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TOWN OF

TOWN OF INGLIS
REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING
TUESDAY MAY 14, 2024, 6:00 PM
TOWN HALL COMMISSION ROOM

If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the Town Commission with respect to
any matter considered at this meeting, he or she will need a record of the proceedings,
and that, for such purpose, he or 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.

ALL PERSONS DESIRING TO ADDRESS THE TOWN COMMISSION WILL BE ASKED TO LIMIT
THEIR COMMENTS TO THE SPECIFIC SUBJECT BEING DISCUSSED AND WILL BE HELD TO
ONE(1), THREE (3) MINUTE TIME PERIOD PER AGENDA ITEM.

PRAYER & PLEDGE

THESE PROCEEDINGS ARE BEING CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE
TO ROBERT'S RULES OF ORDER

ROLL CALL:
coussoNER oo AT
COMMISSIONER BRODHEAD

COMMISSIONER REARDON

Motion to Adopt Consent Agenda.
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CONSENT AGENDA

1. Minutes:
Reg Comm. Meeting April 9, 2024
Planning Commission April 16, 2024

Planning Commission May 7, 2024
Planning Commission Workshop May 7, 2024

Motion to Adopt Agenda As Written

REGULAR AGENDA

2. Old Business:

1. Discuss and Announce 2 openings for Comm. seats. One term ending April 2025
One term ending April 2026.

2. Elkins Boat Ramp Ownership; request from Planning Commission.

3. New Business:

1. Discuss Impact fees; request from Planning Commission

4. Ordinances, Resolutions, Etec.

1. First Reading Ord. 02-24: Relating to Golf Carts; Authorizing the use of golf carts on
certain streets.
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5. Contracts/ Agreements:

6. Dept. Report by Commissioners:

Budget & Finance: Comm. Reardon

Sheriff & Fire: Comm. Brodhead

Main., Roads & Bridge: Comm. Jacobs-Pratt

Water Operations: Comm. Brodhead

Health, Welfare & Rec: Comm. Reardon

Code Enforcement, Planning& Zoning: Comm Jacobs-Pratt
Animal Control: Comm. Brodhead

7. Public Comments:

8. Workshops/Special Meetings:

9. Mayor:
10. Town Clerk:

11. Attorney:

Adjourn.
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MINUTES 04/09/2024

Town of Inglis
Regular Commission Meeting

April 9, 2024
Time: 6PM Place: Town Hall
Roll Call:
Commissioner Harry Brodhead (Present) Commissioner Veronica Reardon (Present)
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt (Present) Attorney Fugate (Present)

Swearing in Ceremony

1. Administer Oath of Office for New Mayor
Town Clerk, Cery Logeman Swore in Betsy Webb as New Mayor.

Mayor Betsy Webb took a seat at Commission Table.

Roll Call:
Mayor Betsy Webb (Present)
Commissioner Veronica Reardon (Present)

Attorney Fugate (Present)

Commissioner Harry Brodhead (Present)
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt (Present)

Appointment of Chairman/ President of Commission
Commissioner Harry Brodhead made a motion to appoint Chairman of Commission as Veronica Reardon. Motion

died no Second.

Commissioner Veronica Reardon made a mation to appoint Chairman as Mayor Betsy Webb, Seconded by
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt. Mation passed 2-1 with Commissioner Harry Brodhead voting Nay.

Appointment of Vice- Chairman/ President of Commission
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt made a motion to have Commissioner Veronica Reardon as Vice Chairman,

Seconded by Commissioner Harry Brodhead. Motion passed 3-0.

Motion to Adopt Consent Agenda
Commissioner Veronica Reardon made a motion to Accept Consent Agenda, Seconded by Commissioner David

lacobs- Pratt. Motion passed 3-0.

Motion to Adopt Agenda As Written
Commissioner Veronica Reardon made a motion to revise as written by removing 2A from agenda, Seconded by

Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt. Motion passed 3-0.
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2. Old Business:
A. Introduce Janice Bell for Commission Seat.

Janice Bell withdrew her Request.

3. New Business:
A. Discussion: Looking into all new insurance quotes and can we do our bid process through a broker.

(Commissioner Veronica Reardon)
Discussion followed.

Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt made a motion to take a lock at a broker to determine best policies insurance
for Town Employees, Seconded by Commissioner Harry Brodhead. Motion passed 3-0.

Discussion from the Commission followed.

Susie Dorris commented
4. Ordinances, Resolutions, Etc.

5. Contracts/ Agreements:

6. Department Report by Commissioners:
Budget & Finance: Commissioner Veronica Reardon
Commissioner Veronica Reardon gave report.

Sheriff & Fire: Commissioner Harry Brodhead
Commissioner Harry Brodhead gave report.

Maintenance, Roads & Bridge: Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt gave report.

Water Operations: Commissioner Harry Brodhead
Commissioner Harry Brodhead gave report.

Health, Welfare & Rec: Commissioner Veronica Reardon
Commissioner Veronica Reardon gave report.

Commissioner Veronica Reardon gave a reminder for upcoming Events. The Mullet Toss will be October 19,
More information to come. Veterans Parade will be November gth More information to come, and Christmas
Parade will be December 14™. More information to come.
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Code Enforcement, Planning & Zoning: Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt gave report.

Animal Control: Commissioner Harry Brodhead
Commissioner Harry Brodhead gave report.

7. Public Comments
Pat Tully remined the audience about Yankeetown’s 100™ Celebration.

Jamey Frisen commented.
Johnny Hiers from Levy County introduced himself.
8. Workshops/ Special Meetings:

9. Mayor:
Mayor Betsy Webb thanked everyone.

Mayor Betsy Webb stated that the Commission still needs two more people to step up as a Commissioner.

Discussion Followed.
Luis Molina stated that he would like to be appointed as a Commissioner. Discussion followed.
Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt made a motion to appoint Louis Molina. Motion died.

Commissioner Harry Brodhead made a motion to put a word out to let our residents know that there out 2 open
seats for Commissioner, Seconded by Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt. Motion passed 2-1 with Commissioner

Veronica Reardon voting nay.

10. Town Clerk:
Town Clerk, Cery Logeman stated that the Election went very well, and congratulated the New Mayor, Betsy

Webb.

11. Attorney:
Attorney Fugate commented regarding the Boat Ramp on Elkins.

Commissioner Harry Brodhead had asked how much to add a Liability package.
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Adjourn
Commissioner Veronica Reardon made a motion to adjourn, Seconded by Commissioner Harry Brodhead. Motion

passed 3-0.

Meeting adjourned at 7:10PM

Transcribed By: Rachel Nordstrom, Water Clerk



MINUTES 04/16/2024
Town of Inglis
Planning Commission Meeting
April 16, 2024
Time: 6PM Place: Town Hall
Roll Call:

Bruce Logeman (Present)
Drew White (Present)

Scott Levesque (Present)
Lisa Levesque {Present)
David Waddel (Present) Sue Sims (Present)
Attorney Fugate (Present)

Agenda
1. JK1 Ventures LLC: Discussion of proposed self- storage development on Parcels 1266600000/ 1270000000

(Toal acreage 5.25)
Ed Birkler, Code Enforcement Officer Spoke and asked James Sparkman to speak on subject.
James Sparkman explained what the Planning Commission job description is supposed to be.

Discussion followed.

Drew White made a motion to table this ltem, Seconded by Scott Levesgue. Moation passed 6-0.

Discussion
Drew White wanted to discuss Impact fees

Discussion followed.

Drew White made a motion to have the Regular Commission to figure out the Impact Fees that the Town of Inglis
can put on, Seconded by Scott Levesque. Motion passed 6-0.

Commission recommended an Education Workshop for Tuesday May 7th at 6PM following the Planning

Commission Meeting.

Adjourn
Drew White made a motion to adjourn, Seconded by Sue Sims. Motion passed 6-0.

Meeting adjourned at 6:55 PM
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MINUTES 05/07/2024

Town of Inglis
Planning Commission Meeting

May 7, 2024
Time: 6PM Place: Town Hall
Roll Call:
Scott Levesque (Present) Bruce Logeman (Present)
Lisa Levesque (Present) Drew White (Present)
David Waddel (Present) Sue Sims (Present)
Attorney Fugate (Present)

Agenda

1. Elkins Boat Ramp Documents from Attorney

Attorney Fugate Spoke.

Drew White Spoke.

Tim Haines talked about ownership of Elkins Boat Ramp.
Drew white made a motion to have the Town Commission have Attorney look into the ownership of Elkins Boat
Ramp. Drew White rescinded his motion.

Drew White made a motion to have the Regular Commission figure out the next plan on the Elkins Boat Ramp.

Drew White rescinded his motion.

Drew White made a motion insure that Elkins Boat Ramp is in compliance with Chapter 6 of the Town of Inglis

Comprehensive Plan. Seconded by Scott Levesgue.

Isaac Young asked the planning Commission if Elkins Road is considered a County Road or if it's Inglis’s Road.

Attorney Fugate answered with Elkins being part of the Subdivision that dedicated to the Town of Inglis. Town of

Inglis signed a resolution stating that the Town of Inglis accepts the dedication. Attorney Fugate stated that he

believes that the Ownership at the end Elkins belongs to the Town of Inglis.

Isaac Young commented regarding the piece of land on Captains Cove that the Town of Inglis owns that is used

for Drainage. Isaac Young also asked if this piece of land could be used for parking for Elkins Boat Ramp.

Tim Haines commented on the drainage property on Captains Cove.

James Zaloga commented regarding residential areas on Captains Cove.
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Drew White asked James Zaloga why the No Parking signs were put up on Elkins, James Zaloga stated that Casey
from Levy County put them up after James Zalogas fence was knocked down.

Isaac Young commented.

Commissioner Veronica Reardon stated that the Regular Commission had tabled the Elkins Boat Ramp discussion

till the ownership was identified.

Planning Commission asked Commissioner Veronica Reardon to put on the next Regular Commission meeting to

have Attorney Fugate to do a Title Search on Elkins Boat Ramp.

Commissioner David Jacobs- Pratt commented regarding Title Search on Elkins Boat Ramp.

Chris Karns commented on the No Parking Signs on Elkins.

Louis Molina commented.

Scott Levesque commented.

Isaac Young commented.

Mr. Steube from Yankeetown commented.

Chris Karns suggested if the Town of Inglis owns the Boat ramp to possible put up a few Boat access Signs.
Susan Sims commented on Liability

Commissioner Harry Brodhead spoke.

Drew White made a motion for Town Commission to direct Attorney to do a Title Search on said property.

Seconded by Sue Sims. Motion passed 6-0.

Adjourn
Scott Levesque made a motion to adjourn. Seconded by Drew White. Motion passed 6-0.

Meeting adjourned at 7:09PM
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Town of Inglis
Planning Commission Meeting
WORKSHOP
May 07, 2024
Following Planning Commission Meeting

Time: 7:09PM Place: Town Hall
Roll Call:

Scott Levesque (Present) Bruce Logeman (Present)

Lisa Levesque (Present) Drew White (Present)

David Waddel (Present) Sue Sims (Present)

Attorney Fugate (Present)

Agenda
1. Educational Study of Planning Commission materials.

Attorney Fugate had sent out a Handbook for Planning Officials.
Discussion followed.

Lisa Levesque had questions about Planning Commission responsibilities.
Public comments were made.

Adjourn
Drew White made a motion to adjourn, Seconded by Scott Levesque. Motion passed 6-0.

Meeting adjourned at 8:10PM
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The 2023 Florida Statutes (including Special Session C)

Title XI Chapter 163 View Entire
COUNTY ORGANIZATION AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL Chapter
RELATIONS PROGRAMS
163.31801 Impact fees; short title; intent; minimum requirements; audits; challenges.—

(1) This section may be cited as the “Florida Impact Fee Act.”

(2) The Legislature finds that impact fees are an important source of revenue for a local government to use in
funding the infrastructure necessitated by new growth. The Legislature further finds that impact fees are an
outgrowth of the home rule power of a local government to provide certain services within its jurisdiction. Due to
the growth of impact fee collections and local governments’ reliance on impact fees, it is the intent of the
Legislature to ensure that, when a county or municipality adopts an impact fee by ordinance or a special district
adopts an impact fee by resolution, the governing authority complies with this section.

(3) For purposes of this section, the term:

(@) “Infrastructure” means a fixed capital expenditure or fixed capital outlay, excluding the cost of repairs or
maintenance, associated with the construction, reconstruction, or improvement of public facilities that have a life
expectancy of at least 5 years; related land acquisition, land improvement, design, engineering, and permitting
costs; and other related construction costs required to bring the public facility into service. The term also includes
a fire department vehicle, an emergency medical service vehicle, a sheriff’s office vehicle, a police department
vehicle, a school bus as defined in s. 1006.25, and the equipment necessary to outfit the vehicle or bus for its
official use. For independent special fire control districts, the term includes new facilities as defined in s.
191.009(4).

(b) “Public facilities” has the same meaning as in s. 163.3164 and includes emergency medical, fire, and law
enforcement facilities.

(4) At a minimum, each local government that adopts and collects an impact fee by ordinance and each special
district that adopts, collects, and administers an impact fee by resolution must:

(@) Ensure that the calculation of the impact fee is based on the most recent and localized data.

(b) Provide for accounting and reporting of impact fee collections and expenditures and account for the
revenues and expenditures of such impact fee in a separate accounting fund.

(c) Limit administrative charges for the collection of impact fees to actual costs.

(d) Provide notice at least 90 days before the effective date of an ordinance or resolution imposing a new or
increased impact fee. A local government is not required to wait 90 days to decrease, suspend, or eliminate an
impact fee. Unless the result is to reduce the total mitigation costs or impact fees imposed on an applicant, new or
increased impact fees may not apply to current or pending permit applications submitted before the effective date
of a new or increased impact fee.

(e) Ensure that collection of the impact fee may not be required to occur earlier than the date of issuance of
the building permit for the property that is subject to the fee.

(f) Ensure that the impact fee is proportional and reasonably connected to, or has a rational nexus with, the
need for additional capital facilities and the increased impact generated by the new residential or commercial
construction.

(g) Ensure that the impact fee is proportional and reasonably connected to, or has a rational nexus with, the
expenditures of the funds collected and the benefits accruing to the new residential or nonresidential construction.



(h) Specifically earmark funds collected under the impact fee for use in acquiring, constructing, or improving
capital facilities to benefit new users.

(i) Ensure that revenues generated by the impact fee are not used, in whole or in part, to pay existing debt or
for previously approved projects unless the expenditure is reasonably connected to, or has a rational nexus with,
the increased impact generated by the new residential or nonresidential construction.

(5)(a) Notwithstanding any charter provision, comprehensive plan policy, ordinance, development order,
development permit, or resolution, the local government or special district must credit against the collection of
the impact fee any contribution, whether identified in a proportionate share agreement or other form of exaction,
related to public facilities or infrastructure, including land dedication, site planning and design, or construction.
Any contribution must be applied on a dollar-for-dollar basis at fair market value to reduce any impact fee
collected for the general category or class of public facilities or infrastructure for which the contribution was
made.

(b) If a local government or special district does not charge and collect an impact fee for the general category
or class of public facilities or infrastructure contributed, a credit may not be applied under paragraph (a).

(6) A local government, school district, or special district may increase an impact fee only as provided in this
subsection.

(a) Animpact fee may be increased only pursuant to a plan for the imposition, collection, and use of the
increased impact fees which complies with this section.

(b) An increase to a current impact fee rate of not more than 25 percent of the current rate must be
implemented in two equal annual increments beginning with the date on which the increased fee is adopted.

(c) Anincrease to a current impact fee rate which exceeds 25 percent but is not more than 50 percent of the
current rate must be implemented in four equal installments beginning with the date the increased fee is adopted.

(d) Animpact fee increase may not exceed 50 percent of the current impact fee rate.

(e) Animpact fee may not be increased more than once every 4 years.

(f) Animpact fee may not be increased retroactively for a previous or current fiscal or calendar year.

(g) Alocal government, school district, or special district may increase an impact fee rate beyond the phase-in
limitations established under paragraph (b), paragraph (c), paragraph (d), or paragraph (e) by establishing the need
for such increase in full compliance with the requirements of subsection (4), provided the following criteria are
met:

1. A demonstrated-need study justifying any increase in excess of those authorized in paragraph (b), paragraph
(c), paragraph (d), or paragraph (e) has been completed within the 12 months before the adoption of the impact
fee increase and expressly demonstrates the extraordinary circumstances necessitating the need to exceed the
phase-in limitations.

2. The local government jurisdiction has held not less than two publicly noticed workshops dedicated to the
extraordinary circumstances necessitating the need to exceed the phase-in limitations set forth in paragraph (b),
paragraph (c), paragraph (d), or paragraph (e).

3. The impact fee increase ordinance is approved by at least a two-thirds vote of the governing body.

(h) This subsection operates retroactively to January 1, 2021.

(7) If an impact fee is increased, the holder of any impact fee credits, whether such credits are granted under
s. 163.3180, s. 380.06, or otherwise, which were in existence before the increase, is entitled to the full benefit of
the intensity or density prepaid by the credit balance as of the date it was first established.

(8) A local government, school district, or special district must submit with its annual financial report required
under s. 218.32 or its financial audit report required under s. 218.39 a separate affidavit signed by its chief
financial officer or, if there is no chief financial officer, its executive officer attesting, to the best of his or her
knowledge, that all impact fees were collected and expended by the local government, school district, or special
district, or were collected and expended on its behalf, in full compliance with the spending period provision in the
local ordinance or resolution, and that funds expended from each impact fee account were used only to acquire,

construct, or improve specific infrastructure needs.



(9) In any action challenging an impact fee or the government’s failure to provide required dollar-for-dollar
credits for the payment of impact fees as provided in s. 163.3180(6)(h)2.b., the government has the burden of
proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the imposition or amount of the fee or credit meets the
requirements of state legal precedent and this section. The court may not use a deferential standard for the
benefit of the government.

(10) Impact fee credits are assignable and transferable at any time after establishment from one development
or parcel to any other that is within the same impact fee zone or impact fee district or that is within an adjoining
impact fee zone or impact fee district within the same local government jurisdiction and which receives benefits
from the improvement or contribution that generated the credits. This subsection applies to all impact fee credits
regardless of whether the credits were established before or after June 4, 2021.

(11) A county, municipality, or special district may provide an exception or waiver for an impact fee for the
development or construction of housing that is affordable, as defined in s. 420.9071. If a county, municipality, or
special district provides such an exception or waiver, it is not required to use any revenues to offset the impact.

(12) This section does not apply to water and sewer connection fees.

(13) In addition to the items that must be reported in the annual financial reports under s. 218.32, a local
government, school district, or special district must report all of the following information on all impact fees
charged:

(a) The specific purpose of the impact fee, including the specific infrastructure needs to be met, including, but
not limited to, transportation, parks, water, sewer, and schools.

(b) The impact fee schedule policy describing the method of calculating impact fees, such as flat fees, tiered
scales based on number of bedrooms, or tiered scales based on square footage.

(c) The amount assessed for each purpose and for each type of dwelling.

(d) The total amount of impact fees charged by type of dwelling.

(e) Each exception and waiver provided for construction or development of housing that is affordable.
History.—s. 9, ch. 2006-218; s. 1, ch. 2009-49; s. 5, ch. 2009-96; s. 5, ch. 2011-14; 5. 1, ch. 2011-149; s. 1, ch. 2019-106; s. 5, ch. 2019-

165; s. 5, ch. 2020-27; s. 1, ch. 2020-58; ss. 1, 2, ch. 2021-63.
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Impact Fees: Practical Guide For Calculation And Implementation

by Dennis H. Ross, Fellow, ASCE, and Scott Ian Thorpe, RCS Principal

Abstract: The use of development impact fees (DIFs) to finance public facilities
necessary to accommodate new growth is a concept that has gained acceptance in recent
years. California and Florida are considered by many to be the leading areas for the
development of theory, practical models, and legislation for determining growth-related
costs and calculating impact- fees for new construction. Two methods of calculation of
impact fees are discussed: inductive and deductive. A total of 22 potential impact fees for
public facilities have been identified, including the conventional water, sewer, and street
impact fees. Other potential impact fees include public safety facilities (police and fire),
library, public art, and day-care facilities. The consequences of not using impact fees to
offset the cost of providing adequate public facilities for new growth are far-reaching.
Often the full effects of growth are not felt, or recognized, by the community for many
years. The community may simply wake up one day to discover that they need to
improve a street or intersection to alleviate congestion.

This article was originally presented at the September 9-11, 1991, ASCE Successful Land
Management II: Managing and Paying for Growth Conference, held at San Diego, CA,
and was printed in the September 1992 issue of the Journal of Urban Planning and
Development.

evelnue Revenue & Cost Specialists (RCS)
o cost@revenuecost.com

O&_"t{, l ] . (714) 992-9020

pL(.«ld lth, LLC http://www.revenuecost.com

RCS Principals have been helping public agencies with their financial planning since 1975



Background and Introduction

The use of development impact fees (DIFs) to finance public facilities necessary to
accommodate new growth is a concept that has gained acceptance in recent years.
California and Florida are considered by many to be the leading areas for the
development of theory, practical models, and legislation for determining growth-related
costs and calculating impact fees for new construction.

In spite of the general acceptance of DIFs, many public officials, developers, and the
general populace still do not understand the basis for impact fees. There is a need for a
practical discussion of what types of facilities can be financed with impact fees and how
to calculate the fees.

Philosophical discussions on the need for impact fees and the effect on the economy of
the community may continue indefinitely. However, the rationale for charging impact
fees is based on the premise that new development should pay the costs associated with
growth. Conversely, the existing residents should only bear the costs of improving
existing services.

Historical Perspective

Impact Fees - Why Now?

Impact fees are not a new issue; they have been used since the 1920's, as evidenced by
the U.S. Department of Commerce's Standard Planning Enabling Act enacted in 1922.
(Lurz et al. 1990). Impact fees were first used to manage growth and urban sprawl.
Impact fees have also been used for many years in utilities and enterprise funds in the
form of connection fees, system development charges, or buy-in fees.

The resurgence of impact fees is caused by several factors working in concert to provide
new sources of financing to provide public facilities associated with growth. The revival
of impact fees as a form of growth control has also led to increased use of the fees
according to Liberty Township, Illinois, supervisor F. T. "Mike" Graham (Lurz 1989).

The taxpayer revolt of the 1970s, led by California's Proposition 13, has been credited
with (or been responsible for, depending on your perspective) the increase in fees charged
by public agencies. The decline in property taxes available for public projects has
resulted in the agencies looking for alternative sources of revenues.

There have also been numerous changes in the profile of capital-project spending over
the past years.

Federal spending on capital projects has decreased significantly in the past 10 years. In
1981, the federal government supplied 43% of the capital for public-works projects. Eight
years later, that figure had dropped to 27% (Lurz et al. 1990), a 37% reduction in federal
spending.



Changes in technology have contributed to the increased sophistication of public-works
projects. With this new sophistication comes added costs that have eroded the financing
ability of public agencies.

Changes in environmental costs of public projects have further strained the budgets of
public agencies. These costs come in the form of increased regulation, mitigation
expenses, and the most elusive cost -- time. The public agency can no longer simply
march out in an open field and build a road or sewer line. The mention of environmental
costs is neither an endorsement nor criticism of the trend -- the point is that costs have
swelled due to increased environmental consciousness.

Increased demands from the citizens living in the community have, without doubt,
resulted in the increased cost associated with public projects. Especially in urban areas,
narrow roads and thoroughfares without curbs and sidewalks that were acceptable in the
1950s are no longer acceptable in the 1990s. The American population today is more
educated, more sophisticated and more likely to express desires (and demands) for better
public facilities to elected officials than at any time in the past.

A shift in public policy regarding the responsibility for providing the infrastructure for
growth (implying economic growth) has shifted from the community at large to those
benefiting from the growth according to Paul Barru, a Denver builder (Lurz et al. 1990).

These points lead to the reality that public projects are more expensive today than they
were in the past -- all of this without even starting to consider normal inflation of project
costs.

Philosophy of Impact Fees
The premise on which impact fees are based is that development should pay for the cost
of providing the facilities necessary to accommodate growth (Recht 1988). The cost of

projects needed to support growth are financed with impact fees based on some
measurement of a development's impact on future needs.

Impact fees are not intended to be used for operational expenses or to pay for capital
improvements to correct an existing deficiency or shortfall.

Legal Framework

Several states have passed statewide legislation that affects the ability of public agencies
to levy impact fees. The following are some of the most noteworthy.

California.
AB 1600 (Cortese), which became effective on January 1, 1989, regulates the way that

impact fees are imposed on development projects. The agency imposing the fee must (1)
Identify the purpose of the fee; (2) identify the use to which the fee is to be put, including
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identifying the public facilities to be financed; (3) show a reasonable relationship (nexus)
between the fee's use and the type of development project; (4) show the reasonable
relationship between the public facility to be constructed and the type of development;
and (5) account for and spend the fees collected only for the purposes and projects
specifically used in calculating the fee.

Florida.

The Growth Management Act of 1985 requires local agencies to maintain adequate
service levels for public facilities and prohibits approval of development that would cause
a reduction in service level. The act also requires the local government to provide public
facilities that are consistent with the community's land-use plan. The act does not
specifically allow impact fees, since the courts have ruled that the authority to levy such
fees is a function of the Florida Constitution.

Illinois.

A single-paragraph bill was adopted by the legislature in 1987 that allows collection of
transportation impact fees (Lurz 1989). The bill was so written that it affects only two
counties (DuPage and Lake), due to their population.

New Jersey.

The Transportation Development District Act of 1989 allows the creation of
transportation improvement districts (TIDs) and transportation development districts
(TDDs) (Stepanek 1990). The districts are formed by the New Jersey Department of
Transportation on petition of local officials. The legislation provides for the development
of a master traffic plan to measure the extent of existing deficiencies and the impact of
future development. Impact fees can then be charged to development based on specific
impacts and projects necessary to offset the impact.

Texas.

The state of Texas has been credited with the first legislation specifically allowing cities
to impose impact fees (Bogard 1990). The Texas law, unlike other states' legislation,
specifies not only the procedure for calculating fees but also the formulas to be used and
those improvements that may be financed by impact fees. The law has been dubbed by
Robert Burchell of Rutgers University as "prohibition by authorization" (Bogard 1990).

Other states and many local government agencies have adopted legislation affecting
impact fees. The examples mentioned are intended only to show that impact fees are not
an isolated financing technique but, rather, a nationwide trend.



Information Needed to Calculate Impact Fees

Before beginning the impact-fee calculation process, there are information sources that
must exist or be generated. The essential data consists of reliable information on what the
community will look like in the future (20 or more years) or at theoretical build-out.

The list of projects to be financed with impact fees should be derived from the following
information sources:

o General plans or comprehensive plans, including updates.
« Zoning maps.

e Master plans.

« Master facilities plans.

e Capital improvement plans.

Planning statistics on the future population, ultimate land use, undeveloped parcels, and
sizes of parcels will be used to determine the amount of growth to be anticipated.
Existing land-use and zoning data will provide a basis for evaluating the current situation.

Master facilities plans that address the methods of providing service to future residents
will provide the foundation for constructing a capital improvement plan (CIP). The
master facility plan should ideally extend to the ultimate build-out condition of the
community.

Each project included in the CIP should be clearly identified by a descriptive title or
supplemental description. The projects should contain a cost estimate, schedule, and
location. An allocation of the relative benefit between existing users and future users
should also be prepared for each project.

Rational Nexus Standard

The utterance nexus has become a frequently used term -- feared in local government
circles. The word stems from the Latin word nexum, which refers to a type of formal
contract in Roman law. In Roman law, the term nexum expressed the tie or obligation
involved in contracts (Black's 1968). The term nexum was also used interchangeably with
obligato -- a legal bond obliging performance under the law of the land.

The use of the rational nexus standard, or nexus, has been applied to most laws and cases
pertaining to development. Some of the most notable are the Florida Growth
Management Act of 1985, the Banberry case in Utah (Banberry Development
Corporation v. South Jordan City, P.2d 899, Utah 1981), and the infamous Nolan case in
California (Nolan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825, 1987).

The search for the elusive nexus may be the snipe hunt of the 1980s and 1990s. There

does not seem to be a clearly defined definition of what constitutes nexus between
development (growth) and public facilities (projects). In the cases where impact fees have
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been involved, each court appears to have a slightly differing view of what constitutes
nexus.

There may be varying levels of ability to defend the nexus between the need for public
facilities and the impact of growth. The more specific an agency is in defining the impact
of development in how individual projects will mitigate the effects of growth, the more
probable the nexus. While the nexus issue is difficult to define, the rights of developers
are not.

Rights of Developers

The developers, and ultimately the end users, have certain rights regarding the
development of impact fees.

Developers have the right to know what they are paying for. Impact fees are a significant
portion of the cost of developing both residential (Lurz et al. 1990) and commercial
properties. An Orange County, California, survey (Lurz and McLeister 1990) found at
least three cities where impact fees can exceed $20,000 per dwelling.

A San Francisco Superior Court recently affirmed that city's right to impose $3,100,000
in transit-impact development fees on a local developer of an office building (Rauber
1990). The agency imposing the impact fees should be prepared to be specific about the
projects for which the fees are to be used.

Developers have the right to equal treatment. One of the comments expressed by
developers is the concern that they be treated equally (Hinkelman 1987). In communities
without impact fees, developers are often at the mercy of the local agency for off-site
improvements to mitigate the impact of development. An important feature of a system of
well-defined impact fee charges is the knowledge that all developers, big and small, will
be treated equitably. As Atlanta developer Bob Kern said, "If my development is going to
put 500 additional cars per day on (an arterial street), then I would be willing to pay a pro
rata share with other developers whose projects are going to put 10,000 cars per day on
that artery” (Hinkelman 1987). Jack Sorenson, past president of the Home Builders
Association of Greater Chicago, said, "Builders are the first to acknowledge the need for
proper transportation, sewers, water lines and so forth. What builders want . . . are fees
that are fair" (Adams 1989).

Developers have a right to know that the projects for which they have paid impact fees
will be built. In the state of California, local agencies are required to maintain suitable
fund accounting to assure that impact fees are used for the uses intended. Raymond
Brown of BelleMeade Development Corporation in New Jersey said, "Developers can be
placated by the knowledge that any fees or services collected will go to benefit their
projects and not to be siphoned off to aid some other area or agency" (Stepanek 1990).

Developers have the right to support impact fees. According to Linda Presez, impact fee
coordinator for Palm Beach County, Florida, "'Some of the largest developers in Palm



Beach County are strong supporters of the impact fee because they recognize that it is a
way to maintain the quality of life,’ and as such enhance the value of their property
investment" (Stepanek 1990).

Developers have the right to pay for improvements that will benefit their development.
Developers also have the right to expect that their payments will not be diverted to
finance improvements not related to growth.

Two Forms of Calculation of Impact Fees -- Inductive and Deductive

There are two distinct yet equally valid methodologies for calculating impact fees;
inductive and deductive.

Inductive Calculation

This method employs calculation of the impact cost by determining the cost and the
capacity of a particular facility and identifying it as the model for all future facilities.
What is known is the cost and capacity of a particular facility, what is unknown is the
base amount that will require use of the facilities and, thus, the total magnitude of those
facilities that will be required.

As an example, according to the National Fire Protection Agency standards, an urban [
(highly urbanized area) fire station can meet the needs of a residential population of
15,000 residents; an urban I station can also serve 9,375,000 sq ft (870,938 sq m) of
commercial/industrial space, or any pro-rata combination of residential and commercial.

The cost and service capacity of the facility is known, but the amount of additional
residents and industrial/commercial feet at build-out of the agency are the unknowns.
Using this method and assuming land and construction costs to be uniform throughout the
state, the impact fee would not vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

Advantages of Inductive Calculation

The primary advantage of using this type of impact fee is that it is absolute; when
9,375,000 sq ft (870,938 sq m) of commercial, industrial, or office space or 15,000
residents (or any combination of the two), are added, there will be adequate monies for
one urban I station. However, the typical station may not meet the special needs of the
community.

A second advantage of this methodology is that major changes to general plan growth
estimates do not affect the calculations. It matters little how much residential,
commercial, or industrial properties are constructed. The new development, either
residential or commercial, pays its pro- rata share of the need based upon the model. Such
a system is, in effect, a no-fault impact-fee determination.



Disadvantages to Inductive Calculation

The disadvantages to this method of fee calculation are threefold. First, the fee is based
on the service capabilities of a typical model, generally a conservative one, that does not
take into consideration unusual or special needs of the community.

The specific needs may affect the cost of the facilities and, thus, the fee. If the fire
station's service capabilities differ significantly from that of the model, the fees collected
may not match those needed. There may either be too much money collected or, worse
yet, not enough fees collected to construct the required station.

Second, such a method focuses on the final product, a fire station or park, but ignores
overhead or support facilities such as fire administration offices, park maintenance
facilities, and vehicles.

Finally, before construction, the agency must determine how much of the financing for
the facility is to be paid from the accumulated impact fees. The remaining fees should
come from other resources.

Deductive Calculation

This method of calculation involves calculating the impact cost by determining the
additional demand on a facility or infrastructure from additional population and
commercial and industrial square footage. The amount of growth is based upon the
agency's general plan and the zoning codes. The specific facilities, identified by a master
plan, capital facilities plan, or policy, that are needed as a result of growth are also
determined.

The specific facilities, including the cost and any unusual circumstances that determine
the need for those specific facilities, are determined. The potential base of undeveloped
property is used to distribute the resulting costs. The use of this method explains the
difference of fees from one public agency to another public agency. The impact fee
calculated by the deductive method is a function of the specifics of geography and the
locally defined levels of service.

Need for More Definitive Information

The deductive method requires a greater level of detail than the inductive method of
computation. Deductive calculations require an immense amount of planning for the
entire agency, for both developed and undeveloped properties.

As an example, a fire department has an adopted standard of a 5-min response to all fire
alarm calls. However, part of the service area may be very hilly and have estate lots of 1
acre (4,047 sq m) each. Another area might be flatland, with four homes to the net acre.
The remaining undeveloped 30 acres (121,403 sq m) of industrial area could be planned
for three munitions factories that require a larger fire station for just that small area.

-8-



To meet the citywide standard of 5-min response to all residential fires the stations built
in the hilly portion of the district can only serve approximately 500 homes, although a
station in the flatland area can meet the demands of some 2,000 homes.

The proposed munitions factories in the example are special cases and, most likely,
would require a response time of less than 5 min. The result is that to supply the
appropriate level of service for each residential, commercial, or industrial area the cost
will differ for each land use.

Advantages of Deductive Calculation

The advantage of the deductive calculation of the impact fee is the ability to
accommodate the uniqueness of each agency. The service areas are not merely a
homogeneous collection of average service areas. The deductive calculation requires
proactive planning and estimating and may be subject to frequent updating due to
changes in density, land use, and other factors.

Disadvantages of Deductive Calculation

The disadvantages of this method are several. A considerable amount of effort is required
to generate the information necessary for the impact-fee calculations. Inadvertent
omissions of projects result in inadequate collection of fees for the facilities.

In addition, deductively calculated fees require more frequent updates. Confusion from
the development community may also result from the variance in fee calculation from
agency to agency. For large jurisdictions such as a county, it may not be possible to
determine the extent or location of growth, thus preventing the use of this method of
calculation.

Both Methods Are Valid

Examples of facilities that lend themselves to inductive calculations are sewage-treatment
plants; water-treatment plants; parks; libraries; solid-waste collection; and some portions
of police, fire, and other public facilities. Examples of facilities that lend themselves to
deductive calculations are streets, sewer collection lines, water distribution lines, street
lighting, storm drainage, and fire stations. As in the fire department example, some
infrastructure impacts can be calculated using cither method. The results may vary
considerably from one method to the other.

The Correct Method?

Is either method more correct? No, since either method would relate the needs and
service levels of the community necessary to retain inherent validity. However, the
deductive method would result in an impact fee capable of providing facilities specific to
the community needs.



Logical Units of Impact

Impact that new development imparts on the public infrastructure must be measured for
each type of impact fee. The units for these units of impact or factors should be selected
carefully to provide a logical unit of measurement that can be defended if challenged.

Logical units of impact for traffic impact fees might be tied to the traffic generation rate.
Using a measurement of the square footage of buildings for a traffic impact fee might not
be appropriate, unless each type of building had the same level of traffic generation per
square foot.

Types of Facilities That Can Be Financed by Impact Fees

The writers have identified at least 22 categories of facilities that can be financed by
impact fees but have not used all of the types listed in practice. They are offered as a
potential list for the benefit of the readers.

There is no doubt that creative public officials could devise others, but they would likely
be permutations of those presented as follows in no particular order. The writers'
preferred units of impact are also included.

o Streets and thoroughfare facilities -- traffic generation rates.

o Traffic control facilities -- traffic generation rates.

e Bridges -- traffic generation rates.

¢ Storm drainage facilities -- runoff coefficient/impervious area.
 Utility undergrounding -- number of meters/service connections.
o Street lighting -- traffic generation rates.

o Street trees and median landscaping -- traffic generation rates.
« Parks and recreation facilities -- population.

o Other Public facilities (city hall, civic center) -- acreage.

o Law enforcement facilities, equipment, and training -- responses.
« Fire protection facilities, equipment, and training -- incidents.
e Solid-waste collection equipment -- waste generation rates.

e Solid-waste disposal facilities -- waste generation rates.

¢ Low- and moderate-income housing -- local agency policy.

o Historical preservation and cultural facilities -- population.

e Harbors, ports, and airports -- modal transportation generated.
¢ Public art, museums, and cultural resources -- population.

e Mass transit facilities and equipment -- traffic generation rates.
o Day-care facilities -- square footage of commercial/industrial.
o Water treatment and distribution facilities -- usage.

o Wastewater collection and treatment facilities -- usage.

o Reclaimed water treatment and distribution facilities -- usage.
e Electric generation and distribution facilities -- usage.
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Indicators of Questionable or Invalid Impact Fees

Both the inductive and deductive methods of calculating impact fees produce pragmatic,
valid impact fees. Many agencies have resorted to devising impact fees that have a
questionable relationship to the impact of growth on needed facilities.

Some of the typical fees charged by agencies are briefly described. The following fees
should be questioned if they are characterized as impact fees.

Ad-Valorem Fees (Based on Value)
Any impact fee that is based on the appraised value or estimated construction cost is
probably a tax rather than a fee. However, the fees (or tax) may be valid due to state or

local legislation. The taxes may also have been grandfathered or adopted prior to limiting
legislation.

Front Footage Fees
Impact fees based on the lineal footage of property bordering on a facility such as a street

or sewer line may not be valid. Front footage fees may be valid for reimbursement of
previous construction but are not appropriate for impact fees.

Flat Rates

Uniform, single-value impact fees for all uses (residential and commercial/industrial)
would seldom be valid for impact fees.

IHogical Impact Indicator or Factor

Impact fees that are calculated on a factor that does not make sense are probably invalid.
Traffic- signal impact fees based on population or water impact fees based on parcel size
(regardless of use) may indicate invalid fees.

Impact-Fee Calculations that Don't Exist
Some communities simply establish impact fees based on the average or typical fees

charged by adjacent communities. Such fees are not based on impact but are solely
market-driven decisions that have no relationship to needed facilities.

Financing Operational Costs

Impact fees collected and simply deposited into the general fund or used for operations
are questionable. Impact fees that are not tied to a capital improvement plan or capital
projects list or to a master facility plan may not be valid.
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Curing Existing Shortfall or Condition

Impact fees that are used for projects that deal with correcting existing problems are not
valid. That is not to say that a project may not benefit both existing and new residents. In
the latter case, impact fees should be used only in direct proportion to the benefits
realized by future growth.

Buy-In Fees

Fees charged on the basis that new residents and businesses will be using the existing
infrastructure may not be valid. Buy-in fees have been often compared to country-club
initiation fees. A portion of the excess capacity could be considered in calculating impact
fees if the agency can show that the existing facilities were oversized to accommodate

growth.
Monies Not Used For Stated Purposes

Impact fees that are collected for one purpose (e.g., traffic signals) should not be used for
another purpose (e.g., water treatment and distribution). Monies collected for different
types of impact fees should be deposited in separate accounts. When the monies are
needed they should be transferred into the appropriate capital account.

Impact-Fee Calculations Must Be Reproducible

The method of calculating impact fees should be capable of being reconstructed. If the
recalculation of the fee cannot reproduce the original fee, the calculation method may be
flawed.

Implementation Considerations

The path to adoption of impact fees is often labyrinthine and strewn with the corpses of
well- intentioned public servants. The following discussion is the result of the writers'
composite experience in calculation and implementation of impact fees in more than 20
agencies. The following considerations may not be significant factors in successful
implementation of impact fees in every community. They are offered in the hope that
they will be beneficial to others who travel the impact-fee path.

The realization phase.

The calculation and adoption of impact fees begins with the acknowledgment of the local
agency (either the elected officials or the management staff) that providing public
facilities necessary to support development cannot be financed through existing sources
of revenue (traditional sources of revenue include property taxes, sales and use taxes,
income taxes, business licenses, user charges [usually for utilities], and state or federal
grants). Unfortunately in areas of rapid growth, this realization may come too late, but as
they say, better late than never.
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The education phase.

Too many communities launch unsuccessful attempts to implement impact fees. Failure
to convey the need for additional revenues to the politicians, residents, developers, and
the media is often the reason. Communication is an essential part of the education
process, which must include honest, forthright discussions of the financial ability to
provide public improvements. It is often not feasible to build capital projects without new
sources of revenue.

List of all current deficiencies and future needs.

It is essential to create an inventory containing the full range of projects needed both now
and in the future. Too many agencies become scared when they see the list of all the
public improvement projects that must be built to achieve the blueprint envisioned for the
community.

The complete list is necessary to show to the developers that they are only paying for
future needs. By listing the complete litany of needs, the agency can demonstrate that the
impact fees will be used exclusively to support growth induced projects.

Projects that address only current needs are the responsibility of existing residents and
should not be financed with impact fees. Projects that serve both existing and future
needs should be financed from impact fees and other sources.

Be cautious when attempting to finance facilities that are not currently provided with
impact fees. If future needs include facilities that are not provided in the community (e.g.,
a civic theater where none exists today), it may be difficult to establish a need and
corresponding nexus.

Special-interest groups.

Developers and special-interest groups should be included in the process early. There is
nothing worse than having a major special-interest group show up at the public hearing
saying that they did not have any notice or input into the development of the impact fees.
The surfacing of any group that claims that they did not receive adequate notice will
almost certainly result in a continuance of the hearing. Some of the potential special-
interest groups include:

e Individual builders or developers.
» Builder/developer associations.

o Realtors.

« Environmental groups.

e Anti-growth groups.

e Chamber of commerce.
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Planning commission involvement.

Amazing as it may seem, the planning commission is seldom directly involved in the
impact-fee setting process. The writers have no explanation for this phenomenon, nor are
they willing to make any judgment about the merits of this practice.

Environmental clearances.

While the setting of fees for services provided by a public agency are usually exempt
from environmental regulation, the adoption of impact fees may require environmental
clearance. The precursors to impact-fee setting, general or comprehensive plans, and use
of the fees for capital projects are subject to environmental regulation. The writers have
not found any court cases that would support the notion that the impact-fee setting
process requires environmental clearances. In the lack of conclusive evidence, agencies
should review the environmental requirements. The agency should make appropriate
findings as part of the fee setting process.

Formal meetings.

Public hearings are normally held as part of the adoption of new fees or charges. In
California, not only is a public hearing required but the basis for calculation of the fees
must also be available for public inspection before the hearing. As a matter of public
accountability, it would not be prudent for an agency to try to circumvent the public
hearing process.

Legislation.

The format of ordinances or resolutions used to adopt impact fees vary according to the
statutory requirements of the state and local agency. The largest variation may occur not
due to any statute but as a function of the agency's legal counsel. One agency in the state
of California adopted a separate ordinance for each impact fee on the advice of counsel
that the invalidation of one fee could affect the others. The key to the ordinance or
resolution is to establish the nexus for the fee within the document, or by reference to a
specific study or report.

Accountability.

Once the impact fees have been implemented, there is a need to provide accurate
accounting or tracking of the fees collected and the use of those fees. California's AB
1600 requires fees to be expended, or committed, within five years of their collection.
Since the law is barely two years old, no one can predict how the courts will react to
challenges about violation of the five year limit. Even without a statutory requirement to
expend the impact fees on growth- related projects, it would be prudent to be able to
show developers that their money was spent on growth-related projects.
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Recommendations for Success

Don't use impact fees as a method of growth control. Use the impact fees to contribute
the financing to provide the public facilities necessary to accommodate the growth in the
community. The impact fees should merely accommodate the growth envisioned in the
community's general or comprehensive plan. If that growth is inappropriate, change the
plan.

Determine capital improvement needs through build-out. It is essential to have complete
information on capital needs. Many communities do not have a practical capital
improvement plan that addresses the public facility needs for even the next five years.
Impact fees based on incomplete CIPs will not generate sufficient revenues to assure that
development pays its own way.

Show all capital improvement needs, including those not being financed with impact fees.
The identification of projects necessary to overcome existing deficiencies is needed to
show the development community that they are not being asked to correct existing
problems. A corollary is that the community must demonstrate that they are using impact
fees exclusively for growth-related projects. Other sources of revenue must be found for
projects benefiting existing residents.

Develop long-range financing strategies for projects not financed with impact fees.
Projects that are not financed with impact fees will need to have other sources of revenue
for construction. The agency should try to identify potential sources of revenue that will
be used to build nongrowth projects. The extent that the agency is successful in
identifying specific sources of revenue may be an indicator to the reality of achieving the
ultimate goals of the community's general or comprehensive plan.

Do not attempt to finance operations or current deficiencies with impact fees. Impact fees
justified by the need to offset the effects of growth should not be used for operating
expenses. To do otherwise would be unethical and could result in a loss of faith by the
community.

Produce a comprehensive impact-fee report, including rationale and calculations, make
the report readily available to the public. Performing an extensive study prepares the
agency to answer questions about the way the fees were calculated and the use to which
the fees will be put. Complete documentation can be a powerful form of defense against
challenges to the agency's ability to impose impact fees.

Use the deductive method of calculating impact fees where possible. The deductive
method requires detailed information about the actual facilities necessary to serve the
community at theoretical build-out. The level of detail that is needed takes a concerted
effort by the agency to project facility needs. By using the deductive method to calculate
impact fees, an agency can be reasonably sure of providing equity, nexus, and sufficient
fees to support needed capital projects. If the information is not available for the
deductive calculations, then use the inductive method.
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Update the impact fees periodically. Impact-fee calculations should be updated often to
ensure that the assumptions are still valid. The projected growth of the community, the
facility needs, and the cost for providing those facilities should be verified. Reviewing
the impact-fee calculations together with the capital improvement plan or budget would
be ideal. At a minimum, the impact fees should be reviewed every two years, or
whenever a major change occurs (e.g., major annexation or general plan revision) in the
community.
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ORDINANCE NO. 02-24

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
INGLIS, FLORIDA RELATING TO GOLF CARTS; AUTHORIZING THE
USE OF GOLF CARTS ON CERTAIN CITY STREETS; PROVIDING FOR
CODIFICATION; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING
AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
WHEREAS, the Town of Inglis, Florida, (“Town”), is a Florida Municipality; and
WHEREAS, the Town Commission has determined that golf carts may safely
travel upon, and therefore, wished to allow the operation of golf carts on certain Town

streets.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COMMISSION
OF THE TOWN OF INGLIS, FLORIDA:

Section 1. Pursuant to Fla. Stat. §316.212, the safe operation of golf carts is
authorized on all municipal streets; golf carts are NOT authorized to operate on or cross
any county or state roads, unless approval is obtained from the Florida Department of
Transportation or Levy County in accordance with Fla. Stat. §316.212(2)

Section 2. Appropriate signs shall be placed to indicate that the operation of golf
carts is allowed on the said streets.

Section 3. Operation of golf carts as authorized above, shall be governed by Fla.
Stat. §316.212.

Section 4. It is the intention of the Town Commission that the provisions of this
ordinance shall become and be made a part of the Town Code of Ordinances and that the
Sections and Paragraphs of this Ordinance may be renumbered or re-lettered in order to
accomplish such intention. The correction of typographical errors which do not affect the
intent of the ordinance may be authorized by the Town Attorney or designee without

public hearing by filing a corrected or re-codified copy of the same with the Town Clerk.



32
33
34
35
36

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

Section 5. If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of the Ordinance is held to
be invalid or unconstitutional by any Court of competent jurisdiction, then said holding

shall in no way affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.

Section 6. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately.

This ordinance passed on first reading on _,2024.

This ordinance passed on second reading on ,2024.
ATTEST: TOWN OF INGLIS, FLORIDA,
Cery Logeman, Town Clerk Betsy Webb, Mayor

LEGAL REVIEW:

Norm D. Fugate, Town Attorney



