’s wastewater rates: 

 Retain the existing 25 percent surcharge on all outside City (County) wastewater rate components. 

 Set the multi-family monthly availability charge per dwelling unit at a value equal to 53.8 percent of the 
3/4-inch residential customer charge. This decrease from current 61.5 percent will enhance the 
equitability of cost recovery from the multi-family wastewater service customers. 

 With the exception of the monthly availability charges for 8-inch and 10-inch meters, retain the existing 
availability charges for all meter sizes for single family residential, commercial and public authority 
wastewater customers. By not reducing monthly availability charges, revenue stability will be greater 
than if they were reduced to a lesser amount. 

 Increase the scaling factor of the monthly availability charge for 8-inch meters from a value of 50 to the 
standard value of 80 to more accurately reflect the potential demand that a meter of that size can place 
on the wastewater system. 

 Establish the scaling factor for the monthly availability charge for 10-inch meters at the standard value 
of 115 to reflect the potential demand that a meter that size can place on the wastewater system. 

 Maintain a single, uniform volume charge for wastewater, with continuation of the 14,000 gallon per 
month cap for residential and multi-family dwelling units.  

 Based on Table 7-4, adjust the volume charges to generate approximately 1.4 percent less in total 
wastewater revenues, which is projected as achievable to meet annual average revenue requirements 
over the study period for the combined wastewater and reclaimed water systems.  

 The automatic inflation factors have already been incorporated into the recommended rates through 
FY 2013. Thereafter, it is recommended that application of those automatic annual factors be resumed 
in 2014. 

Table ES-10 (Table 8-9) summarizes the recommended rate schedule for all wastewater service 
customers. This schedule incorporates the revisions for the multi-family customers and the 8-inch and 10-
inch wastewater service customers. 



Inside/Outside & Multi‐Fam.

Customer Class 3/4 1 1‐1/2 2 3 4 6 8 10 Per DU

Inside City:

All Customer Classes Other $8.62 $21.55 $43.10 $68.96 $137.92 $215.50 $431.00 $689.60 $991.30

  Than Multi‐Family

All Multi‐Family Dwellings $4.64

Outside City:

All Customer Classes $10.78 $26.95 $53.90 $86.24 $172.48 $269.50 $539.00 $862.40 $1,239.70

  Other Than Multi‐Family

All Multi‐Family Dwellings $5.80

Meter Size (Inches)

Table ES‐8

Recommended Water Rate Schedule ‐ Monthly Availability Charges

Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates  11/22/11; 11:14 AM



Customer Class 3/4 1 1‐1/2 2 3 4 6 8 10

All Customer Classes

Other Than Irrigation:

Block 1: 1 to 4 1 to 10 1 to 20 1 to 32 1 to 64 1 to 100 1 to 200 1 to 320 1 to 460

  Inside City $1.32 $1.32 $1.32 $1.32 $1.32 $1.32 $1.32 $1.32 $1.32

  Outside City $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65 $1.65

Block 2: 5 to 8 11 to 20 21 to 40 33 to 64 65 to 128 101 to 200 201 to 400 321 to 640 461 to 920

  Inside City $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98

  Outside City $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47

Table ES‐9

Recommended Water Rate Schedule ‐ Volume Charge Blocks & Rates

Block Ranges per Meter Size (TG/Month)

Meter Size (Inches)

Block 3: 9 to 20 21 to 50 41 to 100 65 to 160 129 to 320 201 to 500 401 to 1,000 641 to 1,600 921 to 2,300

  Inside City $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62

  Outside City $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77

Block 4: > 20 > 50 >100 >160 >320 >500 >1,000 >1,600 > 2,300

  Inside City $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93

  Outside City $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66

Irrigation Customers:

Block 1: 1 to 8 1 to 20 1 to 40 1 to 64 1 to 128 1 to 200 1 to 400 1 to 640 1 to 920

  Inside City $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98 $1.98

  Outside City $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47 $2.47

Block 2: 9 to 20 21 to 50 41 to 100 65 to 160 129 to 320 201 to 500 401 to 1,000 641 to 1,600 921 to 2,300

  Inside City $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62 $4.62

  Outside City $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77 $5.77

Block 3: > 20 > 50 >100 >160 >320 >500 >1,000 >1,600 > 2,300

  Inside City $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93 $6.93

  Outside City $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66 $8.66

Block Ranges per Meter Size (TG/Month)

          Project 110079‐81678 Water Rates 12/9/2011; 12:06 PM



Inside/Outside & Multi‐Fam.

Customer Class 3/4 1 1‐1/2 2 3 4 6 8 10 Per DU

MONTHLY AVAILABILITY CHARGE

Inside City:

All Residential, Commericial & $10.19 $25.48 $50.95 $81.52 $163.04 $254.75 $509.50 $815.20 $1,171.85

  Public Authority Accounts

All Multi‐Family Dwelling Units $5.48

Outside City:

All Residential, Commericial & $12.73 $31.83 $63.65 $101.84 $203.68 $318.25 $636.50 $1,018.40 $1,463.95

  Public Authority Accounts

All Multi‐Family Dwelling Units $6.85

UNIFORM VOLUME CHARGE Rate/TG

Inside City:

All Customer Classes $4.89 Residential and multi‐family accounts served by irrigation meters not charged for over

14,000 gallons per month per dwelling unit for wastewater service.

Outside City:

All Customer Classes $6.11 Residential and multi‐family accounts served by irrigation meters not charged for over

14,000 gallons per month per dwelling unit for wastewater service.

Table ES‐10

Recommended Wastewater Rate Schedule

Meter Size (Inches)

Project 110079‐81678 Wastewater Rates 12/9/2011; 1:23 PM
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ES.2.3 Reclaimed Water Rates 
The unit cost of reclaimed water service is relatively high due to economies of scale of the existing 
production facilities. Since no revenues will be generated from reclaimed water service in the near term, it 
is recommended that reclaimed water continue to be subsidized by wastewater rates. 

At such time as demand for retail reclaimed water service arises, the City should review the cost of service 
calculation as a prelude to implementing a reclaimed water rate. A general guideline suggests that 
reclaimed water should be priced at no greater than 80 percent of potable water so as to be an 
economically attractive alternative. This 80 percent limit would still likely result in a reclaimed water rate 
much less than the full cost of service, thus necessitating some continuing subsidy from wastewater rates 
for the next several years. 

Once the existing bulk service contracts for reclaimed water expire, the City should enter into contracts 
containing provisions for charging to generate revenues. The minimum rate recommended to be charged is 
80 percent of the lowest block for potable water use, which latter value is recommended to be set at $1.32 
per TG. Hence, the minimum bulk rate recommended to be charged is $1.06 per TG inside City. For outside 
City customers, the minimum recommended bulk rate would be $1.32 per TG. 

The City contemplates the gradual implementation of retail reclaimed water service over time. It is 
expected that the individual services would be metered. Because there would be appreciable costs 
associated with the various customer functions, it is recommended that the City adopt a combination of a 
monthly customer cost charge coupled with a uniform volume charge. A typical minimum monthly 
customer charge is approximately $1.00 per month per account, and that amount would be recommended 
for inside City reclaimed water customers. The same uniform rate per TG of $1.06 is recommended for 
charging actual retail reclaimed water usage inside the City, and $1.32 per TG outside the City. 

ES.2.4 Comparison of Typical Monthly Bills 
It is important to estimate the impacts on typical monthly bills associated with the recommended rate 
adjustments. Several tables have been prepared to show the expected change in monthly billings, assuming 
that the same level of metered water use continues. It is expected that some reduction in metered usage 
will be experienced in response to the price increase, which would result in lower increases in monthly bills 
than suggested by the results of this table. The average monthly usage for a single family residential 
customer in Winter Park is approximately 7 TG. The three tables below bracket this value, with the 8 TG 
per month table being the closest. 

Table ES-11 [Table 8-18(a)] computes the monthly bills for inside City residential customers equipped 
with a ¾-inch meter using 3 TG, both for existing rates and recommended rates. The existing bills for 
neighboring jurisdictions are also included for comparison purposes. Figure ES-6 depicts in stacked bar 
chart format the monthly bills for this usage level for various jurisdictions. Table ES-12 [Table 8-18(b)] 
computes the existing and calculated bills for recommended rates for the same customer class, but using 8 
TG per month. Figure ES-7 depicts in stacked bar chart format the monthly bills for this usage level for 
various jurisdictions. It is interesting to note that for most jurisdictions, the monthly wastewater bill is 
roughly two-thirds of the total due to the more complex processes involved in treatment of wastewater. 
Table ES-13 [Table 8-18(c)] computes the existing and calculated bills for recommended rates for the same 
customer class, but using 13 TG per month. Figure ES-8 depicts in stacked bar chart format the monthly 
bills for this usage level for various jurisdictions. 

  



Combined

Jurisdiction Base Volume Total Base Volume Total Bill

Winter Park ‐ Existing $8.62 $2.76 $11.38 $10.19 $15.33 $25.52 $36.90

Winter Park ‐ Recommended 8.62 3.96 12.58 10.19 14.67 24.86 37.44

Casselberry 6.7563 4.1001 10.86 12.5963 14.7993 27.40 38.25

Maitland 7.51 2.01 9.52 14.44 11.85 26.29 35.81

Orange County 6.33 3.12 9.45 14.81 10.11 24.92 34.37

Altamonte Springs 3.40 3.63 7.03 6.77 6.63 13.40 20.43

Oviedo 10.13 2.52 12.65 19.82 11.91 31.73 44.38

Winter Springs 5.43 3.81 9.24 10.65 12.48 23.13 32.37

Sanford 5.96 5.70 11.66 9.83 13.55 23.38 35.04

Longwood 6.30 4.20 10.50 5.81 9.51 15.32 25.82

OUC Water/Orlando Wastewater Before Increase 7.50 1.90 9.40 14.98 10.83 25.81 35.21

OUC Water/Orlando Wastewater w/8% Increase 7.50 1.90 9.40 16.18 11.70 27.88 37.28

Apopka 6.56 3.66 10.22 13.13 6.54 19.67 29.89

Seminole County 11.46 2.91 14.37 18.20 12.42 30.62 44.99

(1) Based on rate schedules as published by each jurisdiction.

(2) Excludes any utility service tax charged.

Table ES‐11

Comparison of Winter Park Monthly 3/4"‐ 3,000 Gallon/Month Residential Bills with Surrounding Jurisdictions (1)

Water Bill (2) Wastewater Bill

Project 110079‐81678 Monthly Bills 12/9/2011; 1:25 PM
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Figure ES-6 

¾” – 3,000 Gallon/Month Residential Bill Comparison 
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Combined

Jurisdiction Base Volume Total Base Volume Total Bill

Winter Park ‐ Existing $8.62 $10.08 $18.70 $10.19 $40.88 $51.07 $69.77

Winter Park ‐ Recommended 8.62 13.20 21.82 10.19 39.12 49.31 71.13

Casselberry 6.7563 13.0636 19.82 12.5962 40.4573 53.05 72.87

Maitland 7.51 8.46 15.97 14.44 31.60 46.04 62.01

Orange County 6.33 10.07 16.40 14.81 26.96 41.77 58.17

Altamonte Springs 3.40 15.92 19.32 6.77 29.17 35.94 55.26

Oviedo 10.13 11.87 22.00 19.82 31.76 51.58 73.58

Winter Springs 5.43 10.16 15.59 10.65 33.28 43.93 59.52

Sanford 5.96 16.36 22.32 9.83 38.60 48.43 70.75

Longwood 6.30 11.20 17.50 5.81 25.36 31.17 48.67

OUC Water/Orlando Wastewater Before Increase 7.50 7.80 15.30 14.98 28.88 43.86 59.16

OUC Water/Orlando Wastewater w/8% Increase 7.50 7.80 15.30 16.18 31.20 47.38 62.68

Apopka 6.56 10.30 16.86 13.13 17.44 30.57 47.43

Seminole County 11.46 7.76 19.22 18.20 33.12 51.32 70.54

(1) Based on rate schedules as published by each jurisdiction.

(2) Excludes any utility service tax charged.

Table ES‐12

Comparison of Winter Park Monthly 3/4"‐ 8,000 Gallons/Month Residential Bills with Surrounding Jurisdictions (1)

Water Bill (2) Wastewater Bill

Project 110079‐81678 Monthly Bills 12/9/2011; 1:29 PM
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Figure ES-7 

¾” – 8,000 Gallon/Month Residential Bill Comparison 
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Combined

Jurisdiction Base Volume Total Base Volume Total Bill

Winter Park ‐ Existing $8.62 $20.45 $29.07 $10.19 $66.43 $76.62 $105.69

Winter Park ‐ Recommended 8.62 36.30 44.92 10.19 63.57 73.76 118.68

Casselberry 6.76 26.43 33.18 12.60 70.09 82.68 115.86

Maitland 7.51 14.91 22.42 14.44 51.35 65.79 88.21

Orange County 6.33 21.13 27.46 14.81 43.81 58.62 86.08

Altamonte Springs 3.40 30.57 33.97 6.77 129.45 136.22 170.19

Oviedo 10.13 26.17 36.30 19.82 39.70 59.52 95.82

Winter Springs 5.43 18.22 23.65 10.65 41.60 52.25 75.90

Sanford 5.96 29.50 35.46 9.83 58.64 68.47 103.93

Longwood 6.30 18.83 25.13 5.81 41.21 47.02 72.15

OUC Water/Orlando Wastewater Before Increase 7.50 15.74 23.24 14.98 46.93 61.91 85.15

OUC Water/Orlando Wastewater w/8% Increase 7.50 15.74 23.24 16.18 50.70 66.88 90.12

Apopka 6.56 17.75 24.31 13.13 26.16 39.29 63.60

Seminole County 11.46 14.50 25.96 18.20 53.82 72.02 97.98

(1) Based on rate schedules as published by each jurisdiction.

(2) Excludes any utility service tax charged.

Table ES‐13

Comparison of Winter Park Monthly 3/4"‐13,000 Gal. Residential Bills with Surrounding Jurisdictions (1)

Water Bill (2) Wastewater Bill

Project 110079‐81678 Monthly Bills 12/9/2011; 1:30 PM
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Figure ES-8 

¾” – 13,000 Gallon/Month Residential Bill Comparison 
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City Commission Meeting
Re: Water, Wastewater & Reclaimed Water Rate Study
City Commission Meeting
Re: Water, Wastewater & Reclaimed Water Rate Study

February 27, 2012

Suggested Agenda

 Historical Data & Rate Study Background

 Financial Requirements

 Alternative Rate Structures

 Recommended Rate Structures & Rates

 Impacts on Monthly Bills

 Questions and Discussion
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Rate Study Background

 Previous Rate Study Completed 2004

 Rates Were Adjusted by Uniform % Increase – No 
Cost of Service Considerations

 Since Then, Annual CPI Adjustments Only

 In Recent Years, City Invested Heavily in Potable 
Water Facilities w/ Significant Debt Resulting in 
Required Subsidy from Wastewater System

 City Will be Able to Avoid Much Higher Cost in 
Future of Transmitting and Treating Alternative 
Water Supplies (AWS) by:

 Existing investment in potable water facilities

 Planned investment in reclaimed water facilities

 Proposed steeper water conservation blocks
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Rate Study Background (cont.)

 Many Other Utilities do not yet have AWS Costs 
Incorporated into their Water Rates

 Review of Regional Water Supply Plans Suggests 
AWS Costs 4 to 5 Times that of Fresh Groundwater 
Supplies used Historically in FL

 Since City Projects, No Significant Growth in Water 
Demand due to being Nearly Built-Out

 Future Water Demands May Well be Met at Same 
Permitted Consumptive Use Through Conservation 
and Increased Use of Reclaimed Water for Irrigation

Financial Requirements Per Bonds

 Rate Ordinance Covenant: The Issuer will enact a rate ordinance and 
thereby will fix, establish, maintain and collect such rates … and other 
charges for the services of the System and revise the same … 
whenever necessary, as will always provide Revenues in each year 
sufficient to pay all Costs of Operation and Maintenance in such year 
plus 125% of the Bond Service Requirement … plus 100% of all other 
payments provided for in this resolution.

 Other Payments Provided For: The Issuer shall pay [monthly] into the 
[Renewal & Replacement] fund … 1/12th of 5% of the Gross Revenues 
for the preceding Fiscal Year, but no further deposits shall be required 
[when] there is on deposit therein the amount of 5% of the current net 
asset value of the System.

 In addition to above bond requirements, cash needs in each year must 
be analyzed and funding provided as appropriate.
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Alternatives for Water Rates

 Maintain Existing Structure as is – Across-the-Board 
Rate Increase

 Reduce Fixed Charges and Scale Up Volume Charges 
– Enhance Pricing Signal

 Consistency Among Customer Classes – Cost of 
Service and Policy Considerations

 Combinations of the Above

 Reduce Number of Volume Blocks to 3 or 4 Total

 Must Define Rate Sufficiency Period

Recommended Water Rates

 Maintain 25% Outside City (County) Surcharge 

 Maintain Existing Monthly Availability (Base) Charges, 
Except for Multi-Family

 Set Multi-Family Base Charge @ 53.8% of ¾” Residential 
Customer

 Decrease Irrigation Rate Blocks to 3; Decrease All Other 
Blocks to 4

 Consider Impacts of Price Elasticity on Volume Charges

 Steepen Rate Blocks

 Set Levels to be Sufficient Through FY 2013; Resume 
Annual CPI Adjustments Thereafter
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Alternatives for Wastewater Rates

 Must be Considered in Concert with Reclaimed 
Water Rates for Revenue Sufficiency

 Maintain Existing Structure as is – No Change

 Adopt Across-the-Board Adjustment

 Reduce Fixed Charges and Increase Volume Charges

 Combinations of the Above

 Must Define Rate Sufficiency Period

Recommended Wastewater Rates

 Maintain 25% Outside City (County) Surcharge

 Adjust to Generate Sufficient Revenues to Include 
Reclaimed Water System Costs

 Maintain Existing Monthly Availability (Base) Charges, 
Except for Multi-Family

 Set Multi-Family Base Charge @ 53.8% of ¾” 
Residential Customer

 Decrease Uniform Volume Charge to $4.89 per TG 
Inside City; $6.11 per TG Outside City

 Rate Sufficiency Period Through FY 2013; Resume 
Annual CPI Adjustments Thereafter
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Alternatives for Reclaimed Water Rates

 Must be Considered in Concert with Wastewater 
Rates for Revenue Sufficiency

 Must Consider Operating Cost Recovery and 
Capital Cost Recovery Separately

 Consider Application of Water Impact Fees for 
Alternative Water Supply Capital Investment

 Consider Bulk and Retail Customer Classes

 Must Dovetail Expiry of Current Agreements with 
Implementation of Rates

Recommended Reclaimed Water Rates

 When Existing Agreements Expire, Renew with 
Bulk Rate Provisions

 Rates Typically Set @ No More Than 80% of 
Potable Water Rate:

 Inside City = $1.06 per TG

 Outside City = $1.32 per TG

 Retail Rates Should Have Monthly Customer 
Charge Plus Similar Volume Charge:

 Inside City Customer Charge = $1.00/month

 Outside City Customer Charge = $1.25/month

 Consider Application of Portion of Water Impact 
Fees as AWS Component
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Comparison of Monthly Bills for Inside 
City Multi-Family Customer 
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¾” – 3,000 Gallon/Month Residential 
Bill Comparison
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¾” – 13,000 Gallon/Month Residential 
Bill Comparison
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Annual Water Usage

Water Rates for ¾” Meters
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Annual Water Usage

Water Rates for 2” Meters
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Water Rates for Irrigation Meters

Comparison of Combined Water and 
Sewer Bills for Top 10 Customers using 
Existing vs. Recommended Rates
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Sewer Readiness to Serve Charges

Garbage Charges

Equipment Rental

Irrigation-Pool Charges

Fire Line Charges

Stormwater Utility Charges

Utility Taxes
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Lighting Service Charges

Water and Sewer Charges

Electric Charges

Impact of Water and Sewer Rate Adjustments on Top 
Ten Users (Assuming Costs of all other Services 
Remain Constant)

Thank You!

 Questions?



 

 

 

subject 
 

Selection of an Architectural Firm for the design of the Amtrak Station. 

 

motion | recommendation 
 

Motion to select and negotiate with Associated Consulting International (ACi) or Helman Hurley 
Charvat Peacock (HHCP) to design the Amtrak Station.  The negotiated contract would return to the 

City Commission for approval. 
 

 

background 
 

Amtrak Station 
April 30, 2009 – City received notice of the $950,000 FTA earmark for the “Amtrak Station 

Construction and Improvements, Winter Park” 
November 23, 2009 – City Commission passed a Resolution authorizing the filing of applications 

with FTA for the funding. 
March 8, 2010 – City Commission procured architectural services from Helman Hurley Charvat 

Peacock (HHCP) for the preparation of preliminary architectural drawings to aid in the future 
request for proposal (RFP) process to select a design/build team for the Amtrak Station project. 

June 13, 2011 – City Commission passed a Resolution to execute a Joint Participation Agreement 

(JPA) with the FDOT for the Amtrak Station project. 
July 26, 2011 – Executed the JPA. 

 
RFQ for Continued Architectural Services 

October 17, 2011 – RFQ for Continuing Contracts for Professional, Architectural and Engineering 
Services was issued. 

January 11, 2012 – Following presentation of four top ranked firms the Selection Committee 
agreed to contract with Associated Consulting International (ACi) and Helman Hurley Charvat 

Peacock (HHCP) for continued architectural services. 

February 13, 2012 – City Commission approved the continued architectural services contracts for 
ACi and HHCP. 

 
Other Related Actions – Commuter Rail 

August 11, 2008 – City Commission accepted the three voluntary architects (Drew Krecicki, Steve 
Feller and Jack Rogers) to develop the conceptual designs for the Commuter Rail canopies design 

to provide the FDOT with direction for design. 
September 8, 2008 – City Commission approved the recommended style for the Commuter Rail 

canopy and structure design as advocated by the architects (Craftsman Style) to provide the 

FDOT with direction for design. 

Action Item Requiring Discussion 

Don Marcotte, Asst. Director 

Public Works Department 

 

 

February 27, 2012 

 



 

 

alternatives | other considerations 
 

An alternative would to conduct an abbreviated request for qualifications (RFQ) specifically for the 

design of the Amtrak Station from Associated Consulting International (ACi) and Helman Hurley 
Charvat Peacock (HHCP).  Included with this motion should be the requirement for the firms to 

respond to the RFQ within two weeks. 
 

This alternative requires the City Commission to meet two more times and will delay the project 
four weeks without scheduling a special Commission meeting. 

 

fiscal impact 
 

The cost of this service is part of the $1,187,500 budget for the Amtrak Station project. 

strategic objective 
 

Provide quality facilities and infrastructure.  

 

 























 































































































 

 

 

 

subject 
 

Second Reading - Ordinance establishing parking restrictions at electric charging stations.  

Set fine of $100 per violation.  

 

motion | recommendation 
 

Adopt the ordinance and amend the “Schedule of City of Winter Park Service and User Fees 

and Charges” to include the fine at $100 per violation of this ordinance.  

 

summary 
 

This is an ordinance establishing parking restrictions in electric charging station parking 

spaces for electric vehicles only and setting the fine of $100 per violation in the “Schedule of 

City of Winter Park Service and User Fees and Charges.”  The $100 fine is recommended due 

to the limited number of electric charging stations to protect the use of the spaces for 

charging electric vehicles only and to encourage electric vehicle use. 

 

board comments 
 

NA 

 

 

Regular Meeting 
 

3:30 p.m. 
January 11, 2010 

Commission Chambers 

Regular Meeting 
 

3:30 p.m. 
January 11, 2010 

Commission Chambers 

Public Hearing 

Butch Margraf 

Public Works Department 

Engineering Division 

 

February 27, 2012 

 



ORDINANCE NO.             -12 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA 

REGULATING PARKING IN ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING 

STATION SPACES DESIGNATED FOR THE CHARGING OF 

ELECTRIC VEHICLES; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION, 

CONFLICT, SEVERABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

R E C I T A L S 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Winter Park has previously authorized a 

program that will promote the use of electric vehicles in the City of Winter Park under terms that 

are safe, lawful and appropriate; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, 

as follows: 

 

Section 1. Recitals.   

The recitals are incorporated herein by reference. 

 

Section 2.  Definitions. 

(1) “Electric vehicle” means any vehicle that operates, either partially or exclusively, 

on electrical energy from the grid, or an off-board source, that is stored on board for 

motive purpose. 

(2) “Electric vehicle charging station” means a public parking space that is served by 

battery charging station equipment that has as its primary purpose the transfer of 

electric energy (by conductive or inductive means) to a battery or other energy 

storage device in an electric vehicle. 

 

Section 3.  Electric vehicle charging stations on public property. 

Public electric vehicle charging stations that are located on public property are 

reserved for parking and charging electric vehicles only.  When a sign provides notice 

that a space is a designated public electric vehicle charging station, no person shall 

park or stand any nonelectric vehicle in that space. Any nonelectric vehicle is subject 

to fine or removal.  Any electric vehicle in any designated public electric vehicle 

charging station space on public property that is not electrically charging shall be 

subject to a fine and/or removal. For purposes of this subsection, “charging” means 

an electric vehicle is parked at an electric vehicle charging station and is connected to 

the charging station equipment.  

 



Where public electric vehicle charging stations are constructed and installed, the city 

engineer shall cause appropriate signs and markings to be placed in and around the 

parking spaces of said stations, indicating prominently thereon the parking 

regulations. The signs shall state that the parking space is reserved for charging 

electric vehicles and that an electric vehicle may only park in the space for charging 

purposes.  
 
Section 4.  Enforcement. 

A violation of this Ordinance or section shall be enforceable pursuant to the 
procedures for Code Violations and enforcement against Code Violations provided in 
Chapter 1, including Sections 1-21 and 1-23 of the Municipal Code of the City of 
Winter Park, and the fine for any violation found shall be a Class II violation  in 
accordance with the provisions in Chapter 1, of the Municipal Code.  
 

Section 5. Codification. 
Sections 2, 3 and 4 hereof shall be codified as Section 98-8 in the Municipal Code, 
and thereafter Sections 98-9 through 98-30 will be reserved.   Also, Section 1-24 of 
the Municipal Code will be amended to add this new Section 98-8 to the Schedule of 
Violations and Penalties. 
 

Section 6. Severability.   
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this Ordinance is for 
any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, 
whether for substantive, procedural or any other reason, such portion shall be 
deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision and such holding shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portion or portions hereof or hereto.  

 
Section 7. Conflicts.   

All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with any of the provisions of this 
Ordinance are hereby repealed.   
 

Section 8.  Effective Date. 
This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage and adoption. 

 
Adopted at a regular meeting of the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, Florida on the 
27th day of February, 2012. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
MAYOR KENNETH W. BRADLEY 

ATTEST: 
 
____________________________________ 
CYNTHIA BONHAM, CITY CLERK 



 

 

 

 

Subject:  Rezoning and Conditional use for 10 unit, two story Condominium at 434 and 
444 W. Swoope Avenue 

 
 

Windermere Winter Park Ventures LLC is requesting a Comp. Plan FLU Map and Zoning Map 
change from the existing Single Family designation (R-1A) to Medium Density Residential (R-3) 

on the property at 444 W. Swoope Avenue. They also own the adjacent lot to the east at 434 W. 
Swoope and on these two combined lots the applicant requests Conditional Use approval for a  

two story, 10 unit residential condominium project. 
 

 

P&Z Board Recommendation: 
 

The Planning and Zoning Board voted 5-0 to Approve the Comp. Plan FLU Map change and 
Rezoning and also 5-0 to Approve the Conditional Use with three conditions: 

 
1. Final landscape plan review and approval delegated to with staff with special attention 

requested for the landscape buffer on the side that abuts the adjacent residential 
property. 

2. Development Agreement to prohibit the open carports from being converted into 
garages. 

3. That the maximum roof eve height is 24 feet and the maximum roof height is 31 feet (as 

shown on the plans from the first floor elevation).  
 

Summary: 

 
These properties are immediately west of the commercial development on Virginia Avenue which 

is across the street from the Public Safety complex.  On the opposite side of Swoope Avenue 
from these properties is that City’s Swoope Avenue Water Plant.  Each lot is 50 feet wide by 250 

feet deep for a combined site of 100 feet by 250 feet (25,000 sq. ft.). The lot at 434 W. Swoope 
is now zoned R-3 and the rezoning of 444 W. Swoope would make the entire site R-3 for the 
proposed condominium project.  

 
Based on the requested R-3 zoning, when you have a property with more than 15,000 sq. ft., 

the standards of R-3 apply, which permits one unit for each 2,500 square feet of land.  So the 
combined 25,000 sq. ft. of land in the two combined lots equates to the 10 units requested. 

 
 

Public Hearing 

Jeff Briggs 

Planning Department 

Planning and Zoning Board 

February 27, 2012 
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The Rezoning Request and the Zoning History for this Block:   
 

For 28 years, from 1971 to 1999, this entire block, was zoned multi-family (R-3).  Then in 1999 
a group of neighbors went door to door throughout the neighborhood soliciting written consents 

from property owners to down-zone their properties from R-2 or R-3 zoning to single family R-
1A zoning in order to limit the potential densification of the neighborhood and to preserve the 
predominately single family character of the neighborhood.  The group gathered petitions from 

about 100 property owners who agreed and requested the City to down-zone their property.  
The City in 1999 agreed to that request and down-zoned those properties.  At that time, five of 

the eight lots on the south side of this block were down-zoned from R-3 to R-1A, including this 
subject lot at 444 Swoope Avenue. 
 

Two things have changed since 1999. One has been the construction of the City’s Water Plant 
across the street.  While it was designed to fit the character of the neighborhood, it is still an 

institutional use.  The second thing is that in 2005 the City agreed to rezone back to R-3, the 
two properties (three lots) at 472 and 510 Swoope Avenue.  So now there are just two 
properties/lots on this south side of Swoope that remain single family (R-1A).  The two 

properties include this property requested for rezoning at 444 Swoope and the adjacent one at 
446 Swoope.   

 
As with the rezoning request made in 2005, the applicant feels that the proximity of the City’s 
Water Plant and the physical nature of these deep 250 foot lots lend themselves better to multi-

family usage.  In this case, they also cite the proximity of this combined property being adjacent 
to the commercial development along Virginia Avenue.   

 
The Conditional Use Request and Future Development Plans: 
 

One of the requirements for a rezoning submission is to “include prospective plans indicating the 
desired development scenario proposed as a result of an approval”.   

 
Thus, the applicant is presenting and requesting conditional use approval per the attached plans.  
Those plans show ten, two story condominiums.  Nine of the units range in size from 1,349 to 

1,555 sq. ft. of living area and the end unit at the rear is 2,140 sq. ft.  There is open carport 
parking and living space on the first floor of each unit and living area on the second floor.  Each 

unit has one parking space (at their front door) and one space in the parking lot area in the 
rear.  Parking is required at 2.5 spaces per unit (25 spaces) and the site plan shows 23 parking 

spaces (including the required handicapped space) so there is a variance request for the two 
parking space shortfall.   
 

One design feature that the planning staff supports and requested was for the project to utilize 
an open carport parking design versus enclosed garages.  Experience has taught us that with 

townhouse projects, enclosed garages often are used for storage and then we have one car or 
both cars parked out on the street.   So to keep cars from being parked up and down the street, 
the design includes open carport parking. 

 
Architecturally, the design is simple but in scale with the neighborhood.  On the street front unit, 

there is a street front facing front porch to give the building visual street appeal.   
 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 
The project meets the R-3 code provisions.  The maximum building footprint is 40% of the lot 
area and this building is at 22%.  The maximum impervious coverage is 75% and this project is 

at 73%.  The maximum building height is 35 feet and this project is 20 feet to the roof eave and 
31 feet to the pitched roof peak.  The project conforms to the required setbacks.  The only 

variance is for the two parking space shortfall.  The applicant believes that given the average 
unit size of 1,450 sq. ft. the residents will be a combination of two person households and 
singles/empty nesters, thus the parking will be sufficient. 

 
Staff Appraisal: 

 
This lot at 444 W. Swoope Avenue of 50 feet by 250 feet deep is better suited for multi-family 
development as situated in a block predominately zoned R-3.  This property has commercial 

development to the east, multi-family (R-3) properties to the south and is located across the 
street from the City’s Water Plant.  Also, the City has already rezoned (in 2005) three of these 

lots based upon the same factors. So staff believes this to be sufficient rationale to approve the 
change requested. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION WAS FOR APPROVAL of the Comp. Plan FLU Map and Zoning 
Map change to multi-family (R-3). 

 
For the Conditional Use, the staff supports the request and the minor parking variance with 
maintaining the one provision concerning the open carports. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION WAS FOR APPROVAL of the Conditional Use with the 

condition that the carports remain open and not be allowed to be enclosed and that a 
Development Agreement and the Condominium documents reflect this restriction.   
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Subject:  Annexation of 600 Lee Road 

 
 

Pursuant to the Billboard Agreement with CBS Outdoor, the City needs to annex the property at 
600 Lee Road and the adjoining part of the I-4 right-of-way. 

 
This is a voluntary annexation by FDOT pursuant to their agreement with CBS Outdoor.  FDOT 

has acquired this property (former Aamco Transmission) as part of the I-4 project.  The Aamco 
business is moving and that building will be demolished.  There will be nothing on this property 
except for the CBS Outdoor billboard sign structure.  As such, there will be no city services 

required for this property.  (It will be on the tax rolls for the sign value) 
 

The legal advertisement has published in the Orlando Sentinel and the required notice also sent 
to Orange County.    

 
 

Staff Recommendation: 
 

Staff supports this ordinance, as required to implement the Billboard Agreement for the same 
reasons because the City will permit a new billboard where one already exists (albeit taller and 

digital vs. static); but the location is on the west side of I-4;  and the City gets three billboard 
structures removed in the City.     

 

Public Hearing 

Jeff Briggs 

Planning Department 

N/A 

February 27, 2012 
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 Prepared by and return to: 
Jeff Briggs, Planning Director 
City of Winter Park 
401 Park Avenue South 
Winter Park, FL  32789 

 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO.  2867-12 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, 
ANNEXING THE PROPERTY AT 600 LEE ROAD AND THAT 
PORTION OF INTERSTATE FOUR CONTIGUOUS TO THE 
PROPERTY AT 2684 LEE ROAD, CITY OF WINTER PARK, 
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED HEREIN;  PROVIDING 
FOR THE AMENDMENT OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK’S 
CHARTER, ARTICLE I, SECTION 1.02, CORPORATE 
BOUNDARIES TO PROVIDE FOR THE INCORPORATION OF 
THE REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREIN; PROVIDING FOR 
THE FILING OF THE REVISED CHARTER WITH THE 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF 
PRIOR INCONSISTENT ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS; 
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 171, Florida Statutes provides the exclusive method of 
municipal annexation, in order to insure sound urban development and efficient 
provision of urban services; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has determined that the area to be annexed is contiguous 
and reasonably compact, is developed for urban purposes, is not within the 
boundaries of another municipality, and has met all other requirements of 
Chapter 171, Florida Statutes, including but not limited to the prerequisites for 
annexation; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Commission hereby finds that the annexation of said 
property will not result in the creation of any enclaves, and it is further determined 
that the property otherwise fully complies with the requirements of State law; and  
 
WHEREAS, The Florida Department of Transportation, the owner of the property 
at 600 Lee Road, Orlando, FL,  has petitioned the City of Winter Park for 
annexation of that property, identified by Orange County Parcel ID Number 02-
22-29-0000-00-042; and the Florida Department of Transportation, as owner of 
that portion of the I-4 corridor adjacent to 2684 Lee Road  and 600 Lee Road, 
also does not object to the annexation of the I-4 corridor at that location all as 
described in Exhibit “A” and shown on Exhibit “B”, which is the area to be 
annexed; and: 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to, and in compliance with the law, notice has been given 
by publication once a week for two consecutive weeks in a newspaper of general 
circulation notifying the public of this proposed Ordinance and of public hearings 
to be held at City Hall in the City of Winter Park; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Commission has determined that the annexation of the 
subject area has met all procedural requirements and that it will promote sound 
urban development and efficient provision of urban services; and 
 
WHEREAS, the annexation is in compliance and consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the City of Winter Park Comprehensive Plan, Charter and Municipal 
Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, in the best interest of the public health, safety, and welfare of the 
citizens of Winter Park, the City Commission of the City of Winter Park desires to 
annex the real property generally described below into the municipal boundaries 
of the City of Winter Park; and 
 
WHEREAS, upon adoption of this Ordinance, the municipal boundaries lines of 
the City of Winter Park, shall, for purposes of Article I, Section 1.02 of the 
Municipal Charter, shall be redefined to include the subject real property. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, be it enacted by the City Commission of the City of Winter 
Park, Florida as follows: 
 
Section 1.   Annexation of Real Property.   The real property described herein 
shall be, and is hereby annexed into the City of Winter Park, Florida.  This real 
property is described in Exhibit “A” and illustrated in Exhibit “B”.  These Exhibits 
are incorporated herein by reference.  The described real property shall be 
existing within the boundaries of the City of Winter Park, Florida and known to be 
existing within said boundaries from the effective date of this Ordinance. 
 
Section 2.  Incorporation of Recitals.  The recitals to this Ordinance are hereby 
incorporated herein by reference and are fully effective as part of this Ordinance. 
 
Section 3.  City Boundaries Redefined; Winter Park Charter Amended.   
Pursuant to Section 166.031(3), Florida Statutes and Section 171.091, Florida 
Statutes, the City of Winter Park Charter, Article I, Section 1.02 is hereby 
amended to redefine the corporate boundaries of the City of Winter Park to 
include the real property described in Section 1 and Exhibits “A” and “B” of this 
Ordinance.  The City Clerk shall file the revised Winter Park Charter, Article 1, 
Section 1.02 with the Department of State within seven days after the effective 
date of this Ordinance.  Section 1.02 provides that the corporate boundaries of 
the City of Winter Park shall remain as they exist on the date the amended 
Charter took effect, and provides that the City has the power to change its 
boundaries in the manner prescribed by law.  The amendment to the Charter will 
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provide that after the effective date of the adoption of Section 1.02, the property 
subject to this Ordinance was annexed, and the legal description of the property 
will not be included in the Charter but the Ordinance number shall be included so 
that the public is on notice that a description of the corporate boundaries, 
including the property annexed hereby, is on file in the City Clerk’s office. 
 
Section 4.  Repeal of Prior Inconsistent Ordinances and Resolutions.  All 
Ordinances and Resolutions or parts of Ordinances and Resolutions in conflict 
herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of conflict. 
 
Section 5.  Severability.  Should any section or provision of this Ordinance or 
any portion hereof, including any paragraph, sentence or word be declared by a 
court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such decision shall not effect the 
validity of the remainder hereto as a whole, and the invalid portion shall be 
severed from the remainder of this Ordinance and the remainder of this 
Ordinance shall be continue to be lawful, enforceable and valid. 
 
Section 6.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective immediately 
upon adoption by the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, Florida. 
 
ADOPTED by the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, Florida at a 
regular meeting assembled on the ______ day of ___________________, 2012. 
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      Kenneth W. Bradley, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Cynthia S. Bonham, City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\Docs\City of Winter Park\Planning & Zoning\Billboard - CBS Outdoor\CBS Annex Ord 2-20-12.doc 

First Reading: _________________________, 2012 
 
Second Reading: ______________________, 2012 
 
Effective Date:_________________________, 2012 
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NOTICE OF ANNEXATION 
CITY OF WINTER PARK 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

 

TO CONSIDER THE ANNEXATION OF 600 LEE ROAD AND 

ADJOINING I-4 RIGHT OF WAY 

 

NOTICE is hereby given that public hearings will be held by the Winter 

Park City Commission on Monday, February 27, 2012 at 3:30 p.m. and on 

Monday, March 12, 2012 at 3:30 pm in the Winter Park Civic Center at 

1050 W. Morse Boulevard, Winter Park, Florida, to consider the following: 

ORDINANCE NO.  2867-12 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, 
FLORIDA, ANNEXING THE PROPERTY AT 600 LEE ROAD 
AND THAT PORTION OF THE INTERSTATE FOUR 
CONTIGUOUS TO THE PROPERTY WITHIN THE CITY OF 
WINTER PARK AT 2684 LEE ROAD.  

The complete legal description by metes and bounds as well as a complete copy of this 

proposed Ordinance No. 2867-12 may be obtained and inspected at the office of the City 

Clerk at 401 Park Avenue, South, Winter Park, Florida during regular business hours. 

All interested parties are invited to attend and be heard.  Additional information is 

available in the City Clerk’s office so that citizens may acquaint themselves with each 

issue and receive answers to any questions they may have prior to the meeting. 

NOTE:  If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the Commission with respect 

to any matter considered at such meeting or hearing, he/she will need a record of the 

proceedings, and that, for such purpose, he/she may need to ensure that a verbatim record 

of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon 

which the appeal is to be based (F.S. 286.0105) 

Persons with disabilities needing assistance to participate in any of these proceedings 

should contact the City Clerk’s Office (407-599-3277) at least 48 hours in advance of the 

meeting. 

 

 
 
Cynthia S. Bonham, CMC 

City Clerk 

 

Publish: Sunday, February 19, 2012 and Sunday February 26, 2012, Orlando Sentinel 
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subject 
 

Vicki and David Beaumont Jr., the owners of 1301 Pelham Road, are requesting the listing of their 

property at 1301 Pelham road in the Winter Park Register of Historic Places. 

 

motion | recommendation 
 

The Historic Preservation Board voted unanimously on February 8, 2012 to recommend listing 

1301 Pelham Road in the Winter Park Register of Historic Places.  The listing is finalized by 

resolution of the City Commission. (attached) 

 

summary 
 

1301 Pelham Road retains its architectural integrity and is significant for its association with the 

development of the Orwin Manor subdivision.  It is an example of the Colonial Revival style in 

Winter Park.  (HPB staff report follows) 

 

 

board comments 
 

none 

 

 
 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 
Commission Chambers 

Regular Meeting 

 
3:30 p.m. 

January 11, 2010 
Commission Chambers 

Public Hearing 

Lindsey Hayes 

Planning Department  

Historic Preservation Board 

February 27, 2012 
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RESOLUTION NO._______ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, DESIGNATING THE PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT 1301 PELHAM ROAD, WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, AS 
A HISTORIC RESOURCE IN THE WINTER PARK REGISTER OF 
HISTORIC PLACES.  

 
 WHEREAS, there are located within the City of Winter Park historic sites, areas, 
structures, buildings, improvements and appurtenances, both public and private, both on 
individual properties and in groupings, that serve as reminders of past eras, events, and 
persons important in local, state and national history; or that provide significant examples of 
past architectural styles and development patterns and that constitute unique and 
irreplaceable assets to the City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Commission recognizes that the sites and properties of 
historical, cultural, archaeological, aesthetic and architectural merit contribute to the public 
health, welfare, economic well being and quality of life of the citizens of Winter Park; and 
 
 WHEREAS, there is the desire foster awareness and civic pride in the 
accomplishments of the past; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the property located at 1301 Pelham Road, Winter Park, Florida is 
associated with the early development of Orwin Manor, represents an example of Colonial 
Revival style architecture, retains its historical integrity and meets the criterion for historic 
resource status, 
  
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Commission of the City of Winter 
Park, Florida that: 
 

The City Commission of the City of Winter Park hereby supports and endorses the 
designation of the property located at 1301 Pelham Road as a historic resource on the Winter 
Park Register of Historic Places.   
 
 ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Commission of the City of Winter Park 
held in City Hall, Winter Park on this  27th day of February 2012.  
 
 
 
  
                                                                         Mayor Kenneth W. Bradley 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
City Clerk Cynthia S. Bonham 





































 

 

 

 

subject 
 

The Historic Preservation Board is recommending amendments to the historic preservation section 

of the Land Development Code.   

 

motion | recommendation 
 

The Historic Preservation Board voted on February 8, 2012 to recommend approval. 

summary 
 

The historic preservation ordinance was put in place in 2001 and has not had an in-depth review 

since then. Drawing on a decade of implementation experience, the HPB has reviewed the 

ordinance over the last year and developed a number of proposed amendments.  Catherine 

Reischmann in the city attorney’s office has reviewed the proposed amendments and has offered 

additional comments which have been incorporated into the amendments recommended by the 

board.  The proposed amendments: 

 

 Provide clarification for staff reviews of minor alterations under administrative review  

 Provide for board member qualifications  

 Clarify some definitions  

 Enhance outreach to potential historic district resident during the designation process  

 Clarify the criteria and conditions for variances 

 Reduce the size of accessory dwellings to 750 square feet in most circumstances  

 Add an expiration date for certificates of review and an extension process 

 Clarify the certificate of review appeal process 

 Remove outdated/ineffective inordinate burden to property references  

 Provide for consistency with the city-wide board ordinance and departmental restructuring   

 

Reestablishing the board member qualifications will allow the city to meet the standards to become 

a Certified Local Government (CLG).  Florida has a set-aside of grant funds for CLGs.  Cities that 

have CLG status have much greater likelihood of grant funding for preservation activities.  There is 

no cost for CLG application or participation.   A board with these qualifications will produce 

reasoned, defensible decisions.      

 

board comments 
 

None 

 

Public Hearing 

Lindsey Hayes 

Planning Department  

Historic Preservation Board 

February 27, 2012 
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ORDINANCE NO. __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, 
AMENDING CHAPTER 58 “LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE” 
ARTICLE VIII, "HISTORIC PRESERVATION” SO AS TO 
PROVIDE CLARITY, IMPROVE FUNCTIONALITY AND TO 
ALLOW THE CITY TO MEET THE STANDARDS FOR 
PARTICIPATION IN THE FLORIDA CERTIFIED LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT PROGRAM.      
        

 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF WINTER 

PARK: 
 

SECTION 1.   That Chapter 58 “Land Development Code”, Article VIII "Historic 
Preservation" of the Code of Ordinances is hereby amended and modified as shown in Exhibit 
A (ATTACHED). 

 
SECTION 2.  All ordinances or portions or ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 

repealed. 
 

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon its final passage 
and adoption. 
 

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, 
Florida, held in City Hall, Winter Park, on this ______ day of ________________, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 Mayor Kenneth W. Bradley    
ATTEST: 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk Cynthia S. Bonham 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A 



 
Article VIII.   HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 
Division 1‐ GENERALLY  
 
Section 58‐433. ‐ Short title; intent and purpose. 
 

(a) Short title. This article shall be cited as the Winter Park Historic Preservation Code. 
(b) Intent and purpose. 

 
(1) The  purpose  of  these  regulations  is  to  establish  the  framework  for  a  comprehensive  historic 

preservation program in the city. 
  
(2) It shall be is the policy of the city to promote the educational, cultural, and economic welfare of the 

public  by  preserving  and  protecting  historic  structures,  sites,  portions  of  structures,  groups  of 
structures, manmade  or  natural  landscape  elements, works  of  art,  or  integrated  combinations 
thereof, which serve as visible reminders of the history and cultural heritage of the city, state, or 
nation.    Furthermore,  it  is  the purpose of  this  article  to  strengthen  the economy of  the  city by 
stabilizing  and  improving  property  values  in  historic  areas  and  to  encourage  new  buildings  and 
development that will be harmonious with existing historic buildings and districts. 

 
(3) In  addition,  the  provisions  of  this  article will  assist  the  city  and  private  property  owners  to  be 

eligible for federal tax  incentives, federal and state grant funds, property tax abatement, and any 
other incentive programs for the purpose of furthering historic preservation activities. 

 
Section 58‐434. – Definitions.  
 
The following words, terms and phrases, as used in this article, shall have the meanings set forth below 
except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning. 
 
Addition means a construction project physically connected  to  the exterior of an historic building or 
that increases the gross floor area of the building. 
 
Administrative  review means  the Historic Preservation Board  (HPB) staff may approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny certain types of permit applications for alterations or additions as listed in the HPB 
rules  of  procedure  and  based  upon  the  standards  in  section  58‐469  to  an  individually  designated 
historic landmark, resource, or property located in a historic district.   Staff is not required to grant this 
review  and,  at  staff’s  discretion, may  require  review  by  the HPB.  If  the  applicant wishes  to  appeal 
staff’s decision, a complete certificate of review application for the project will then be placed on the 
HPB agenda.  
 
Alteration  means  any  change  affecting  the  exterior  appearance  of  an  existing  structure  or 
improvement by additions,  reconstruction,  remodeling, maintenance or  structural  changes  involving 



exterior  changes  in  form,  texture,  materials  or  color,  or  any  such  changes  in  appearance  to  a 
designated landmark or resource or in a specially designated historic site, or district.  
 
Applicant means  an  individual  or  group who  provides  sufficient written  information  to  the  city  to 
ascertain  that  the property potentially meets  the minimum eligibility  requirements  for  local historic 
designation, or who is applying for a Certificate of Review. 
 
Archaeological site means a single specific  location that has yielded, or based on previous research  is 
likely to yield, information on local history or prehistory.  
 
Certificate of Review means  the approval process a written document approved by  the Winter Park 
Historic Preservation Commission Board HPB allowing an applicant to proceed with approved exterior 
alterations, additions, relocation, new construction, or demolition of, or other work  to, a designated 
historic landmark building, landmark site, historic resource or property in a historic district, following a 
determination of the proposal’s suitability to applicable criteria. 
 
(1) Standard certificate of review: Those certificates based upon such specific guidelines and standards 

as may be recommended by the Historic Preservation Commission and for which  issuance, by the 
city,  has  been  authorized  upon  findings  that  proposed  actions  are  in  accord with  such  official 
guidelines and standards.   

 
(2) Special Certificate of review: Those certificates  involving the demolition, removal, reconstruction, 

exterior alteration or new construction which requires determination by the Historic Preservation 
Commission before such certificate can be issued. 

 
City means the City of Winter Park. 
 
Commemorative historic district means a geographic area which no  longer possesses a concentration 
of historic resources sufficient  to become a historic district, but whose history  is of historical, social, 
cultural or archeological significance to be worthy of recognition for its educational value.  
 
Contributing element means a building or  structure  that contributes  to  the historic  significance of a 
district, which by location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and/or association adds to 
the district’s sense of time, place and historic development. 
 
Demolition means an act or process that destroys or razes, in whole or in part, a building structure or 
site, including a building within a district, or which permanently impairs its structural integrity. 
 
Historic landmark or resource means any site, building, structure, landscape feature, improvement, or 
archaeological  site,  which  has  been  designated  as  an  historic  landmark  or  resource  pursuant  to 
procedures described in this article. 
 
Historic district means a geographically defined area possessing a significant concentration, linkage, or 
continuity of landmarks, improvements, or landscape features united by historic events or aesthetically 



by plan or physical development, and which area has been designated as an historic district pursuant 
to procedures described  in  this article. Such district may have within  its boundaries noncontributing 
buildings or other  structures  that, while not of  such historic  and/or  architectural  significance  to be 
designated as  landmarks or  resources, nevertheless contribute  to  the overall visual character of  the 
district.  
 
Historic  Preservation  Commission  Board  (HPB) means  the  City  of Winter  Park Historic  Preservation 
Commission Board as created by section 58‐441 and 58‐442 Ordinance Number 2843‐11. 
 
Historic survey means the results of a systematic process of  identifying significant buildings, sites and 
structures through visual reconnaissance and research  for compilation  in the Florida Master Site File 
maintained by the Bureau of Historic Resources in Tallahassee, Florida. 
 
Improvement means any building, structure,  fence, gate, wall, walkway, parking  facility,  light  fixture, 
bench,  fountain,  sign,  work  of  art,  earthworks,  or  other  manmade  object  constituting  a  physical 
betterment of real property or any part of such betterment. 
 
Multiple  property  nomination means  a  group  of  related  significant  properties  that  share  common 
themes, and are organized by historic contexts and property types.  
 
National Register of Historic Places means a federal  listing maintained by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior  of  buildings,  sites,  structures,  and  districts  that  have  attained  a  quality  of  significance  as 
determined by the Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 
 
Ordinary repairs and maintenance means any: 
 

(1) Work done on any  improvement, which does not  involve a  change of design, appearance or 
material. 

(2) Replacement of any part of an  improvement where  the purpose and effect of  such work or 
replacement  is to correct any deterioration, decay of, or damage to such  improvement or any 
part thereof and to restore the same as nearly as may be practicable to  its condition prior to 
the occurrence of such deterioration, decay or damage. 

 
Reconstruction means the process of reproducing, by new construction, the exact form and detail of a 
demolished building, structure or object as it appeared at a certain point in time.   
 
Rehabilitation  means  the  process  of  repairing  or  altering  a  historic  building  so  that  an  efficient 
contemporary  use  is  achieved, while  preserving  those  significant  historical,  architectural  or  cultural 
features that establish the character of the property.  
 
Relocation means the act of preserving a historic structure, which cannot remain on its existing site, by 
physically moving it to a new location.   
 



Restoration means the act of accurately recovering the form and details of a property as it appeared at 
a particular period of  time, which may  involve  the  removal of  later  additions or  alterations, or  the 
replacement of missing features.   
 
Standards  for  Rehabilitation  (36  CFR  67)  as  revised  in  1990 means  the  standards  provided  by  the 
National  Park  Service  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  provide  guidance  on  the  sensitive 
rehabilitation of  a historic property.   The  standards  generally  address  issues  that  include:  character 
defining elements; changes which have occurred over  the course of  the property’s history; desirable 
approaches  to  the  repair  of  damaged  features;  appropriate  cleaning  methods;  archaeological 
resources; and new construction in connection with a historic property.   
 
Section 58‐435. ‐ Relationship to zoning districts. 
 
These  regulations  are  intended  to  provide  the  framework  to  preserve  and  protect  historic  or 
architecturally  worthy  buildings,  structures,  sites,  monuments,  streetscapes,  parks,  residential 
neighborhoods and commercial districts. These regulations are intended to act as an overlay to existing 
zoning designations. Zoning amendments may be applied  to designated historic  structures, districts, 
and sites with such actions and procedures as otherwise provided for in this chapter.  
  
Division 2. ‐  HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD  
 
Section 58‐441 ‐ Establishment of the Commission.  Qualifications.   
There is hereby established a Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) of the City of Winter Park. 

(1) At minimum, one member of the HPB shall be an architect.   
(2) Other members may have experience, expertise or demonstrated interest in one or more of 

the following areas:  
a. Architecture;  
b. History;  
c. Architectural history;  
d. Archaeology;  
e. Urban planning;  
f. Landscape architecture;  
g. Historic preservation;  
h. Real estate;  
i. Law; 
j. Cultural anthropology;  
k. Building construction; or related fields. 

 
Section 58‐442. – Membership. ‐ 58‐445 Reserved. 
 

(a) Members.   The HPC  shall  consist of  five members and one alternate  to be appointed by  the 
mayor and confirmed by the city commission. The alternate will sit in the absence of a regular 
member  and  will  vote  in  the  absence  of  that  member.      Members  shall  serve  without 



compensation but shall be reimbursed for actual expenses subject to the prior approval of the 
city commission.   

 
(b) Qualifications:   

 
(3) Members  of  the  HPC  be  residents  of  the  city  and  shall  have  demonstrated  civic  pride, 

interest  in historic preservation, and the knowledge, experience, and mature  judgment to 
act  in  the  public  interest  to  make  informed  and  equitable  decisions  concerning  the 
conservation of historic resources.     

(4) At minimum, one member shall be an architect.   
(5) Other members may have experience, expertise or demonstrated interest in one or more of 

the following areas:  
l. architecture;  
m. History;  
n. Architectural history;  
o. Archaeology;  
p. Urban planning;  
q. Landscape architecture;  
r. Historic preservation;  
s. Real estate;  
t. Law; 
u. Cultural anthropology;  
v. Building construction; or related fields. 

 
(c) Voting: A quorum  shall consist of  three  (3) HPC members.   An affirmative vote of  three HPC 

members shall be necessary  for the adoption of any motion thereof.   A quorum shall  include 
the vote of the alternate when the alternate is voting for an absent member. 

 
(d) Advisory members. The HPC may appoint advisory members.  Advisory members will not vote.  

They  may  be  appointed  to  represent  historic  districts  and/or  to  provide  specific  areas  of 
expertise not met by voting members.   The advisory members do not need to be residents of 
Winter Park. 

 
(e) Administrative.    The  city  shall  provide  the  HPC with  administrative  staff  and  fiscal  support 

subject  to budgetary approval by  the  city commission.   The  city attorney  shall  serve as  legal 
counsel to the HPC in all matters.       

 
Section 58‐443. ‐ Terms of Office. 
 
Members of the HPC shall serve for a term of three years which shall be staggered; except, however, 
for  initial appointees, when  two members  shall  serve  for a  term of  three years,  two members  for a 
term of two years, and one member for a term of one year.  Members shall continue to serve in office 
until the appointment of a successor.  Members appointed to fill a vacancy shall serve the remainder of 



the unexpired term.   Members may be re‐appointed on the expiration of their term with a two‐term 
limit.   
 
(1) Vacancies: Vacancies on the HPC caused by expiration of a term or resignation, removal, death, or 

permanent absence from the city or by incapacity of a member shall be filled by appointment.  The 
alternate shall be appointed to the vacancy and a new alternate appointed. 

 
(2) Removal: Members may be removed from the HPC by a vote of the city commission.  If a member 

is  absent  from  two  of  three  consecutive  regular  meetings  without  cause,  and  without  prior 
approval of the chairperson, the HPC shall declare the member’s office vacant.   The alternate will 
fill the office and the HPC will petition the City Commission for the appointment of a new alternate.  
If  a member  is unable  to  attend  four meetings  in  a 12‐month period,  the  seat will be declared 
vacant.    The  alternate will  fill  the  office  and  the HPC will  petition  the  city  commission  for  the 
appointment of a new alternate.  

 
Section 58‐444. ‐ Officers. 
 
Members of the HPC shall elect a chairperson to serve  for a term of one year.    In subsequent years, 
members shall elect a chairperson to serve for a term of one year from among the members who have 
served at  least one year.   Nothing shall prevent the HPC  from naming a chairperson  for a successive 
term.  The HPC may create and fill other offices, as it may deem desirable. 

 
Section 58‐445. ‐  Meetings. 
 
The HPC shall meet monthly or as required to conduct its business.  The HPC may adopt rules for the 
governance of  its proceedings.   All meetings and agendas will be advertised, and open to the public. 
Minutes of all proceedings shall be kept and made available to the public.   
 
Section 58‐446.  ‐ Functions, powers and duties. 
 
The HPCB  shall be  responsible  for  the development and administration of a  comprehensive historic 
preservation program, and  shall  identify and maintain  the city's historic  resources  for  the benefit of 
both present and future residents.  It shall be the responsibility of the HPCB to: 
 
(1) Provide  or  recommend  incentives  for  historic  preservation,  and  recommend  zoning  changes 

needed to achieve the preservation of historic resources; 
 
(2) Identify potential historic  landmarks  and potential historic districts  for designation;  and provide 

assistance to, and education of, owners of properties for potential designation; 
 
(3) Develop and maintain a  local register of historic places and review National Register nominations 

within the city; 
 



(4) Develop  guidelines  based  upon  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Guidelines  for  use  in  reviewing 
applications for Certificates of Review. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
as revised in 1990 will be used until local guidelines are developed and adopted by the HPCB;   

 
(5) Review applications for certificates of review for designated  landmarks and resources, city‐owned 

historic properties  and  sites,  and historic properties  for which  the  city has  received  a  façade or 
preservation  easement,  and  contributing  and  non‐contributing  properties  within  designated 
districts;  

 
(6) Approve variances, subject to adopted design guidelines, that are appropriate for the preservation 

of historic resources in conjunction with applications for certificates of review;  
 
(7) Conduct  an  ongoing  survey  and  inventory  of  historically,  culturally  or  architecturally  significant 

buildings,  structures,  districts  and  archaeological  sites within  the  city;  coordinate  survey  results 
with  the  Florida Master  Site  File;  and  plan  for  resource  preservation with  the  aid  of  staff  and 
consultants with professional expertise as may be necessary; 

   
(8) Develop  programs  to  stimulate  public  interest  and  involvement  in  the  city's  history  and 

preservation,  and  inform  the  public  of  the  city's  preservation  opportunities  and  the  HPCB's 
activities;   

 
(9) Cooperate with and advise local, state and federal governments on preservation activities;  
 
(10) Attend relevant educational meetings, workshops and conferences;  
 
(11)  Adopt rules of procedure, which shall be reviewed annually and which shall be available for public 

inspection; and  
 
(12)  Perform any other function that may be designated by the city commission. 
 
Division 3. ‐  DESIGNATION OF HISTORIC LANDMARKS, RESOURCES AND DISTRICTS  
 
Section 58‐456. ‐ Designation Criteria. 
 
In order  to qualify as a  local historic  landmark,  resource or district, properties must have character, 
interest or value as part of the historical, cultural, archaeological, aesthetic or architectural heritage of 
the  city,  state  or  nation.    For  a  multiple  property  nomination,  eligibility  may  be  based  on  the 
establishment of historic contexts or themes that describe the historical relationship of the properties.  
The eligibility of any potential historic landmark, resource or district shall be supported by meeting one 
or more criteria based upon the National Register of Historic Places guidelines at the national, state or 
local  level.   Properties must be at  least 50 years old to be eligible  for designation unless they are of 
exceptional importance. 
 



(1)   The National Register criteria  for evaluation requires that the quality of significance  in American 
history,  architecture,  archeology,  engineering,  and  culture  is  present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings, 
structures,  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and associations and:  

a.  That  are  associated with  events  that  have made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  board 
patterns of our history; or 
b. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
c. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 
that represents the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or  
d. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

 
(2)   Historic districts must meet one or more of the National Register criteria at the national, state or 
local level. A district shall possess a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, 
structures or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.  

a. The identity of a district results from the interrelationship of its resources, which can convey 
a visual sense of the historic environment or be an arrangement of historically or functionally 
related properties.  
b. A district must be a legally definable, contiguous geographic area. that can be distinguished 
from  surrounding  properties  by  changes  such  as  density,  scale,  type,  age,  style  of  sites, 
buildings,  structures,  and  objects,  or  by  documented  differences  in  patterns  of  historic 
development or associations.  The boundaries must be based upon a shared relationship among 
the properties  constituting  the district  and  represent  the  area which  completed  the process 
described in section 58‐457(2). For the record, the boundaries should be defined by parcels and 
lots shown on Orange County Property Appraiser’s maps. 

 
Section 58‐457. ‐ Designation Procedures. 

 
Winter  Park  historic  landmarks,  resources  or  districts  shall  be  designated  only  as  provided  in  this 
section.   Properties, which meet  the  criteria  for designation as  set  forth  in  section 58‐456,  shall be 
designated according to the following procedures: 
 

(1) Designation of local historic landmark and resources.   
 

a. Recommendations for nomination for designation of local historic landmarks and resources 
may  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  and  Community  Development  Department  by  the 
property owner,  the HPCB, or a city commission member who believes  that  the property 
meets the criteria for listing as set forth in section 58‐456.  The proposal shall include a legal 
description  or  address  of  the  property,  a  brief  statement  regarding  its  historic,  cultural, 
aesthetic  or  architectural  significance,  and  must  include  authorization  by  the  property 
owner(s).   A recommendation for nomination that does not  include the property owner(s) 
authorization shall not proceed. 

b. Every  proposed  historic  landmark  or  resource  shall  have  a  historic  designation  report 
prepared by the city that shall be presented to the HPCB at a regularly scheduled meeting.   



c. For each proposed designation of a historic  landmark, the city  is responsible  for mailing a 
copy  of  the  designation  report  and  a  notice  of  public  hearing  to  all  property  owners  of 
record  on  the  latest  Orange  County  tax  roll  within  a  500  foot  radius  of  the  proposed 
landmark  at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to  the  public  hearing  held  pursuant  to  this  section, 
however failure to receive such notice shall not invalidate the same as such notice shall also 
be given by publishing a copy thereof  in a newspaper of general circulation  in the city and 
county at least fifteen thirteen days prior to the hearing.         

 
(2) Local historic districts. 
 

a. Nominations  for  designation  of  historic  districts may  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  and 
Community  Development  Department  by  petition  from  20%  of  the  district  property 
owners, by any member of the HPCB, or by a city commission member, who believes that 
the district or neighborhood meets  the  criteria  for  listing as  set  forth  in  section 58‐456.  
The  proposal  nomination  shall  include  a  description  of  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the 
district,  and  a  brief  statement  explaining  its  historic,  cultural,  aesthetic  or  architectural 
significance, and a petition  representing  the ownership of at  least 20% of  the properties 
within  the proposed district.   Designation of historic districts shall only be considered by 
the HPCB subsequent to meetings with district property owners and actions as described in 
subsections b.  and c. 

b. Prior to consideration of designation by the HPCB, the city shall facilitate conferences mail 
information  to  each  property  owner  of  record  to  notify  them  of  the  initial    interest  in 
establishing  a  historic district, what would  be  the  effects  of  establishing  a  local  historic 
district, and a schedule of  informational meetings for owners and  interested parties.   The 
schedule  of  informational  meetings  will  also  be  published  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation and posted on  the  city’s web  site.    Staff will  conduct  informational meetings 
with property owners within the nominated district to discuss regarding the following: 1) 
the  historic  designation  report,  2)  proposed  boundaries,  3)  contributing  and  non‐
contributing buildings and elements, 4) district goals, 5) design guidelines and 6) results of 
designation and incentives.  

c. After  informational meetings have concluded, the city will mail a summarized final historic 
designation report to every property owner of record in the proposed district.  The mailing will 
describe the voting process including a 14 day deadline to respond.    The final report, voting 
process and deadline  to vote will also be posted on  the city’s web site.   Property owners of 
record will  be  polled, with  each  property  representing  one  vote.   Upon  After  receipt  of  a 
favorable vote representing the majority of the returned vote, ownership of two‐thirds of the 
properties within the proposed district, the historic designation report shall be  forwarded to 
the HPCB for a public hearing at a meeting.  A historic district that is commemorative in nature 
only and whose designation report does not require design review will not require a vote of 
the property owners, but shall require a public hearing as described in section 58‐457(2)d. 
 
d. The nominated historic district shall have the historic designation report presented to the 

HPCB  at  a  regularly  scheduled meeting.  The  designation  report  shall  include  the  historic 
context,  proposed  boundaries,  contributing  and  non‐contributing  elements,  a  staff 



recommendation and the results of  listing  including guidelines  for review and appropriate 
incentives.   For each proposed designation of a historic district,  the city  is responsible  for 
mailing a notice of public hearing to all property owners of record whose property is located 
within  the boundary of  the proposed district  fifteen days prior  to  the public hearing held 
pursuant to this section, however failure to receive such notice shall not invalidate the same 
as such notice shall also be given by publishing a copy  thereof  in a newspaper of general 
circulation in the city and county at least thirteen days prior to the hearing.   

e.  A commemorative historic district may be nominated by petition representing 20% of the 
property  owners  or  by  the HPB  or  by  a  city  commission member who  believes  that  the 
nominated area meets the definition.  A historic district that is commemorative and whose 
designation report does not contain a design review requirement will not require a vote of 
the property owners, but shall require a public hearing as described in section 58‐457(2) d.      

 
(3) Decision of  the historic preservation  commission board.    If, after a public hearing,  the HPCB 

finds that the proposed local historic landmark, resource or district meets the criteria set forth 
in  section  58‐456  it  shall  transmit  such  findings  to  the  city  commission  along  with  the 
recommendation that the designation be approved.  The historic landmark, resource or district 
shall only be  recorded  in  the Winter Park Register of Historic Places  following adoption of a 
resolution of the city commission approving such designation.  

 
(4) The city commission shall further direct staff to notify the following of the action with a A copy 

of the resolution(s) designating the historic landmark, resource or district and the adopted 
guidelines for review shall be sent to: 

 

 Planning and Community Development Department  

 Building and Code Enforcement Department  

 City Clerk 

 Public Works Department 

 Owners  of  the  affected  property  and  other  parties  having  an  interest  in  the  property,  if 
known 

 
(5) Following the published date of a public hearing before the HPCB, no permits shall be issued by 
the building department division, except for permits that do not require the review of the historic 
preservation  commission  board,  for  any  new  construction,  exterior  alterations,  moving,  or 
demolition of the real property that is the subject matter of the recommendation, until one of the 
following has occurred: 

 The historic designation is enacted and a Certificate of Review is issued under the provisions of 
Division 4; or 

 The historic designation is denied by the city commission; or 

 The property owner has applied for an accelerated approval of a certificate of review prior to 
final  enactment  of  the  historic  designation;  and  such  certificate  of  review  has  been  issued 
under  the  provision  of  section  58‐473,  and  the  property  owner  has  voluntarily  proffered  a 



covenant binding him to comply with all terms and conditions of the certificate of review which 
will cease to be effective should the city commission deny the historic designation.  

 
(6) Historic landmarks, resources or districts shall be formed as an a special overlay, which shall be 

placed over the existing zoning.  The regulations and procedures for both the zoning district and 
the historic landmark, resource or district regulations shall apply. 

 
Division 4.  CERTIFICATE OF REVIEW 
 
Section 58‐466. ‐ Purpose. 
 
The purpose of the certificate of review process is to assist owners of historical landmarks or resources 
and owners in historic districts, in accordance with design guidelines, who plan to rehabilitate, restore 
or  redevelop  their  property  for  contemporary  use  to  achieve  their  goals  and  take  advantage  of 
incentive programs while preserving the historic character, architecture and materials, to the greatest 
extent possible.  
 
Section 58‐467.  ‐ Pre‐application conference. 
 
Before  entering  binding  commitments  or  incurring  substantial  expense  in  the  preparation  of  plans, 
surveys and other data, and before submitting an application for a certificate of review, an applicant 
should  confer  with  the  city  HPB  staff  to  obtain  information  and  guidance.    The  purpose  of  such 
conference is to further discuss and clarify conservation objectives and design guidelines in cases that 
do not conform to established objectives and guidelines the land development code.  In no case shall 
any statement or representation made prior to the official application review be binding on the HPCB, 
the city commission or any city departments. 
 
Section 58‐468.  ‐ Review requirement. 
 
The HPCB shall  review and  render a decision during an advertised public hearing on applications  for 
special  certificates  of  review  for  any  proposed  exterior  alterations,  additions,  demolitions,  or 
relocations  of  designated  historic  landmarks,  historic  resources,  city‐owned  historic  properties  and 
sites, and historic properties  for which the city has received a  façade or preservation easement. The 
HPCB  shall  review and  render a decision on all applications  for  special certificates of  review  for any 
proposed  exterior  alterations,  additions,  demolitions,  new  construction  or  relocations  within  the 
boundaries of designated historic districts for both contributing and non‐contributing properties.   The 
HPCB  may  approve,  approve  with  recommendations,  or  deny  an  application.    For  reconstructed 
buildings that have been permitted pursuant to section 58‐480, the provisions of this section shall still 
apply.  Appeals are provided for in section 58‐477. 

 
Section 58‐469. ‐ Guidelines for review. 

 
In adopting guidelines  for  review,  it shall be  the  intent of  the HPCB  to preserve  the exterior historic 
characteristics  of  the  landmark,  resource  or  district,  and  to  promote  maintenance,  restoration, 



adaptive  reuses  appropriate  to  the  property,  and  compatible  contemporary  designs  which  are 
harmonious with the exterior architectural and landscape features of neighboring buildings, sites, and 
streetscapes.   Guidelines  shall also  serve as criteria  for  staff  to make decisions, as permitted by  the 
HPCB, regarding applications for standard certificates of review.    

 
(1)  The U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as revised in 1990 are generally 

the standards by which applications for any Certificate of Review for landmark buildings, sites, 
districts  or  neighborhoods  are  to  be measured  and  evaluated.    The HPCB may  recommend 
additional  standards  to  preserve  and  protect  special  features  unique  to  the  city  or  may 
recommend amending existing guidelines to the city commission.   
  

(2) Variances to achieve the design review standards for historic preservation may be granted from 
the  land development code requirements as may be appropriate to achieve the design review 
standards  for historic preservation  for  the purposes of  this ordinance provided  the  variance 
does  not  negatively  affect  the  character  of  the  area  and  with  good  cause  shown.    These 
variances  may  include  those  for  building  height,  side,  rear  and  front  setbacks,  building 
coverage,  floor  area  ratio,  impervious  coverage,  stormwater  retention and walls  and  fences.  
Building code exemptions may be granted subject to the guidelines of the Florida Building Code 
for  qualified  historic  buildings  or  structures.  Additional  information  to  justify  variances  and 
exemptions may be needed.  
a. When a variance or exception  is considered,  the application  shall comply with  the notice 

standards listed in Section 58‐473 (c).  
b. All variance requests through the HPCB design review process shall be limited to properties 

with  individual  landmark,  resource  or  district  designation.  This  landmark,  resource  or 
district designation must be completed before  issuance of a building permit  for  the work 
that required a variance.    

c. The appeal of a decision to grant or deny a variance by any person aggrieved by the decision 
of the HPCB shall be taken to the city commission after following notice criteria of Section 
58‐88 (c) (1) if filed within 15 days of the date of the decision by the HPCB.  

(3) The HPCB may  also  allow  garage  apartments  or  accessory  cottages  to  be  determined  to  be 
conforming  uses  on  designated  historic  landmarks  and  resources  or  on  properties  in  a 
designated historic district.   

a. Historic  designation must  be  completed  before  the  issuance  of  a  building  permit  or 
approval  for  the  construction,  re‐establishment  or  construction  of  a  new  garage 
apartment or accessory cottage.   

b. Building  setbacks  shall be determined by  the HPCB, however no garage apartment or 
accessory cottage shall be in a required front setback or closer than five feet to a rear or 
side line, unless such setback currently exists. , or in a required front setback.   

c. Garage apartments or accessory cottages shall not exceed 1,000 square feet in size. It is 
desirable  that  garage  apartments  or  accessory  cottages  not  exceed  750  square  feet.  
The  HPB  may  reduce  or  enlarge  this  square  foot  limitation  depending  on  the 
configuration or size of the property.  Conversion of any existing garage space shall not 
be  allowed,  but  an  existing  garage  may  be  enlarged  in  height  or  ground  area  to 
accommodate  the  garage  apartment.   Garage  apartments  or  accessory  cottages may 



utilize  a  separate electric meter and utility  connections  contingent upon meeting  the 
parking requirements for an accessory dwelling unit.   

d. Tenants must  be  provided  on  site  parking  space(s)  behind  the  front  setback  of  the 
principal  residence. All  required  parking  spaces must  be  accessed  independently  and 
shall not require moving any vehicle to allow another vehicle to enter or exit from the 
property.   All vehicles shall be parked on site  in spaces conforming to setbacks so that 
no regular daytime or overnight parking occurs on city streets.  Violation of these terms 
and conditions will be deemed  sufficient grounds  for  the Code Enforcement Board  to 
order the discontinuation of the garage apartment or accessory cottage as a secondary 
living unit along with other penalties and remedies at their discretion.   

(4) Each designated historic district may adopt specific district guidelines for design review based 
upon the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as revised in 1990 subject 
to final approval by the HPCB. Guidelines may be reviewed and amended from time to time. 

(5) Local  guidelines  for  design  review  may  be  adopted  based  upon  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as revised in 1990.      

 
Section 58‐470. – Forms. 
 
Applications  for certificates of  review will be made on  forms approved and provided by  the historic 
preservation commission board. 
 
Section 58‐471. ‐ Delegation of review authority. 
 
HPCB may delegate  the  authority  to  appropriate  staff members  to  review  and  grant  administrative 
standard certificates of review without referral to the HPCB and without a public hearing in the case of 
certain types of applications, which the HPCB shall determine in advance.  
 
Section 58‐472. – Standard certificates. Administrative design review.  
 
Based  upon  the  standards  for  rehabilitation,  the  designation  report,  a  complete  application  for 
administrative design review, and any additional plans, drawings or photographs to fully describe the 
proposed alteration,  the city shall within 15 business days  from  the date a complete application has 
been  filed,  approve,  approve with  conditions  or  deny  the  application  for  a  standard  certificate  of 
review administrative design  review prior  to  the  issuance of a building permit. The decision shall be 
based upon the standards in section 58‐469(1).  The findings of the city shall be mailed to the applicant 
within three days of the city's decision accompanied by a statement in full regarding the decision.  The 
applicant shall have an opportunity to challenge the city’s decision by applying for a special certificate 
of review from the HPB within 15 days of the findings.   

 
Section 58‐473.   Special certificates. Certificate of Review. 

 
(a) An  applicant  for  a  Special  Certificate  of  Review  whether  for  exterior  alteration,  addition, 

restoration,  renovation,  moving  or  demolition,  shall  submit  an  application  to  the  HPCB 
accompanied by photographs, elevations,  site plans,  floor plans, and  samples of materials as 



deemed  appropriate  by  the HPCB  to  fully  describe  the  proposed  appearance, materials  and 
architectural  design  of  the  building,  other  outbuildings,  and  site  plan.  The  application  shall 
include floor area ratio, impervious lot coverage and height and setback calculations as well as 
landscape and hardscape plans if appropriate. The applicant shall provide adequate information 
to enable the HPCB to visualize the effect of the proposed action on the applicant’s building and 
its adjacent buildings and streetscapes.  If such application involves a designated archaeological 
zone,  the  applicant  shall  provide  full  plans  and  specifications  of  work  that may  affect  the 
surface and subsurface of the archaeological site. 

 
(b) In the event that the applicant  is requesting a special certificate of review for demolition, the 

HPCB shall be provided with the details for the proposed disposition of the site.  The HPCB may 
require  architectural  drawings,  financial  plans  or  other  information  regarding  any  proposed 
new  construction.    Proposed  demolitions  shall  be  reviewed  subject  to  the  considerations  in 
section 58‐479. 

 
(c) The HPCB will rule upon applications for a certificate of review during a public hearing.  A notice 

of the hearing shall be published  in a newspaper of general circulation within the city at  least 
thirteen 15 days in advance of the hearing.  Written notice of the time and place of the hearing 
and the proposed action to be taken shall be mailed at least 15 days in advance of the meeting 
to all owners of record of property within 500 feet of the property requesting a certificate of 
review. A  notice  shall  also  be  posted  upon  the  property  at  least  15  days  in  advance  of  the 
hearing.  
 

(d) An approved Certificate of Review and any accompanying variance(s) shall expire one year after 
the  date  of  approval.   Upon  the  request  of  the  property  owner,  staff may  administratively 
extend the approval for an additional year.   After two years, the property owner may request 
an extension from the HPB.   

 
 
Section 58‐474. ‐ Decision of the Commission Board. 
 
The decision of the historic preservation commission HPB shall be based upon the guidelines set forth 
in  section  58‐469  as well  as  the  general  purpose  and  intent  of  these  regulations  and  any  specific 
planning  objectives  and  design  guidelines  officially  adopted  for  the  particular  historic  landmark, 
resource or historic district.   The decision may  include such  incentives  for preservations as the HPCB 
finds appropriate.   No decision of  the HPCB shall result  in an  inordinate burden  for the owner  if the 
HPCB has determined the existence of such burden in accordance with state law.  The decision of the 
HPCB  shall  include a complete description of  the  reasons  for  such  findings and details of  the public 
interest that is sought to be preserved and shall direct one or more of the following actions: 
 
(1) Issuance of a special certificate of review for the work proposed by the applicant; or 
(2) Issuance of a special certificate of review with specified modifications and conditions or; 



(3) Issuance of  a  special  certificate of  review with  recommendations  for  zoning  required  for  the  to 
preservation of  the building or  site and  those  recommendations  shall be placed on  the  consent 
agenda of the soonest possible planning and zoning commission board meeting. 

(4) Denial of the application and refusal to grant a certificate of review; or 
(5) Issuance of a special certificate of review with a deferred effective date of up to 12 months from 

the date of the HPCB's decision at a public hearing in cases of demolition or moving of a significant 
building.  

 
Section 58‐ 475. ‐ Time limit. 

 
The historic preservation board shall act upon an application within 60 days of receipt of the proposed 
action.  The time limit may be waived at any time by mutual written consent of the applicant and the 
HPCB. 

 
Section 58‐476. – Record. 

 
The  decision  of  the  historic  preservation  commission  board  shall  be  issued  in writing.    Evidence  of 
approval  of  the  application  shall  be  by  certificate  of  review  issued  by  the  HPCB  or  the  HPCB's 
designated staff representative to the applicant, and whatever  its decision, notice  in writing shall be 
given  to  the  applicant,  city  clerk,  and  the  director  of  the  planning  and  community  development 
department.   When  an  application  is  denied,  the HPCB's  notice  shall  provide  an  adequate written 
explanation  of  its  decision.    The  HPCB  shall  keep  a  written  record  showing  its  action  on  each 
application considered. 

 
Section 58‐477. ‐ Appeals. 

 
(a) Any  substantially affected party may appeal any decision of  the HPCB  to  the city commission by 

filing within 15 days after the date of the decision a written notice of appeal and an appeal fee as 
established by the city’s schedule of fees.  The notice shall set forth concisely the decision appealed 
from and the reasons or grounds for the appeal.  

(b) The appeal shall be heard by the city commission, which shall hear and consider all facts material to 
the  appeal  and  render  a  decision  promptly.    The  appeal  shall  be  a  de  novo  appeal.  The  city 
commission may affirm, modify or reverse the HPCB's decision based on the standards  in section 
58‐469.   The decision of the city commission shall constitute  final administrative review. Appeals 
from decisions of  the city commission may be made  to a  the courts having  jurisdiction over  the 
matter.  as provided by the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

 
Section 58‐478. ‐ Change in approved work. 

 
The HPCB's staff shall review any change in work proposed subsequent to the issuance of a certificate 
of  review.    If  the HPCB's staff  finds  that  the proposed change does not materially affect  the historic 
character or the proposed change is in accord with approved guidelines, it may issue a supplementary 
standard  certificate  of  review  for  such  change.    If  the  proposed  change  is  not  in  accordance with 



guidelines, standards, or certificates of review previously approved by the HPCB, a new application for 
a special certificate of review shall be required. 

 
Section  58‐479.  ‐  Guidelines  for  issuance  –  Demolition,  and  construction,  excavation  or  other 
disturbance in archaeological zones. 

 
(a)  In addition  to all other provisions of  this article  the HPCB  shall  consider  the  following  criteria  in 
evaluating applications for a special certificate of review for demolition of designated properties: 

(1) The structure is of such interest or quality that it would reasonably meet national, state or local 
criteria for designation as a historic landmark. 

(2) The structure is of such design, craftsmanship or material that it could be reproduced only with 
great difficulty and/or expense. 

(3) The  structure  is one of  the  last  remaining examples of  its kind  in  the city,  the county or  the 
region. 

(4) The structure contributes to the historic character of a designated district. 
(5) Retention of the structure promotes the general welfare of the city by providing an opportunity 

for study of  local history, architecture, and design, or by developing an understanding of  the 
importance and value of a particular culture and heritage. 

(6) There are definite plans for reuse of the property if the proposed demolition is carried out, and 
there  is  an  explanation  of  what  the  effect  of  those  plans  will  be  on  the  character  of  the 
surrounding area. 

 
(b)  In  cases where new  construction, excavation,  tree  removal or  any other  activity may disturb or 
reveal  an  identified  interred  archaeological  site,  the HPCB may  issue  a  certificate  of  review with  a 
delayed effective date up to 60 days.   During the delay period, the applicant shall permit the subject 
site to be examined under the supervision of an archaeologist approved by the HPCB.  A certificate of 
review  may  be  denied  if  the  site  were  of  exceptional  importance  and  such  denial  would  not 
unreasonably restrict the primary use of the property.   

 
Section 58‐480. ‐ Reconstruction of destroyed historic landmarks. 

 
The  loss of  local historic  landmarks, resources or contributing structures within a historic district that 
have been destroyed by fire or other natural disaster may be ameliorated by efforts to reconstruct the 
resource.   Reconstruction means the process of reproducing by new construction the exact form and 
detail of a demolished building, structure or object as it appeared at a certain point in time.  The HPCB 
shall  encourage  reconstruction when  deemed  appropriate when  such  reconstruction  is  based  upon 
evidence of the size, form, architectural style and detail of the original building.  The reconstruction will 
be recognized as such in the Winter Park Register of Historic Places.   

 
DIVISION 5. ‐ ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT   

 
Section 58‐491. National Register of Historic Places Nominations. 

 



The HPCB shall review local nominations to the National Register of Historic Places and shall forward a 
record of their actions and recommendations to the Florida State Historic Preservation Officer.  

  
(1) The  city  commission,  city manager, planning  and  community development department director, 

owners of record and applicants shall be given a minimum of 30 and not more than 75 days prior to 
the HPCB meeting  in which  to comment on or object  to  the  listing of a property  in  the National 
Register of Historic Places.  

(2) Objections  by  property  owners must  be  submitted  in writing  and  their  signature  notarized  to 
prevent nomination to the National Register of Historic Places.   

  
Section 58‐492. ‐ Certified Local Government Performance. 

 
The HPCB  shall  apply  to  participate  in  the  certified  local  government  program  through  the  Florida 
Division of Historical Resources.   As part of the program requirements the HPCB shall: 
(1) Provide 30 days prior notice of all meetings to the state historic preservation officer. 
(2) Submit minutes of each meeting  to  the state historic preservation officer within 30 days of each 

meeting. 
(3) Submit record of attendance for the HPCB to the state historic preservation officer within 30 days 

of each meeting. 
(4) Submit public attendance figures for each meeting to the state historic preservation officer within 

thirty days of each meeting. 
(5)  Notify state historic preservation officer of any change in HPCB membership within 30 days of the 

action. 
(6) Notify state historic preservation officer immediately of all new historic designations or alterations 

to existing designated buildings, structures and sites. 
(7) Submit  amendments  to  ordinance  to  the  state  historic  preservation  officer  for  review  and 

comment at least 30 days prior to adoption. 
(8) Submit  annual  report by November 1  covering previous October 1  through  September 30.   The 

annual report shall include: 
a. Any changes to the rules of procedure. 
b. The number of proposals reviewed. 
c. All new designations. 
d. Changes to the HPCB. 
e. Revised resumes of HPCB members as appropriate. 
f. Changes to the historic preservation ordinance. 
g. A review of any survey and inventory activity with a description of the system used. 
h. A program report on each grant‐assisted activity.   

 
 
Section 58‐493. ‐ Amendments. 
 
Applications for amendments to existing designated historic  landmarks, resources or historic districts 
shall be processed according to the provision of sections 58‐456 and 58‐457 of this chapter provided 
that no action resulting from such application shall have the effect of eliminating the requirement for 



certificates of review as otherwise provided for in this article.  Where the HPCB has issued a certificate 
of review for demolition or moving of the improvement or feature of principal historic significance on a 
historic landmark site, the historic classification may be changed through the amendment process. 
 
Section 58‐494.  ‐ Ordinary maintenance and repair. 
 
Nothing  in  this  article  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  ordinary  maintenance  or  repair  of  any 
improvement,  which  does  not  involve  a  change  of  design,  appearance  or material,  or  to  prevent 
ordinary maintenance of landscape features. 
 
Section 58‐495.  ‐ Enforcement of maintenance and repair provisions. 
 
Where the HPCB or city determines that any improvement of a designated historic landmark or historic 
district  is  endangered  by  lack  of  maintenance  and  repair,  or  that  other  improvements  in  visual 
proximity  to  a  historic  landmark,  historic  resource  or  historic  district  or  neighborhood  lack 
maintenance and  repair  to  such an extent as  to detract  from  the desirable character of  the historic 
landmark, historic resource or historic district,  it shall request appropriate officials or agencies of the 
city to require correction of such deficiencies  under authority of applicable laws and regulations. 

 
Section 58‐496.  ‐ Unsafe structures. 

 
In the event the building official determines that any designated  landmark building, historic resource 
or  contributing  structure within  a designated historic district  is unsafe pursuant  to  the Winter Park 
Building  Code,  he  or  she  shall  immediately  notify  the  HPCB with  copies  of  such  findings.   Where 
reasonably feasible within applicable laws and regulations, the building official shall endeavor to have 
the  structure  repaired  rather  than demolished and  shall  take  into  consideration any  comments and 
recommendations by the HPCB.  The HPCB may take appropriate actions to effect and accomplish the 
preservation of  such  structure  including, but not  limited  to, negotiations with  the owner and other 
interested parties, if such actions do not interfere with procedures in the Winter Park Building Code. 

 
Section 58‐497.  Emergency conditions. 

 
For the purpose of remedying emergency conditions determined to be  imminently dangerous to  life, 
health or property, nothing contained herein shall prevent the making of any temporary construction, 
reconstruction, demolition or other  repairs  to  an  improvement, or  site within  a designated historic 
landmark, resource or district pursuant to an order of a government agency or a court of competent 
jurisdiction,  provided  that  only  such  work  as  is  reasonably  necessary  to  correct  the  hazardous 
condition may be carried out.  The owner of an improvement damaged by fire or natural calamity shall 
be permitted to stabilize the  improvement  immediately and to rehabilitate  it  later under the normal 
review procedure of this article. 

 
Section 58‐498.  ‐ Inspections. 

 



The Building and Code Enforcement Department shall assist the HPCB by making necessary inspections 
in connection with enforcement of this article.   The building official shall be responsible to promptly 
stop any work attempted to be done without or contrary to any Certificate of Review required under 
this division  and  shall  further be  responsible  for ensuring  that  any work not  in  accordance with  an 
issued  Certificate  of  Review  shall  be  corrected  to  comply  with  the  certificate,  or  that  authorized 
remedial action in accordance with city codes is initiated promptly. 

 
Section 58‐499. ‐  Reserved.  Inordinate burden. 

 
Nothing  in this ordinance shall cause an  inordinate burden to a property owner's existing use of real 
property  or  a  vested  right  under  1995  FLA.  Laws  Ch.  95‐181,  §  (1‐2),  the  Bert  J. Harris,  Jr.  Private 
Property  Rights  Protection  Act.    An  inordinate  burden  to  a  property  owner's  existing  use  of  real 
property or a vested right may not be considered unless an application for a certificate of review for a 
designated property has been denied.  In any instance where there is a claim of an inordinate burden 
to existing use of real property or vested rights, the owner shall submit, by affidavit, to the commission 
at least 30 days prior to a public hearing, such information as may be required to describe those vested 
rights and the perceived inordinate burden to those rights.   

 
Section 58‐500. ‐  Violations. 

 
Any person who carries out or causes  to be carried out any work  in violation of  this article  shall be 
required to restore the subject  improvement,  landscape feature or site either to  its appearance prior 
to the violation or in accordance with a Certificate of Review approved by the HPCB.  This civil remedy 
shall be  in addition to and not  in  lieu of any criminal prosecution and penalty otherwise provided  in 
section 2‐108.  

 
 

Division 6. TAX EXEMPTIONS FOR HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 

Section 58‐511.  ‐ Scope of tax exemptions. 
 

A method  is  hereby  created  for  the  city  commission  to  allow  tax  exemptions  for  the  restoration, 
renovation or  rehabilitation of historic properties.   The exemption may apply  to 100 percent of  the 
assessed  value  of  all  improvements  to  historic  properties,  which  result  from  restoration  or 
rehabilitation made on or after the effective date of an approved application.  The exemption applies 
only  to  taxes  levied by  the  city.   The exemption does not apply  to  taxes  levied  for  the payment of 
bonds or to taxes authorized by a vote of the electors pursuant to Section 9(b) or Section 12, Article VII 
of the Florida Constitution.  The exemption does not apply to personal property. 

 
Section 58‐512.  ‐ Duration of tax exemptions. 

 
Any exemption granted under this section to a particular property may remain in effect for ten years as 
specified  in  the  ordinance  approving  the  exemption.    The  duration  of  ten  (10)  years may  continue 
regardless  of  any  change  in  the  authority  of  the  city  to  grant  such  exemptions  or  any  changes  in 



ownership of  the property.    In order  to  retain an exemption, however,  the historic character of  the 
property, and improvements, which qualified the property for an exemption, must be maintained over 
the period for which the exemption was granted. 

 
Section 58‐513. ‐  Eligible properties and improvements. 

 
(a) Property is qualified for an exemption under this section if: 

 
(1) At the time the exemption is granted, the property is: 

 
a. Individually  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  pursuant  to  the  National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended; 
b. A contributing property within a National Register listed district; or 
c. Individually  listed  in the Winter Park Register of Historic Places or noted as a contributing 

structure within  a  designated  local  historic  district  as  enacted  by  ordinance  of  the  city 
commission. 

 
(2) The  HPCB  has  certified  to  the  city  commission  that  the  property  for  which  an  exemption  is 

requested satisfies subsection (a) (1). 
 

(b) In order  for an  improvement  to a historic property  to qualify  the property  for an exemption  the 
improvement must be; 
(1) Consistent with the United States Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and/or 

local design guidelines for historic preservation; and 
(2) Determined by  the HPCB  to meet criteria established  in  rules adopted by  the department of 

state. 
 

Section 48‐514.  – Applications. 
 

Any person,  firm or  corporation  that desires ad valorem  tax exemption  from  the  improvement of a 
historic  property must,  in  the  year  the  exemption  is  desired  to  take  effect,  file  with  the  historic 
preservation staff a written application on a  form approved by  the Florida Department of State.   All 
applicable fees shall be paid at the time the application is submitted.  The application must include the 
following information: 

 
(1) The name of the property owner and the location of the historic property. 
(2) A description of the  improvements to real property for which an exemption  is requested and the 

date of commencement of construction of such improvement. 
(3) Proof to the satisfaction of the HPCB that the property that is to be rehabilitated or renovated is a 

historic property under this section. 
(4) Proof to the satisfaction of the HPCB that the improvements to the property will be consistent with 

the  United  States  Secretary  of  Interior’s  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  will  be  made  in 
accordance with guidelines developed by the Florida Department of State. 

(5) Other information identified in appropriate Florida Department of State regulations. 



 
Section 58‐515.  ‐ Required covenant. 

 
To  qualify  for  an  exemption  the  property must  enter  into  a  covenant  or  agreement with  the  City 
Commission  for  the  term  for which  the  exemption  is  granted.    The  form  of  the  covenant must  be 
established by the Florida Department of State and must require that the character of the property, 
and the qualifying improvements to the property, be maintained during the period that the exemption 
is granted.   The covenant or agreement shall be binding on the current property owner, transferees, 
and their heirs, successors or assigns.  Violations of the covenant or agreement results in the property 
owner being subject to the payment of the differences between the total amount of taxes which would 
have been due  in March  in each of  the previous  years  in which  the  covenant or agreement was  in 
effect had  the property not  received  the exemption  and  the  total  amount of  taxes  actually paid  in 
those years plus interest on the difference calculated as provided in F.S. 212.12(3). 

 
Section 58‐516.  ‐ Review by historic preservation commission board. 

 
The HPCB or  its successor  is designated to review exemptions.   The HPCB must recommend that the 
city commission grant or deny  the exemption.   Such  reviews must be conducted  in accordance with 
rules  adopted by  the  Florida Department of  State.    The  recommendation  and  the  reason  therefore 
must be provided to the applicant and to the city commission before consideration of the application 
at an official meeting.  

 
Section 58‐517.  ‐ Approval by the city commission. 

 
A  majority  vote  of  the  city  commission  shall  be  required  to  approve  a  written  application  for 
exemption.  Such exemption shall take effect on the January 1 following substantial completion of the 
improvement.  The city commission shall include the following in the ordinance approving the written 
application for exemption: 

 
(1) The name of the property owner and the address of the historic property for which the exemption 

is granted. 
(2) The period of  time  for which  the exemption will  remain  in effect and  the expiration date of  the 

exemption. 
(3) A finding that the historic property meets the requirements of this article.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Subject 
 

Imposing and extending a temporary moratorium for an additional 45 days on the filing and 

receipt of any application for, or issuance of, business tax receipts, business licensure and land 

use approvals for the operation of “Pain Management Clinics”; providing for repeal of City 

Ordinance 2840-11 adopted by the Winter Park City Commission on April 25, 2011.  

 

motion | recommendation 
 

Recommend approval 

background 
 

Many Police Departments in the State of Florida have reported that a pattern of illegal drug use 

and distribution has been linked to Pain Management Clinics. On December 2, 2010, the Florida 

Department of Law Enforcement released the Florida Medical Examiners Commission 2010 

Interim Report on Drugs Identified in Deceased Persons. The report aggregated toxicology 

reports submitted to the Florida Medical Examiners Commission and found that during January 

through June of 2010, of the 89,900 deaths occurring in Florida from all causes, 4,150 were 

drug-related. Of the 4,150 drug-related deaths, the report found as follows: 

 

Prescription drugs accounted for 81% of all drug-related deaths when excluding deaths related 

to Ethyl Alcohol. 1286 people died with at least one prescription drug in their system that was, 

in the opinion of the medical examiner, the cause of death. The drug that caused the most 

deaths during the study period (715 decedents) was Oxycodone (trade names include 

OxyContin). In the Ninth Medical Examiner District (consisting of Orange and Osceola Counties) 

63 deaths were related to Alprazolam (trade names include Xanax) 27 deaths were related to 

Diazepam (trade names include Valium) 76 deaths were related to Oxycodone (trade names 

include OxyContin) 30 deaths were related to Hydrocodone (trade names include Vicodin and 

Lortab) and 15 deaths were related to Proxyphene (trade names include Darvon and Darvocet).  

 

Studies have found that the abuse of prescription pain medication can and does lead to 

property crimes, violent crime, drug dependency, debilitating sickness and death.  

 

The creation of a City Ordinance regulating Pain Management Clinics is not intended to interfere 

with legitimate medical clinics or the lawful prescription and use of controlled substances.  

 

 

 

 

 

Public Hearing 

Art King, Police Department 

Brett Railey – Police Department 

     

 

February 27, 2012 

 



 

 

 

 

On December 7, 2010 Orange County adopted an ordinance imposing a one year moratorium 

on the issuance of a business license for any new pain management clinics and authorizing the 

Orange County Tax Collector to decline the license renewal or license transfer of any pain 

management clinic that is not registered with the Florida Department of Health as required by 

sections 458.3265 or 459.0137, Florida Statutes. 

 

 

 

alternatives | other considerations 
 

N/A 

 

fiscal impact 
 

None 

strategic objective 

 
 
     Quality Government services.    
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ORDINANCE NO.  ____-12 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
WINTER PARK, FLORIDA, IMPOSING AND EXTENDING A 
TEMPORARY MORATORIUM FOR AN ADDITIONAL FORTY-
FIVE (45) DAYS ON THE FILING AND RECEIPT OF ANY 
APPLICATION FOR, OR ISSUANCE OF, BUSINESS TAX 
RECEIPTS, BUSINESS LICENSURE AND LAND USE 
APPROVALS FOR THE OPERATION OF “PAIN MANAGEMENT 
CLINICS”; PROVIDING FOR THE REPEAL OF PRIOR 
INCONSISTENT ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS, 
SEVERABILITY, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance No. 2840-11, the City of Winter Park 

adopted a temporary moratorium for three hundred twenty (320) days, on the 
issuance of, business tax receipts, business licensure and land use approvals for 
the operation of “pain management clinics”; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Winter Park, Florida adopts by this reference and 

incorporates herein all other findings made by the City Commission in Ordinance 
No. 2840-11; and 

 
WHEREAS, Section 9 of Ordinance No. 2840-11 contemplates up to an 

additional ninety (90) days for the temporary moratorium, upon finding that 
additional time is needed for staff to conclude its review of the problems 
associated with pain management clinics within the City and for the drafting of 
regulation of those businesses as set forth in Ordinance No. 2840-11; and 

 
WHEREAS, additional time is reasonably required to adequately address 

the issues described in Ordinance No. 2840-11 facing the City of Winter Park; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Winter Park by this 
Ordinance, after holding a public hearing, specifically does make those findings, 
i.e. that the problems giving rise to the need for the temporary moratorium 
established by Ordinance No. 2840-11, continue to exist, that reasonable 
progress is being made in carrying out a specific and prompt plan of corrective 
action, and that additional time is reasonably needed to adequately address the 
issues facing the City as set forth in Ordinance No. 2840-11. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
WINTER PARK HEREBY ORDAINS, AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1.   Recitals.  The recitals set forth above are hereby adopted 
and incorporated herein by reference. 
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Section 2.  Extension of Temporary Moratorium.  The temporary 

moratorium enacted and imposed by Ordinance No. 2840-11, by this City 
Commission, on or about April 25, 2011, is hereby extended, an additional forty-
five (45) days, on the issuance of any business tax license or receipt, permit, 
conditional use approval, site plan approval, and any other official action of the 
City of Winter Park having the effect of permitting or allowing construction and/or 
operations of certain businesses within the City of Winter Park related to the 
operation of pain clinics and pain management clinics as defined in Ordinance 
No. 2840-11.  All definitions, terms, conditions and requirements contained in 
and imposed by the temporary moratorium  (Ordinance No. 2840-11) are hereby 
adopted by this reference and extended for an additional forty-five (45) days. 

 
Section 3.  Repeal of Prior Inconsistent Ordinances and Resolutions.  

All prior inconsistent ordinances and resolutions adopted by the City 
Commission, or parts of prior ordinances and resolutions in conflict herewith, are 
hereby repealed to the extent of the conflict. 
 

Section 4.  Severabilty.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, 
phrase, word or provision of this Ordinance is for any reason held invalid or 
unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, whether for substantive, 
procedural, or any other reason, such portion shall be deemed a separate, 
distinct and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity 
of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 
 

Section 5.   Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective 
immediately upon adoption by the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, 
Florida, and pursuant to City Charter. 
 

ADOPTED by the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, Florida, in a 
regular meeting held on the ______ day of ___________________, 2012. 
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      Kenneth W. Bradley, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: _____________________________ 
 Cynthia S. Bonham, City Clerk 
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Approved as to legal form and sufficiency for 
the City of Winter Park, Florida only: 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Usher L. Brown, City Attorney 
 
 
First Reading: ________________________, 2012 
Second Reading: ________________________, 2012 
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