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As a follow-up to the Council (PPC) and Countywide Planning Authority (CPA) Joint Strategic Planning
Workshop on February 23, 1999, the PPC gtaff prepared and presented three memorandarelating to themain
topic of “duplication,” or the need and opportunity to streamline the future land use plan map amendment
process. The three topics covered in these separate memoranda were:

< Timetablesfor Future Land Use Plan Map Amendments,
< Minimum Requirements of the Specid Act; and
< Pan Map Amendment Process.

Each of these memorandaincluded detailed information used by PPC gtaff, the Planners Advisory Committee
(PAC), and the PPC to identify changes to the plan map amendment process that would help to reduce or
eliminate unnecessary complexity, overlap, or delay.

This report is built upon these three topics and includes recommended changes to state, local, and countywide
future land use plan map amendment review processes. It aso includes a description of how the
recommendations can be implemented, priority of implementation, and agenera time-frame to complete each
item.
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| Summary of Issues and Recommendations I

This section includes a brief description and summary of each issue identified for Sate, locd, and countywide
future land use plan map amendment processes. A more detailed discusson of eechitemisincluded inthe next
section titled Analysis and Discussion of Issues and Recommendations.

A. State of Florida/Local Future Land Use Plan Map Amendment L evel

Issue Recommendation Priority I mplementation

FDCA Review

State review of local future land | Exempt amendments from state | Primary Resolution to FDCA

use plan amendments to focus on | review that occur in Pinellas recommending statutory

relevant state issues. County if they do not involve and Florida Administrative
significant issues identified at Code amendments.
the state level.

Potential extension of total review | Eliminate the extra 30 days [ Secondary Resolution to FDCA

timeto 205 days (up from 145) for | triggered when a state or recommending statutory

local amendments requested to | regional agency decides to and Florida Administrative

“not be reviewed.” request a review of a local Code amendments.
amendment.

Extended post-adoption review | Reduce or eliminate the 45 day | Secondary Resolution to FDCA

time of local future land use plan | review period that the FDCA recommending statutory

map amendments (especially those | uses to determine compliance of and Florida Administrative

that received no objections from | plan amendments. Code amendments.

the FDCA).

FDCA CopiegDistribution of

Future Land Use Plan Map

Amendments

Extensive copies of plan map Eliminate the requirement that | Tertiary Resolution to FDCA

amendment packages sent for copies of map amendments be recommending statutory

review by others. sent to certain agenciesafter first and Florida Administrative
and second reading of Code amendments.
ordinances.
Distribute CountywidePlanMap | Tertiary Resolution to FDCA
to other agencies to provide a recommending  statutory
countywide framework for future and Florida Administrative
land use plan amendments. Code amendments.

County Land Planning Agency

Function

Administrative review of local Revise County staff review soit | Secondary | As currently provided in

amendments by the Pinellas occurs through the PPC FloridaStatutesand Florida

County Planning Department Countywide Plan Map review Administrative Code. PPC

with comments sent tothe FDCA. | process and cites proper request to the County.
authority in Florida Statutes.
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B. Countywide Plan Map Amendment L evel

Pinellas County Planning
Department.

I ssue Recommendation Priority Implementation
1. Leve 1Amendment Screen - PPC
Regular and Subthreshold
Amendment Standards
Current full (regular) review of | Revise current standards to no | Primary Countywide Rule
Countywide Plan Map | longer disqualify subthreshold amendment.
amendments adjacent to another | amendments (for official
local governmentandcoordination | acceptance) due to adjacency.
with the State's “small scale”
amendments. Double the current standards in
the CountywideRules(Type“C” | Primary Countywide Rule
amendments) to more closely amendment.
parallel the State’ s10 acreand 10
unit per acre “small scale’
threshold levels.
2. Level 2 Amendment Screen -
Reevant Countywide
Considerations Reviewonly caseswhichinvolve | Primary Countywide Rule
Reconstruct Countywide Plan relevant countywide amendment and revision
Map amendment review to focus | considerations that would of Countywide
on relevant countywide otherwise not qualify as Comprehensive Plan.
considerations. subthreshol d.
3. PPC/CPA Public Hearing and
Appeals Process
Reduction in the meeting | Reduce the complexity and | Primary Amend Special Act and
complexity for Countywide Plan | potential time frame involved in Countywide Rules.
Map amendments. amending the Countywide Plan
Map, including
meetings/hearings, and appeal
options.
4. Duplicate County Public Notice
Public notice requirements for | Eliminate the unnecessary legal | Secondary PPC request of the
CPA public hearings. advertisement placed by the County.
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| Anadyss and Discussion of Issues and Recommendations I

The following section provides additiona detail and discussion regarding the recommendationsincluded in the
previous Summary of Issues and Recommendations.

A. State of Florida/L ocal FutureLand Use Plan Map Amendment L evel

1. Florida Department of Community Affairs (FDCA) Review

As presented and discussed at the PPC meeting of March 17, 1999, the time-tables included in this section
show the amount of time it takes for aregular future land use plan map amendment to be approved from start
tofinish. Thetablesshow both the state/local process (first) and theCountywide Future Land Use Plan Map
(Countywide Plan Map) amendment process (second). When this was presented to the Planners Advisory
Committeein March, 1999, their consensuswasthat the scheduleswere accurate and that the Countywide Plan
Map amendment process did not delay the local process, especidly since the Countywide Plan Map
amendment review time was compressed severd years ago.

a. FDCA Review Pursuant to State I nterest

In addition to amending the existing time frames related to Sate review of loca amendments, as discussed
below, a long term recommendation includes reducing the need for date oversght. Specificaly, the
recommendation that loca future land use plan map amendments occurring within Pinellas County be
exempted from State review if they do not involve sgnificant issues identified a the Sate level. Thisisthe
same concept gpplied to the Countywide Plan Map amendment process as described later in this report,
goecificdly the Relevant Countywide Considerations and the Level 1 and 2 Amendment Screens
involved in the discussion beginning on page 11. The state would first be required to identify whet issues
they deem to be important and only review amendments that involve those issues.

This recommendation suggests that more amendments to loca future land use plan maps qudify as
subthreshold (considered “small scale’ at the State level) from the state' s process due to the presence of
the Countywide Compr ehensive Plan (Countywide Plan) and Rules Concer ning the Administration of
the Countywide Future Land Use Plan Map (Countywide Rules) amendment process.

b. Pre-Adoption Review Time - “No Review Requested” Amendments

There are two ways that the FDCA can review regular loca government future land use plan map
amendmentsand theseareinitialy based upon the desire of the submitting local government, i.e., “noreview
requested” and “review requested.” The“review requested” option isused by local government when the
amendment may be controversa or outside the norm. These amendments may represent an increase in
density or intensity, achange from residentia to non-residential, or when the area proposed to be amended
islarge, etc. It isanticipated by theloca government that the FDCA, or another State or regiond agency,
will wish to review or comment on the amendment.
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Sate and Local Level Streamlining Recommendations

The second “ noreview requested” amendmentsarethosethat aloca government isconfident are cons stent
withstate law and other agency plansand will not likely need to bereviewed. These amendments normally
have little impact to surrounding areas, do nat involve environmentaly senstive areas, or do not involve
changes from resdentia to non-residentia uses with the potentia for increased traffic on roadways with
poor levels of service. Submission of a*no review requested” plan map amendment by local government
triggersadifferent timeline for FDCA review of a proposed ordinance. Instead of 60 daysfor review the
schedule is compressed to 30 days. However, the problem occurs when one of the reviewing agencies
decides they wishto request afull review of the amendment. At this point the FDCA is notified and then
the normal 60 day review time (used for “review requested” amendments) is indituted. So instead of the
amendment being in the hands of the FDCA for 30 days, it will now be atota of 90 days before they are
through with it. Thiscan extend theoverall review timefrom 145 daysup to 205 days. Loca governments
proposing to amend their plan maps mugt take this extratime into account when submitting an amendment
as“no review requested.” The review period is unpredictable and can represent a gamble on the part of
the submitting loca government.

What is recommended to correct this unpredictability, or at least reduce the impact of this additional 60
days to the submitting loca government, is to reduce the totd potentid time that the FDCA has the
amendment from 90 days down to amaximum of 60 days. In thisscenario the FDCA and other reviewing
agencies would use the first 30 day review period to not only determine whether or not the amendment
warranted full review, but aso conduct the review during thistime. Comments then could be forwarded
to the FDCA for use in the Objections, Recommendations, and Comments (ORC) Report which is
developed and sent to theloca government during thefollowing 30 day time period. Theloca government
submitting aproposed amendment as* no review requested” would have more predictability and the request
would represent less of a gamble as to the length of the review period.

EXISTING PROCESS- L ocal Government Regular Scale Amendment - No review requested

time between legal advertisement & | 10

time between LPA & 1st reading 10
transmittal to FDCA 10 . __Review requested by __ If review
all State level review (includes 30 3 30 | regggf-fe
L ocal Government 2nd reading 10 |10 _ days
transmittal to FDCA normall 10 Lo

ook v s ) TR, — AT
approx.
appeal period & effective date 145 days 21

EXISTING PROCESS - Countywide Plan Map Amendment

L ocal Government transmittal to PPC 10 approx.
51 days

PAC/PPC/CPA review 41
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Sate and Local Level Streamlining Recommendations

c. Post-Adoption Review Time - “Review Requested” Amendments

What was acknowledged in discussions with the PPC's Planners Advisory Committee concerning thetime
lineswasthat thereview of thelocal amendments conducted by the Florida Department of Community Affairs
(FDCA) was the most time consuming, especialy the second, 45 day review period following the loca
ordinance adoption, extending theloca process unnecessarily. Specificaly, the 45 daysto review the local
amendment for complianceafter thelocal government’ ssecond reading (fina adoption hearing), coupled with
the 21 day apped period, was deemed excessive. As can be seen from the time line there is a 60 day
(“review requested”) initid review period by state and regiond agencies to ensure that the amendment is
consstent with state law and their respective agency plans. To have an additiona 45 days added on at the
end of theloca processto conduct asecond review, isexcessive and unnecessarily lengthensthe amendment
process.

1) Map Amendments With Changes

Firg, itisrecommended that thisreview time bereduced from 45 daysto 15 daysfor futureland use plan
map amendments that have been modified in responseto and cons stent with the FDCA’s ORC Report
dlowing the FDCA sufficient time to review any modifications that occurred a the loca government’s
second and findl reading of the ordinance.  This would dlow the FDCA to review loca government
changes that were recommended by FDCA and determine compliance. Theresultsof thisaction would
reduce the process by 30 days.

2) Map Amendments Without Changes

Second, it is recommended that those amendments which have not been modified by locd government
at the second reading of the ordinance, and that have received an “okay” from the FDCA aswrittenin
the ORC Report, should not be subject to the extra 45 day review time. If the preiminary review by
FDCA finds no objection and there is no change & the second and find reading by loca governmert,
no further review should be necessary. The local government could then send a find copy of the
ordinance to the FDCA as natification of amendment approval. FDCA would then initiate the 21 day
gpped period followed by an “ effective date.”

These changes will result in areduction of sate/loca processing time from 175 days to 145 days (amendment
with changes), and from 175 days to 130 days (amendment with no changes).

EXISTING PROCESS - Loca Government Regular Scale Amendment - Review Requested

time between legal advertisement & LPA | 10

time between LPA & 1st reading (transmittal) 10

transmittal to FDCA 10 approx.
all State level review (includes TBRPC) 20 175 days
FDCA issues ORC report 30

Local Government 2nd reading (adoption) 10

transmittal to FDCA 10

FDCA review for compliance L |”””””lfﬁ”””””” 4

appeal period & effective date 21
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Sate and Local Level Streamlining Recommendations

2. FDCA CopiedDistribution of Future Land Use Plan Map Amendments

The current process for transmitting proposed (after 1t reading) and adopted (after 2nd reading) loca plan
amendments to the FDCA is time consuming and expensive. Loca governments must accomplish the following
withinten days of first and second reading of an ordinance proposing to amend theloca future land use plan map:

< After 19 Reading: Six copiesof the proposed ordinance with supporting information (i.e., staff reports, data,
and analysis) to the FDCA. The FDCA forwards five of the six copiesto the:

County Land Planning Agency (Pindlas County);
Horida Dept. of Agriculture, Divison of Forestry;
Horida Fish and Wildlife Conservetion Commission;
Florida Dept. of State; and

Florida Dept. of Emergency Management.

N N N NN

< Thelocd government digtributes four copies (one each) to the:

Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT);

Florida Department of Environmenta Protection (FDEP);
Southwest Florida Water Management Didtrict (SWRWMD); and
TampaBay Regiond Planning Council (TBRPC).

N N NN

< After 2nd Reading: Three copies (inseed of Six) of the adopted ordinance and future land use plan map to
the FDCA. The FDCA digtributes the copies as follows:

< Filecopy;
< Review copy; and
< State Records Center.

< Thelocd government digtributes four copies (one each) to the:

FDOT;

FDEP;
SWFWMD; and
TBRPC.

N N NN

a. County Land Planning Agency Copy

The first recommendation is to have the local government send their proposed amendment directly to the
County Land Planning Agency (Pindllas County Planning Department) after 1% reading instead of through the
FDCA in Tdlahassee which then sends it back to Pinellas County. This will save vauable review time and
be more efficient.
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Sate and Local Level Streamlining Recommendations

b. CopiesAfter First Reading to Other State Agencies

The second recommendation isto eiminate three of the six copies sent after 1<t reading. Thesethree copies
are sent to FDCA and are then forwarded to the Department of Agriculture, the Florida Fish and Wildlife
Consarvation Commission, and the Florida Department of Emergency Management. Local governmentsin
Pindlas County rarely receive commentsfrom these agencieson their local amendmentsand if the copiessent
to them were diminated as recommended, the FDCA could till notify them as needed for any map
amendment that might involve them. The reduction in number of copies sent will reduce paper work, staff
resources and time, and postage.

c. CopiesAfter Adoption to Other State and Regional Agencies

Thefina copiesof futureland use plan map amendments sent to the FDOT, the FDEP, the SWFWMD, and
the TBRPC should be diminated and sent only upon request. If the map amendment adopted is the same
as the one that they reviewed after first reading, then there should be no need to send a second copy of the
plan map amendment. Notification of adoption of the map amendment as origindly proposed can be mailed
to these agenciesif necessary and a Counytwide Plan Map can be forwarded, as discussed below.

d. Digribution of Countywide Plan Maps

In addition to the recommendation that the fina adopted copy of the future land use plan map beforwarded
tothe FDEP, SWFWMD, TBRPC, and the FDOT only upon request, it isrecommended that these agencies
receive updated Countywide Plan Maps for the entire County on aregular basis.

3. County Land Planning Agency Function

Thereis consderable confuson relative to the different roles associated with the review of local comprehensive
planamendments. All loca governmentsin FHoridaare statutorily required to designatea*“loca planning agency”
that has the responsibility and duty to review amendments to their comprehengve plan. These loca planning
agencies are usudly the loca planning and zoning board, or in some cases, are the governing board themsdves
(commissionor council). Inthe case of Pindlas County theloca planning agency isthe Pinellas County Planning
Department.

Theloca government’s “loca planning agency” reviews dl of their local comprehensive plan amendments, both
text and map amendments, before making a recommendation to the local governing board (commission or
council). They arethefirgt to review proposed amendmentsand review eachitem a apublic hearing that includes
public notice.

Inaddition to review of loca government plan amendmentsat theloca leve by theloca planning agency, Horida
Statutes (Section 163.3184(4) and (5), FS) providesfor thereview of municipa plan amendmentsby the* county
land planning agency...primarily in the context of the relationships and impact on the county plan. Reationships
indudethe requirementsplaced upon county services, compatibility of adjacent land uses, and effectsoninterlocal
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Sate and Local Level Streamlining Recommendations

agreements,”* (i.e., to determinethe affect of the amendment on county plan eements, e.g., Recreation and Open
Space Element for county maintained parks or the Trangportation Element for a county maintained roadway
withinamunicipaity). Commentsgenerated fromthisreview, whichisconducted by the Finellas County Planning
Department staff for municipditiesin Pinellas County, are then forwarded to the FDCA for itsusein formulating
aresponsetoaloca plan amendment. Pindlas County then, hastwo roles: 1) theroleof “loca planning agency,”
just like dl other loca governments, for review of amendmentsto their own comprehensive plan; and 2) therole
of “county land planning agency” to review other local government plan amendments for their affect on County
plan dements.

The problem occurswhen this second roleto review municipa plan amendmentsfor the affect onthe County plan
elements is extended or becomes confused with the role of Pinellas County’s Local Planning Agency. As an
example, the County’s review of a City of Dunedin plan map amendment is attached (Attachment A). In this
example, the County staff wrote to the FDCA incorrectly citing the authority of Section 163.3161, FS, and
incorrectly noted that it was providing a “County Locd (&c) Planning Agency” review. The review then
addressed apolicy inthe Pindlas County Comprehensive Plan that gppliesonly to unincorporated Pinellas County
and that is not any more or less relevant to Dunedin’s plan map amendment than any other locad government’s
policy; and which issue had aready been decided by the PPC and CPA several months earlier. Additionaly,
the report on the municipad amendment is prepared at the adminigrative level by Pindlas County staff members
and does not provide an opportunity for public input or debate.

Thisisconfusing a best, and a wors, serves to compromise the resolution of inter-jurisdictiona issues within
our countywide planning process. A more gppropriate way of handling the review of loca future land use plan
map amendments for their affect on larger countywide issues, which the County was attempting to raise, isto
utilize the PPC and the CPA’ s Countywide Plan Map amendment process. The Specia Act (Chapter 88-464,
Laws of Horida) designates the PPC as the “ Countywide Land Planning Agency.” This countywide review
function in the Specid Act (Chapter 88-464, Laws of Florida) would be gppropriate to plan amendmentsusing
the example of the Coagtdl High Hazard Area (which was the issue in the Dunedin case), or the gpplication of
other agreed-upon countywideissues, during the norma Countywide Plan Map amendment review process. This
would mean that the review of the future land use plan map amendmentsin relaion to these countywide issues
would be brought to a public forum where dl interested parties could be heard and, if appropriate, the action
resulting from this process be forwarded to the FDCA for their use in reviewing the local amendment.

This approach would appesar to be consstent with the wording of the Specia Act (Chapter 88-464, Laws of
Florida, as amended) wherein it states the following under purpose and legidative intent in Section 2(1)(c):

“The coordination by the council of all planning and development in Pinellas County with the
Department of Community Affairs”;

and under power and duties of Section 5(13):

'Rule 93-11.010(6)(c), Florida Administrative Code.
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Sate and Local Level Streamlining Recommendations

“To act as the countywide land planning agency for Pinellas County. This act does not prevent
the Pinellas County Board of County Commissioners from designating a local planning agency
for the county.”

Smply stated, the PPC/CPA process should be determinative of any inter-jurisdictiona or countywide policy
asit pertainstoloca plan map amendments and the County review of municipa plan amendments as the County
Land Planning Agency should only address concerns pertaining to the Pindlas County Comprehensive Plan
eements and as described in Florida Statutes and the Florida Adminigtrative Code.  In summary, the
recommendations for this report include:

< For the County Land Planning Authority to cite the proper statutory authority for their review (i.e.,
Section163.3184(4) and (5), Florida Statutes, and Rule 93-11.010(6)(c), FloridaAdministrative Code)
and to refer to the review of the loca amendment in its capacity as the “ County Land Planning
Agency” as opposed to the “ Pinellas County Local Planning Agency.”

< Limit the review of locd future land use plan mgp amendmentsto that authority cited in Florida Statutes
and Horida Adminigrative Code, i.e., “primarily in the context of the relationships and impact on the
county plan. Reationships include the requirements placed upon county services, compatibility of
adjacent land uses, and effectson interloca agreements’ and to utilize the PPC and the CPA Countywide
Plan Map amendment process to address concerns with countywide issues, consistent with the wording
of the Specid Act.
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Countywide Level Streamlining Recommendations

B. Countywide Plan Map Amendment L evel

The current Countywide Rulesinclude standardsto determi newhi ch proposed amendmentsto the Countywide Plan
Map can be considered subthreshold and which are trested as regular anendments. The standards include five
categories for amendment, Type “A” through “E’, including standards for amendments dong Scenic/Non-
Commercid Corridors and those that are adjacent to another jurisdiction.

Current Subthreshold Standards (Summarized)

Types of Ma_><|mum Plan Classification/Category of Adj a_cent to ¢ Aggregation
Size of Corridor or Other =
Threshold Amendment o Limit Per Year
Amendment Jurisdiction

A. 1Ac. Any Not Eligible 30Ac

B. 3Ac. Same Classification Only Not Eligible 30Ac

C. 5Ac. Residential at 5 units/ac. or less Not Applicable 30Ac

D. No Limit Same Classification Only - Less Not Applicable Not Applicable

Intensive Category
E No Limit Water/DF, Rec./OS & Pres. Not Applicable Not Applicable
Categories Only

The scenario outlined in this section involves two key recommendations: 1) amendment to the existing Countywide
Rule subthreshold standards for adjacency and amendment of the Type“C” threshold to more closdly follow the
State's “smdl scae’ amendment standards, dl titled Level 1 Amendment Screen; and 2) add a “ Level 2
Amendment Screen” of proposed Countywide Plan Map amendments to determine if they involve described
“Relevant Countywide Considerations.” If the proposed amendments do not first qualify as subthreshold under
the Level 1 Amendment Screen they can 4ill qudify as subthreshold if they do not involve these Relevant
Countywide Considerations. Thosethat do involve them are then only reviewed for their effect on that particular

congderation.

-

4 N
Current Subthreshold Process
Application for Countywide Plan
Map Amendment (1002%0)
J
(
Current M eets Subthreshold
Subthreshold Subthreshold Amendments | -—-————--—— -
Criteria Criteria (3320) ______j_______
/’ Total N
I Amendments |
\__@oo%) _/
Exceeds Regular _!
Subthreshold Amendments | F--——————— -
Criteria (672%0)
J
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Countywide Level Streamlining Recommendations

1. Leve 1 Amendment Screen - PPC Regular and Subthreshold Amendment Standards

Certain smdl Countywide Plan Mgp amendments, especidly within the lower intendty or dengty land use
categories, normaly have minima or no impact upon surrounding jurisdictions or other agencies, nor do they
affect the policies and objectives of the Countywide Plan in asignificant manner. For example, achangein land
use from one residentia category to another less intense category, such as Preservation, or from one type of
commercia land use to a lower intensty commercia land use, normally does not need to be reviewed for
intergovernmenta impacts or for the affect on the Countywide Plan. The current Countywide Rulessubthreshold
amendment standardstake thisinto account, and largely addresstheissue of an expedited Countywide Plan Map
amendment review processfor those amendments considered deminimus (subthreshol d) based on size, location,
and rdletive dengty/intengity.

Subthreshold amendments typically represent about one-third of all Countywide Plan Map amendments
processed. Council gaff has eva uated theimplications of changing the subthreshold determinants and showsthe
resulting breakdown between regular and subthreshold cases in the pie charts following this discusson. In
determining the appropriate level of subthreshold plan amendment the following factors were considered:
experience with past amendments, including sze, intengty, location and aggregetion; the relationship and
advantage of coordinating with Section 163.3187, FS, for “small scde’ amendments to loca comprehensive
plans, and maintaining the overall purpose and integrity of the Countywide Plan.

a. Adjacency to Other Jurisdictions

One of the areas where an adjustment could be made to the current subthreshold standards is with regard
to the limitation on amendments adjacent to another jurisdiction. Simply put, Countywide Plan Map
amendments should perhaps not be “bumped” from the subthreshold amendment “officia acceptance”
process because of adjacency. The result of this change would be to dlow an amendment that qudifiesin
every other way asaType“A” or “B” subthreshold amendment to remain as such and not be disqudified
due to adjacency to another jurisdiction.

b. Type “C” Subthreshold Amendment Criteria - Adjust to More Closdly Parallel the State's
Small Scale Amendment Thresholds

There is a need to reduce confuson between the State's “smadl scae’ amendment exemptions for loca
government map amendments and Countywide Plan M ap subthreshold amendments. It isrecommended the
current Type*“C” subthreshold amendment (Residential Plan Classification of 5 units per acre or lesswith a
maximum size amendment of 5 acres) Countywide Rule standards be doubled to more closely pardld that
portion of the State’ s smdll scale 10 acre and 10 unit per acre standard. Thiswill dlow loca governments
to follow asingle process for these smdler amendments, avoiding confusion.

Additiondly, local governments must adopt smal scae amendments before the FDCA will accept them
(regular amendments arereviewed as* proposed” first by FDCA and then asecond timeas* adopted”). This
conflicts with the current PPC requirement that amendments be received for consideration before being
adopted by the loca government. It is recommended that receipt of adopted loca plan map amendments
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(that qudify assmdl scale with the state and Type “ C” amendmentsin the Countywide Rules) be permitted,
as long thelocd government’ s adoption ordinance satesthat the amendment isnot effective until acted upon
by the PPC and CPA.

The effect of changing these subthreshold standards in the Countywide Rules will increase the number of
amendmentsthat aretreated as subthreshold amendmentsfrom approximately 33% of dl casesto 40% asshown
in the first two pie charts on page 16.

2. Level 2 Amendment Screen - Relevant Countywide Consider ations

Inlooking for additiona ways to streamline the Countywide Plan Map amendment review process, the broad
question attempted to be answered by Council staff was. “at what point does a future land use plan map
amendment become one that affects the policies and objectives of the Countywide Plan (involve significant
countywideissues), the Countywide Rules, or isotherwisean interjurisdictiond issue.” Any amendment that does
not involve one of these issues should then be considered “loca” and dealt with asa* subthreshold” Countywide
Plan Map amendment (cumulatively these amendments may involve significant countywide issues).

In answering this question three main important issues were defined and evauated as shown below. They are
intended to focus on larger than locd issues. Firdt, a local amendment that meets the modified criteria as
described in the Level 1 Amendment Screen - PPC Regular and Subthreshold Amendment Standards, will
be deemed subthreshold? and not subject to review of the Relevant Countywide Considerations discussed in
this section. Second, alocd amendment that has been determined during the Level 2 Amendment Screen to
not involve aRel evant Countywide Consider ation will aso be deemed subthreshold. Amendmentsthat do not
qualify as subthreshold in ether of these two screenswill then bereviewed asaregular amendment, but only for
the affect on the particular Relevant Countywide Consideration that caused it to be reviewed as a regular
amendment.

a. Consistency with Countywide Plan and Rules®

If an amendment qudifies as subthreshold by meeting the criteria enumerated in the Level 1 Amendment
Screen it will not be subject to aLevel 2 Amendment Screen. However, if an amendment does not qualify
as subthreshold under the Level 1 Amendment Screen it may gill qudify as subthreshold if it is conggtent
with the enumerated policies of the Countywide Plan and the consistency criteria of the Countywide Rules.
A copy of eachisincludesin Attachment D to this report.

2\With the exception of amendments that are considered regular amendments due to their
location dong a Scenic/Non-Commercia Roadway.

3These are the Goals, Policies, and Economic Assumptions of Exhibit 1V to Ordinance 89-4,
and the basic “consistency” criteria as enumerated in Article 4 of the Countywide Rules.
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b. Leve of Service“F” Roadways

If an amendment qudifies as subthreshold by meseting the criteria enumerated in the Level 1 Amendment
Screen it will not be subject to alevel 2 Amendment Screen. However, if an amendment does not qudify
as subthreshold under theLevel 1 Amendment Screen it may ill quaify as subthreshold if it is not located
on aroadway that operates, or will operate, at level of service of “F’ as designated by the Metropolitan
Planning Organization's most recently adopted Leve of Service Report.

c. Scenic/Non-Commercial Corridors

If an amendment qudifies as subthreshold by meeting the criteria enumerated in the Level 1 Amendment
Screen it will not be subject to alLevel 2 Amendment Screen. However, if an amendment does not qudify
as subthreshold under the Level 1 Amendment Screen it may Hill qudlify if it is not located on a roadway
that is designated as a Scenic/Non-Commercia Corridor.

d. Coastal High Hazard Areas (CHHA)

If an amendment qudlifies as subthreshold by meeting the criteria enumerated in the Level 1 Amendment
Screenit will not besubject toalevel 2 Amendment Screen. However, if an amendment does not qudlify
as subthreshold under the Level 1 Amendment Screen it may gill qudify as subthreshold if it isnot located
ina Category 1 Hurricane Evacuation Zone (Leve “A” Evacuation Zone), as shown on the most current
verson of the North/South Pinellas County Hurricane Evacuation Map, as prepared by the Tampa Bay
Regional Planning Coundail.

e. Designated Development/Redevelopment Areas

If an amendment qudifies as subthreshold by meseting the criteria enumerated in the Level 1 Amendment
Screen it will not be subject to aLevel 2 Amendment Screen. However, if an amendment does not qudify
as subthreshold under theLevel 1 Amendment Screen it may still qudify assubthresholdif itiswithinanarea
encompassed by land currently designated under the Community Redevelopment Didtrict, Central Business
Didtrict, Activity Center/Primary, and Activity Center/Secondary Countywide Plan Map designations or
otherwise targeted for and consistent with redevelopment objectives, and for which an overal plan for
development has been approved by the PPC and the CPA in accordance with the Countywide Rules.

f. Adjacent Toor Impacting An Adjoining Jurisdiction or Public School Facility

If an amendment qualifies as subthreshold by meseting the criteria enumerated in the Level 1 Amendment
Screen it will not be subject toalevel 2 Amendment Screen. However, if an amendment does not qudify
as subthreshold under the Level 1 Amendment Screen it may gill qudify as subthreshold if it is not
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“ adjacent™* to another jurisdiction or municipa planning ares; or adjacent to or significantly impacting apublic
school fadility.

It is recommended that these Relevant Countywide Consderations be maintained in the Countywide Plan Map
amendment review process and al other issues reviewed via the current process be eliminated. Therefore,
Countywide Plan Mgp amendments would only be reviewed as “regular” amendmentsiif they: 1) exceeded the
Level 1 Amendment Screen - PPC Regular and Subthreshold Amendment Standar ds; and 2) they involved
or were inconsgtent with one or more of the Level 2 Amendment Screen - Relevant Countywide
Considerations. This second screen of Countywide Plan Map amendments would in effect provide a second
opportunity for an amendment to quaify as subthreshold.

Further, it isrecommended that once a Countywide Plan Map amendment has been determined to bea* regular”
amendment, it would be reviewed solely againgt the particular Relevant Countywide Consideration involved.
The refocus of this component of the Countywide Plan Map amendment process will be to more definitively
identify those factors or consderations that have multi-jurisdictional or countywide implicationsand structurethe
Countywide Plan Map amendment process around these factors.

The reault of thismgor change in review of amendments by the PPC and the CPA would alow the Countywide
Plan Map amendment process to focus on significant countywide issues, avoid duplication of efforts expended
at the locd leve, provide more deference to loca governments, subgtantialy reduce the number of amendments
that arereviewed as“regular” amendments, and subsequently reduce the amount of paper work and staff reports
prepared (snce a full andysis is not conducted for subthreshold amendments and full amendments would be
limited in scope to the particular Relevant Countywide Concideration). This change, combined with the
modified standards recommended in the Level 1 Amendment Screen - PPC Regular and Subthreshold
Amendment Standards, would result in an estimated total of 63 percent of the cases submitted qudifying as
subthreshold, and an increase from the 33 percent using the Countywide Rulesin place today,® nearly doubling
the number of amendments qualifying as subthreshold.

4Adjacency can be described as; 1) any parcel of land that abuts the boundary of an
exclusve municipa planning area; and 2) any parcel of land that abuts another jurisdiction.

>These figures are based on review of dl amendments submitted to the PPC since 1992.
Currently, 33% of dl amendments qualify as subthreshold, and 67% are considered regular
amendments. The proposed changes would result in 63% qualifying as subthreshold and 37% as
regular. Thisisan increasein subthreshold amendments by 91%.
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Per centage of Regular and Subthreshold Countywide Plan Map Amendments
Using Leve 1 and 2 Amendment Screens

Current Standards

Proposed Level 1 Screen

Proposed Level 1 & 2 Screen

Subthreshold Subthreshold Regular
Regular (33.05%)  Reguiar (40.06%)  (36.97%) Subthreshold
(66.95%) (59.94%) (63.03%)
N
Proposed Level 1 and Level 2 Amendment Screen Process
Application for Countywide Plan
Map Amendment (100%)
LEVEL 1 Mests amencmonts | oo
- - - - \\
Subthreshold Criteria evel 1 Criterig (40%) ,——————4'——————«\
/ Total \
| Subthreshold '|
{ Amendments I,'
\(e3%)
Subthreshold R
Amendments oo
(23%)
LEVEL 2 S Toa
Relevant Countywide _1  Regular i
Consideration (" Amendments |
)
Criteria L\ 3B7%)
1 | S ————
|
| [ Reviewedfor |
Regular | | Relevant |
Involves i . !
evel 2 Criteri > Amendments | —=-- = Countywide 1
(37%) i Consideration |
L___Only /i
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3. PPC/CPA Public Hearing and Appeals Process

The current public hearing process used for review of Countywide Plan Map amendments has been andyzed to
determine how it can be streamlined and improved. While the process typicaly works very smoothly, it is
perceived as being unnecessarily complicated and redundant; in particular the need for public hearings by both
the PPC and the CPA has been questioned.

Severd of the features of the current process that are addressed in the options which follow include:

< The need for apublic hearing by both the PPC and the CPA;

< The need for the option to apped to an adminigrative hearing after both the PPC and CPA hearing; and
< Thelimitation of the gppeds to only those amendments that are denied.

The current process is outlined in order that it can be compared to the severa options that are discussed.

Options to the current review process were developed for consideration by the PPC and CPA. These are
outlined below, aong with their associated advantages and disadvantages.

Current Meeting Process

PPC Action

-, Approval

CPA Action

Denial - Final Approva - Final

————— Ny _____ h 4 jm———
L l - I
| Optlongl .App.eal : CPA Action - | Optlonfal .App.eal :
: to Administrative | . 4—: to Administrative |
: Hearing : Final : Hearing :
I I Lo I
- J
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a. Option “A” - Elimination of the PPC Review

This option would diminate the PPC from the Countywide Plan Map ™
amendment review process dtogether and providefor al amendmentsto Option A

be heard and decided by the CPA. 1t would retain an appeals process,

gpplicable to appealsfrom ether gpprova or denia by the CPA, through CPA Action

the adminigtrative hearing process(Department of AdministrativeHearings

- Chapter 120, FS), with final action subsequent to adminigtrative hearing
by the CPA.

The primary advantages of Option A include:
< Thedimination of the PPC hearing itsdlf relativeto meeting time by the

Council and atendance by participants;
< A shorter time frame (by about 1 week overal) to reach decision by

i Optional

! Appea to
the CPA; and | Administrative

|

< Aswithdl the options which provide for gpped, it alows for gpped Hearing
whether theiinitid decisonisto gpproveordeny. | T,! ——————— !
The primary disadvantages of Option A indlude: _TePA. -
<« Action >
< Thedimination of the PPC hearing removesthe opportunity for input N \Fi nal/ e
fromelected officidsrepresenting all 24 municipal jurisdictionsandthe | e )
School Board;

< The CPA will berequired to spend cons derably moretimeinthereview and hearing of each amendment;

< It diminatesthe opportunity for a party aggrieved by theinitia decison-making body (the PPC) to have
their case considered by a second eected body (the CPA) prior to engaging amore forma and costly
apped process’; and

C Thecomplexities of implementation, including amendment of the Specid Act and the County Charter,
gppear to outweigh any advantage.

®Option A and B could be further modified by diminating the apped through the
adminigtrative hearing process. Option A could have no apped process, except to the courts; Option
B could have no appeal process, except to the courts, or could provide for apped to the CPA.
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b. Option “B” - Elimination of the CPA Review

OptionB isessentidly thereverseof Option A, that is, it would diminate
the CPA from the Countywide Plan Map amendment process. Under
this option, the PPC would hear and decide al amendment cases,
subject to gpped through the adminigrative hearing process and fina
action by the CPA based on the findings for the adminigirative hearing.

The primary advantages of Option B include:

< Thedimination of the CPA hearingitsdf (other than after an gpped)
relaive to meeting time by the CPA and attendance by participants,

< A dhorter timeframe (by about 2 weeks overal) to reach adecison
by the PPC; and

< Aswithdl theoptionswhich providefor apped, it dlowsfor gpped
whether theinitia decison isto approve or deny.

The primary disadvantages of Option B include:

< Thedimination of the CPA hearing removes the participation and
oversght of the elected body charged with having responshbility for
the County asawhole;

< It diminates the opportunity for a party aggrieved by the initia
decision-making body (the PPC) to have their case considered by

4 N

Option B

PPC Action

Approval/Denta
Final Unless

Optional
Appea to
Administrative

— ~

.-~ CPA Action >~._
Y Final T

asecond elected body (the CPA) prior to engaging amore forma and costly apped process’; and
C The complexities of implementation, including amendment of the Specid Act and the County Charter,

appear to outweigh any advantage and pose congtitutiona issuesrel ativeto the nature of the body making

find legiddive decisons.

"Option A and B could be further modified by diminating the administrative hearing apped:
Option A could have no appedal process, except to the courts, Option B could have no appedl

process, except to the courts, or could provide for apped to the CPA.
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c. Option “C” - Modified Existing Process with Chapter 120 Appeal

Option C is smilar to the current meeting process, including both the

PPC and the CPA public hearings. However, the apped option after the ( . )
PPC hearing in the current meeting processisnot included in this option, Option C

but the appeal option after the CPA isretained. In this option the CPA PPC Action |+~

can send a Countywide Plan Map amendment request back to the PPC

for further consideration, but the CPA’s action would be final unless
appedled to an adminidrative hearing officer. If this apped option is A pproval)
taken then find action would be by the CPA based on the findings of the Denial

adminidrative hearing officer. Additiondly, both approved and denied
items can be appealed, unlike the current process where only denied

. CPA Action
items can be appealed. (option to

remand to

The primary advantages of Option C include: PPC)

¢
- —

< Both the PPC and the CPA remain integral parts of the process,
preserving both the input of the representatives of al 24 municipa
jurisdictions and the School Board and the oversight by the CPA,;

< It will reduce complexity and potentid time extension of the process

by eliminating the administrative hearing officer apped after the PPC; Optional |
and | Appeal to
. . . . . I Administrative|
< Itprovidesfor theadminidrativehearing processefter theCPA, with | | Hearing |
the find decison gtill reserved to the CPA. """"1""""'
The primary disadvantages associated with Option C include: /\//éF’A Actio;f\/,

>~ Fina _-~

< Thetimeframefor the amendment process remainsthe ssme asthe | N )

current process, and
< The process could be extended if an gpped to an adminigtrative hearing officer is requested.
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d. Option “D” - Modified Existing Process without Chapter 120 Appeal

Option D is the same as C except for dimination of the provison for A
adminigtrative hearing. Under this option, the PPC would conduct a Option D

public hearing and make arecommendation on a Countywide Plan Map

amendment to the CPA. Additionaly, the CPA can return an item for PPC Action «--,

further consideration to the PPC or decide to take final action. |

The primary advantages of Option D include those enumerated for
Option C, except for adminigrative hearings, in addition to thefollowing:

Approval/Denia

< The maximum potertial time frame is reduced by diminating the | ecommendaion

provison for adminidrative hearing.
The primary disadvantage of Option D is asfollows: CPA Action !
(optionto |/
< By diminating theprovisionfor adminigrative hearing after the CPA, remand to
an aggrieved party wishing to apped the CPA’s decision will be PPC)

required to apped to the courts.
Xpproval/Denial
Thelast option, Option D, isrecommended for further consideration because
there are no apparent mgor disadvantages, complexity is reduced, and al
items are Hill reviewed by both the PPC and the CPA giving full public
hearing consideration. Also, thisoption dlowsthe CPA to havethefina say
on al cases.

Option D, combined with the considerable reduction in the number of cases that are reviewed as “regular”
Countywide Plan M ap amendments and amore focused review processfor those amendmentsthat are reviewed
as discussed in the two previous sections (Level 1 and 2 Amendment Screens), will Sgnificantly reduce loca
government, PAC, PPC gaff, PPC, and CPA review time and complexity.
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4. Duplicate County Public Notice

Currently, PPC gaff places an advertisement in the Tampa Tribune asrequired natification for the PPC meeting
and within this same advertisement providesfor notice of the CPA meeting. In addition, as arequirement of the
Specid Act, aletter is sent to each affected property owner notifying them of the CPA meeting. Sincethis|etter
can and is sent early, notification of the PPC meeting isincluded at no extracost or effort. The Pinellas County
Planning Department then places a duplicate second legd advertisement in the Pinellas Review for the CPA
hearing (see Attachment B). This second legal advertisement is not needed to meet the requirements for
conducting a public hearing by the PPC or the CPA and there are no other statutory requirements for this
advertisement.

Hliminating this duplicate advertisement will save approximately $3,025 per year in advertising costs, and reduce
daff time a the Pindlas County Planning Department (they currently retype the PPC advertisement to send to
the Pinellas Review). Eliminating this advertisement will aso reduce potentia confusion concerning duplicate
notices gpparently providing the sameinformation, and reduce paper work levels, aswell aserrorsthat fromtime
to time occur in trandating the PPC advertisement.

8Thisfigure is based on the cost of afull page advertisement in the Pinellas Review of $275.
This cogt is then multiplied by 11 ads per yesar.
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This section will describe in more detail how each of the recommendations discussed previoudy can be
implemented and has been re-arranged in order of priority. It isintended that follow up to this report, taking the
form of the implementation recommendations listed below, will be accomplished in a sequentid fashion, taking
into account various agency functionsand schedulesfor anendment of lawsand plans. For example, Countywide
Rule amendments will be processed as soon as possible so that those items recommended can be in place
relatively quickly. Other mechaniams, including amendment of Horida Statutes, will take longer to accomplish.
Resolutions to other agencies can be processed smultaneous with other amendment mechanisms listed.

A. Primary Priority

1. FDCA Review Pursuant to State I nterest. Exempt amendmentsthat occur in Pindlas County from state
review if they do not involve sgnificant issues identified & the state leve.

<

Initiate thiswith ajoint resolution of the PPC and CPA by February, 2000, and forward to the FDCA.
Ultimately thisissue would require an amendment to Fl orida Statutes and Florida Administrative Codes.
Forward recommendation to the FDCA for eventud action by the Legidature, during its 2001 sesson.
Approachthe Pinellas County L egidative Delegation in September of 2000 to ask for support during the
2001 legidative session.

2. Level 1 Amendment Screen - PPC Regular and Subthreshold Amendment Standards. Revison of
current subthreshold standards (Level 1 Amendment Screen).

<

Complete this with a Countywide Rule amendment initiated with authorization to prepare an ordinance
and advertise a public hearing by March, 2000.

3. Level 2 Amendment Screen - Relevant Countywide Consider ations. Review of only CountywidePlan
M ap amendmentswhich involve relevant countywide cong derations by the establishment of asecond screen
for Countywide Plan Map review (Level 2 Amendment Screen).

<

Complete this with a Countywide Rule amendment initiated with authorization to prepare an ordinance
and advertise a public hearing by March 2000. Subsequent amendment of the Countywide Plan would
occur to embrace each countywide issue.  In addition, amend the Specia Act to change the subject
matter and scope of the Countywide Plan, as necessary.

Any Specid Act amendment would require the Pindlas County Legidative Delegation’s support in
September, 2000, and then approval by the 2001 Legidature.

4. PPC/CPA Public Hearing and Appeals Process. Reduction in the complexity involved in amending the
Countywide Plan Map by changing the public hearing process.

<

Amend the Specia Act to diminate the adminigtrative hearing appedls option. Follow-up with a
Countywide Rule amendment initiated with authorization to prepare an ordinance and advertise apublic
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hearing and finish with revison to the Countywide Rules.

The Specid Act amendment would require the Pinellas County Legidative Delegation’s support in
September, 2000, and then approva by the 2001 Legidature.

B. Secondary Priority

1.

Pre-Adoption Review Time - “No Review Requested” Amendments. Eliminate the extra 30 days
triggered when a state or regiona agency decidesto request areview of aloca amendment.

< Initiate thiswith ajoint resolution of the PPC and CPA by February, 2000, and forward to the FDCA.
Ultimately thisissue would require an amendment to F orida Statutes and Florida Administrative Codes.
Forward recommendation to the FDCA for eventua action by the Legidature, during its 2001 sesson.
Approachthe Pinellas County L egidative Deegation in September of 2000 to ask for support during the
2001 legidétive sesson.

Post-Adoption Review Time - “ Review Requested” Amendments. Reduce or eliminate the 45 day
review period that the FDCA uses to determine compliance of plan amendments.

< Sameasinitem B1 above.

County Land Planning Agency Function. Revise this County staff review so it occurs through the PPC
Countywide Plan Map review process and cites proper authority in Forida Statutes.

< PPC correspondence to the County by March, 2000.

Duplicate County Public Notice. Eliminate the unnecessary legd advertissment placed by the Pinellas
County Planning Department.

< Sameasinitem B3 above.

C. Tertiary Priority

1.

County Land Planning Agency Copy. Send copy of plan map amendment directly to the County land
Planning Agency.

< Initiate this with ajoint resolution of the PPC and the CPA by February, 2000, and forward to the
FDCA. Ultimatdy thisissuewould requirean amendment to Horida Statutesand HoridaAdministrative
Codes. Forward recommendation to the FDCA for eventua action by the Legidature, during its 2001
sesson. Approach the Pindlas County Legidative Delegation in September of 2000 to ask for during
before the 2001 legidative session.
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2. Copies After First Reading to Other State Agencies. Eliminate the requirement that copies of map
amendments be sent after first reading of ordinances.

< Sameasinitem C1 above.

3. CopiesAfter Adoption to Other State and Regional Agencies. Eliminate the requirement that copies
of map amendments be sent after second reading of ordinances.

< Sameasinitem C1 above.

4. Didgtribution of Countywide Plan Maps. Distribute Countywide Plan Map to other agenciesto provide
a countywide framework for future land use plan amendments.

< Sameasinitem C1 above.
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A. Stateof Florida/L ocal Future Land Use Plan Map Amendment L evel

When the recommendationsincluded in this section of the report are taken together, they should result in amore
predictable process for locd governments to follow when amending their locd future land use plan maps.
Unnecessary delay and confusion are minimized or diminated by reducing the number of amendments, reducing
potentia review time by the FDCA, reducing the number of copies of plan map amendments distributed before
and after adoption of anamendment by loca government, and confusion is diminated with respect to therole of
the County Land Planning Agency function. At the sametime significant countywide or cross+jurisdictiona issues
can be brought forward and resolved through the countywide planning process.

B. Countywide Plan Map Amendment L evel

The PPC has developed considerable experience after ten years of working with the Countywide Plan Map
amendment process and can make necessary revisons to improve or streamline the process based upon this
experience. Mogt importantly, this report has provided the PPC with an opportunity to focus the countywide
process on larger than local issues. The recommendations included in this report, when combined, are far
reaching and certainly improve upon the countywide planning process.

By increasing the number of Countywide Plan Map amendments that qualify as subthreshold through the
modification of the existing Countywide Rule standards and through the addition of a second screen for relevant
countywideconsiderations, locd government and PPC staff timeisreduced, the PPC and CPA review and public
hearing time is reduced, and efforts can be concentrated on those most important countywide issues. Thisis
accomplished by not only increasing the number of amendmentsthat are determined to be subthreshold, but by
reviewing each amendment for itsaffect onthe particular relevant countywide concern. Thiscan be accomplished
while maintaining consstency with the legidative intent and the purpose of the Council as authorized by the
Specia Act creating the countywide planning process (Chapter 88-464, Laws of Florida, as amended.
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Attachment A. County Local (sic) Planning Agency Review of Dunedin Case

Streamlining Report February 16, 2000



Attachment B. Duplicate County Public Notice (L egal Advertisements)
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Attachment C.  Relevant CountywideConsider ations- Consistency with CountywidePlan and Rules
(Exhibit 1V to Ordinance 89-4, Goals, Policies, and Economic Assumptions of the
Countywide Plan; and Article4, Plan Criteria and Standards, Countywide Rules.)
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