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1ty OF ORLANDO

MEMORANDUM

To: Tanja Gerhartz, Economic Development Director
Frank Billingsley, Downtown Development Board and
Community Redevelopment Agency Executive Director

From: Beryl H. Davis, CPA, CGFM, Audit and Evaluation Director
Date: Exit Conference: September 6, 2005 Release: September 26, 2005

Subject: Audit of Community Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment Revenue and
Downtown Development Board One Mill Tax Revenue
(Report No. 05-24)

We have completed our Audit of Community Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment
Revenue and Downtown Development Board One Mill Tax Revenue for the 2004 real
estate tax year (fiscal year September 2005). The purpose was to review the collection,
safeguarding and reporting of revenues of special districts managed by Orlando’s
Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and the Downtown Development Board
(DDB). This audit focused on revenues and not expenditures of the CRA and the DDB.

Our audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards, including a review of relevant City, CRA, and DDB policies and procedures,
Florida Statutes, and documentation authorizing and implementing these programs and
the related districts.

We compared 2004 tax roll data for the five special districts from the Orange County
Property Appraiser (OCPA) with City Geographic Information System (GIS) data, and
performed such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the
circumstances.

We determined overall that the revenues are being collected, are timely received and are
credited to the proper general ledger accounts. However, we identified revenue issues as
shown in the report. We also have included appendices listing parcels that may not be
coded to the proper district, and which require further research.

We would like to express our appreciation to the officials and employees of the
Economic Development Department, the Community Redevelopment Agency and
Downtown Development Board, the Geographic Information System section, the
Management, Budget and Accounting Department, and the Office of Legal Affairs.

This audit was performed by Mona S. Mellon, Audit Program Manager.

BHD/am



c: Honorable Buddy Dyer, Mayor
Cheryl J. Henry, Chief of Staff
Joseph Robinson, Deputy Chief of Staff
Dykes C. Everett, City Attorney
Byron W. Brooks, Interim Chief Administrative Officer
Deborah D. Girard, Management, Budget and Accounting Director
Kent R. Olson, Interim Chief Financial Officer
Conrad Cross, Chief Information Officer
Daisy Staniszkis, Downtown Development Board Assistant Director
Joyce Sellen, Community Redevelopment Agency Assistant Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives,  The objective of this audit was to determine whether the tax

Scope and  jncrement revenue of the City's Community Redevelopment
Methodology o )
Page 10 Agency (CRA), and the additional one mill tax revenue of the

Downtown Development Board (DDB) are being properly
collected, safeguarded and reported. This audit focused on
revenues for the 2004 real estate tax year (City fiscal year
ending September 2005). The expenditure of CRA/DDB funds

was not reviewed.

We reviewed relevant City, CRA, and DDB policies and
procedures, Florida Statutes, and documentation authorizing
and implementing these programs and the related districts. We
interviewed City staff, the Orange County Property Appraiser’s
(OCPA) Tax Roll Manager, and the Orange County Office of
Management and Budget’s Revenue Coordinator.

We obtained from OCPA the 2004 tax roll data for the four CRA
areas and the DDB area; compared this data with City
Geographic Information System (GIS) data; compared selected
2004 CRA billings to taxing authorities’ records and amounts
recorded in the City’s general ledger; and performed such other

auditing procedures as we considered necessary.

We determined overall that the applicable categories of tax
increment financing (TIF) and tax revenues are being collected,
are timely received and are credited to the proper general ledger
accounts. However, we identified some revenue issues that are
explained further in this report. We have also included
appendices listing parcels that may not be coded properly for

2004 and thus require further research.
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Request
changes to
coding of
specified parcels
and obtain
correcting
payments

Page 11

Establish

policies about the
tax increment
payment
calculation
method

Page 13

We found a number of real estate parcels that apparently either
should be designated (“coded”) as in the CRA and DDB districts
and are not, or are coded in the CRA and DDB districts but
should not be, for 2004. The parcels in question are listed in
Appendices 1 through 9. OCPA has requested that CRA and
DDB staff discuss the possible changes for these parcels with an
Orange County official prior to OCPA making the changes to its
database.

We recommend that CRA and DDB staff discuss with an
appropriate Orange County official the parcel coding changes,
ensure OCPA receives the necessary documentation and makes
the appropriate changes, determine how many prior years
should be corrected, and ensure the correcting payments occur.

The Florida Statute providing for tax increment financing for
CRA:s is not specific as to which of the valuation dates and
amounts, published each year by OCPA, the County, City and
DDB should use to pay the annual tax increment. Thus, after a
number of years using the “final” valuation amount, for real
estate tax year 1999 the County began to use the “post-final”
valuation, which produces the lowest tax increment payment.
The City then, effective for 1999, began to pay based on the
“post-final” amount; however, the DDB did not reduce its
payments in this manner. The result has been a $546,820
reduction in payments to the CRA by the County ($275,111) and
the City ($271,709) through fiscal year 2005. We noted that, for
fiscal year 2005, the City did not adhere to the new payment
basis for paying the CRA.

There is no specific guidance to CRA, DDB and City accounting

personnel and thus the method for calculating the payments to
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the CRA has been inconsistent. The CRA Director, working with
the Management, Budget and Accounting Director, should
establish written Policies and Procedures about the basis for
payment of TIF revenues from the City and DDB to the CRA,

until this is legislatively determined.

Improve CRA  The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) and Office of Legal Affairs
and DDB

documentation . . : .
and reviews  areas. They were primarily designed as highway improvement

(OLA) were the leaders in establishing the most recent two CRA

Page 16  and debt vehicles; thus the CRA staff is not responsible for their
day to day operations. The CFO and OLA hold most of the
official documents pertaining to these two areas, rather than the
CRA, which is the official recordkeeper. Some of that
documentation is not easily accessible. For example, we did not
receive definitive answers as to the official legal descriptions of
these two CRA areas, as there were several versions not readily
associated with their adopting resolutions. Also, the CRA and
DDB do not have a procedure to ensure that the official legal
descriptions are provided to GIS and OCPA, whose data and
boundaries do not completely coincide with each other or what

appear to be the most current legal descriptions.

We recommend that CRA/DDB staff: assemble and maintain all
significant CRA documents; ensure that OCPA and GIS have the
official legal descriptions and amendments so that properties
are properly designated; and ensure CRA and DDB boundaries
in GIS and OCPA databases agree with the official legal
descriptions.
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BACKGROUND

The Orlando Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and the Downtown
Development Board (DDB) are the two principal organizations whose revenues we
reviewed during this audit. Orlando’s City Council, as the CRA’s establishing governing
body, declared itself to be the CRA agency, as permitted under F.S. 163.357. The DDB
Board members are by law appointed by the City of Orlando’s Mayor and confirmed by
City Council.

The Executive Director of the DDB also serves as the Executive Director of the CRA, and
the two agencies operate jointly from one office. The DDB has a Downtown
Development Assistant Director and the CRA has a Community Redevelopment
Assistant Director. Within the City of Orlando’s organization, the Director of Economic
Development gives policy guidance to the CRA and DDB, and coordinates all Economic

Development resources to accomplish City priorities such as City revitalization.

The CRA is a statutorily created public agency created pursuant to Florida Statute 163,
Part 111, which finances and implements improvements in four specified districts within
the City of Orlando, utilizing a formally adopted, long-term Redevelopment Plan for
each district. The CRA’s primary method of financing the substantial financial
investments anticipated is through tax increment financing (TIF). TIF is funded through
payments from the appropriate taxing authorities (counties, cities, and others) on
properties that lie within each specific CRA area. The taxing authorities for the Orlando
CRA are the City of Orlando, Orange County and the Downtown Development Board.
They are required to pay to the CRA each year an amount calculated as (a) the current
year taxable value of real estate, minus the base year taxable value, (b) multiplied by the

millage rate for each taxing authority, and (c) multiplied by 95%.
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The CRA areas, their primary purposes, dates established and to be concluded, and

2004 values and TIF amounts are:

CRA District Location and Year 2004 Assessed | 2004 TIF
Agency | Primary Objectives Established- | Value and Received
Areas Final Year Taxable Value | in FY 2005
(as of Sept 2004)
CRAI Downtown Orlando: 1982-2042 $1.57 billion $8.3 million
revitalization and $873 million

development of housing,
cultural, transportation
and retail amenities.

CRA Il | Downtown Orlando: same | 1990-2042 $845 million $2.4 million
objectives, expanded area. $633 million

CRAIIl | Conroy Road/1-4 1992-2027 $259 million $2.6 million
interchange/ Millenia Mall $254 million

area: highway blight
improvements, providing
access and utilizing under-
developed area.

CRA IV | Republic Drive/l1-4 1995-2026 $990 million $7 million
interchange/ Universal $990 million
Studios area: highway
blight improvements,
providing access to
congested area.

The DDB is a special taxing district authorized through its enabling legislation in F.S.
Chapter 71-810. This section states the DDB was created “...to make it possible for the
city to revitalize and preserve property values and prevent future and reduce present
deterioration in the Orlando central city neighborhood development area.” The law also
provides for “...an ad valorem property tax of not more than one (1) mill to finance
board operations....”

The DDB and its 1 mill tax have no expiration date; to abolish the DDB and repeal the
related Florida Statute, a repeal referendum may be called by the owners of taxable non-

homestead real property in the district.
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The DDB'’s primary purposes, date established, 2004 assessed and taxable values and
the 1 mill tax revenues received from taxable real estate owners are shown in the

following table.

District Location Year 2004 Assessed | 2004 1 Mill
and Primary Established Value and Received
Objectives Taxable Value | in FY 2005
(as of Sept 2004)
Downtown Downtown Orlando: 1972 $2.2 billion $1.3 million
Development | revitalize and $1.3 billion
District maintain as an
economically healthy,
desirable area.

The 1 mill tax is the DDB’s only significant revenue source; however, the DDB area is
completely included within CRA I and CRA Il. Therefore, as a taxing authority, the DDB
for 2004 (a) retained a portion of its 1 mil tax revenue (almost $500,000), and (b) paid
TIF (almost $800,000) to the CRA. The annual tax revenue that the DDB may retain is
not expected to increase in future years, although the demand for DDB’s services to the
downtown business district is expected to increase. The 2004 TIF that the DDB paid is
already included in the CRA’s chart on the previous page.

Florida Auditing CRAs Statewide
In 2005, the Florida Auditor General began an audit of a number of Florida CRAS in

order to, among other purposes, determine the general level of compliance with Florida
Statutes throughout the State and determine if laws and regulations are effective. The
Orlando CRA'’s downtown area (the original CRA | area and its expansion CRA I1) was
included among those audited. The State report has not been released as of the date of

this report.
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSES

RECOMMENDATIONS RESPONSES

1. The CRA and DDB staff should provide the necessary documentation for Concur
the appropriate Orange County and OCPA officials to verify and make
the necessary parcel coding changes, determine if prior years’ payments
should be corrected, and ensure the correcting payments occur.

2. The DDB/CRA Executive Director, working with the Management, Concur
Budget and Accounting Director, should establish Policies and
Procedures about the method for payment of the tax increment revenues
from the City and DDB to the CRA, until this is legislatively determined.

3. The CRA staff should assemble and maintain in its offices all significant Concur
CRA documents.

4. The CRA and DDB staff should ensure that GIS staff and OCPA have the Concur
official legal descriptions and amendments so that properties are
properly designated to the respective areas.

5. The CRA and DDB staff should review GIS-produced maps and Concur
boundaries for agreement with the OCPA database and the adopted legal
descriptions of the CRA and DDB districts.

Audit of CRA and DDB Revenue 9



I SSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Objectives, The objective of this audit was to determine whether the tax
Scope and increment revenue of the City’s Community Redevelopment
Methodology  agency (CRA), and the additional one mill tax revenue of the
Downtown Development Board (DDB) are being properly
collected, safeguarded and reported. This audit focused on
revenues, and expenditures of the CRA and the DDB were not
reviewed.

The period for the audit was the 2004 real estate tax year (City
fiscal year ending September 2005).

Our audit included a review of relevant City, CRA, and DDB
policies and procedures, Florida Statutes, and documentation
authorizing and implementing these programs and the related
districts. We interviewed City staff, the Orange County
Property Appraiser’s Tax Roll Manager, and the Orange County
Office of Management and Budget’s Revenue Coordinator.

We obtained from OCPA the 2004 tax roll data for the four
CRA areas and the DDB area; compared this data with City
Geographic Information System (GIS) data; compared selected
2004 CRA billings to taxing authorities’ records and amounts
recorded in the City’s general ledger; and performed such other
auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the
circumstances.

We determined overall that the applicable categories of tax
revenues are being collected, are timely received and are
credited to the general ledger accounts of the proper programs.
However, we identified revenue issues such as the following:
some parcels may not be properly coded to the districts by
OCPA,; the boundaries are not completely clear in a few areas of
some of the districts; CRA staff are concerned there is a lack of
clarity in the State’s CRA Statute about the valuation date upon
which tax increment revenues should be calculated; and
certain procedures of CRA and DDB staff should be enhanced
and documented. We have included appendices listing parcels
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that may not be coded properly to the CRA and DDB districts
in 2004, thus requiring further research.

PARCEL CODING AND PAYMENT AMOUNTS

Request changes The amount of the tax increment financing (TIF) due to the
_tC_) coding of CRA is based upon increases in taxable values of real estate
specified parcels  parcels within the four CRA districts. The DDB’s additional 1
and obtain . .
. mill tax assessment is based upon the total taxable value of real
correcting o L
payments estate parcels within the downtown development district
(DDD). Therefore, it is important to the CRA and to the DDB
for all parcels within each district to be designated (“coded”) as
within the district. Even properties that are currently exempt
within the districts should be coded to the districts, as they
could become taxable properties in the future.

We found for 2004 that there are a number of parcels that
apparently should be, but are not, coded to the CRA and DDB
districts in OCPA’s database. We also found some parcels that
appear to be coded as if they are in the CRA or DDB districts,
but in fact they are not in these districts.

We identified these parcels by utilizing 2004 databases for the
CRA and DDB districts obtained from OCPA and comparing
them to the City’s GIS database. GIS staff assisted by making
an electronic comparison of these databases, producing
information for further research.

The causes vary for these coding questions. For example, they
may be attributed to simple clerical coding errors or
uncertainty about the actual boundary of the CRA. Itis a
function of OCPA to accurately code and process data it is
given, and OCPA certifies the taxable values of the properties
in the various districts. Thus, we do not believe the CRA, DDB
or City departments are responsible to review the details of
OCPA'’s database. This would require expertise and access, and
the CRA and DDB have not attempted this in the past. During
the course of this audit, our office has determined how the
agencies or departments may request and analyze this data
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from time to time if they choose.

We emailed OCPA lists of the parcels in question with a request
for confirmation. We discussed with OCPA’s Tax Roll Manager
some of these parcels and the reasons we believe their coding
should be changed. However, the Tax Roll Manager did not
fully review the lists and he thinks it would not be wise to
change the coding of parcels until the CRA, DDB, City and
Orange County agree upon which parcels need correction. The
Tax Roll Manager indicated that OCPA would like to make
changes agreed upon by the affected governments before the
“final” assessment must be certified near the end of September
2005, if possible.

Appendices 1 through 9 list the parcels in question and their
taxable values for real estate tax year 2004 (fiscal year 2005)
that appear to be incorrectly either omitted from or included
within the districts. The appendices also indicate the tax
amounts associated with these parcels, which may be due
to/from the CRA and DDB or to/from Orange County, the City,
and/or the DDB. The total amounts due will be determined
after the exceptions identified have been further researched.

The coding of the parcels we have identified should be
corrected for the real estate tax year 2004 and future years. To
accomplish this, we recommend that the CRA and DDB staff
review the parcels listed and contact an official in Orange
County government to obtain agreement with appropriate
changes.

CRA and DDB staff should also verify that OCPA receives the
necessary documentation and makes the appropriate coding
corrections. We also recommend that CRA and DDB staff
determine through consultation with Legal Affairs staff
whether and how many prior years should be corrected
through monetary payments to/from Orange County or journal
entry transfers to/from the City.

Recommendation 1. We recommend that the CRA and DDB staff provide the
necessary documentation for the appropriate Orange County

Audit of CRA and DDB Revenue 12



and OCPA officials to verify and make the necessary parcel
coding changes, determine if prior years’ payments should be
corrected, and ensure the correcting payments occur.

We concur. CRA/DDB staff will follow up with the Orange
County Property Appraiser and appropriate Orange County
officials to verify and make necessary parcel coding changes, as
appropriate. The CRA will also work with the City’s Office of
Legal Affairs and Office of Management and Budget plus
Orange County to determine if prior years’ tax increment
payments should be corrected and reimbursed. Ifitis
determined that prior years’ payments should be corrected,
CRA staff will ensure that the correcting payments occur.

Response

Establish policies There is a question about what tax roll should be used to

about the tax  compute the tax increment revenue payable to the CRA.
increment

payment OCPA determines the assessed and taxable values of properties
calculation  and communicates total values to the County, City, CRA and
method DDB, as of several key dates during the year. These are referred
to as the preliminary, final and post-final valuations.

Florida Statute 163.387 provides for CRA funding from the
taxing authorities (counties, cities, and others) using the
increases in taxable value of real estate properties that lie
within each specific CRA district. The Statute provides that the
taxing authorities will pay 95% of the tax increments to the
CRAs, but it does not state which of the County appraiser’s
valuation dates should be used.

For many years Orange County, the City and the DDB paid the
CRA based on the “final” valuation amount at October 1, less
5%. Effective for the real estate tax year 1999 (fiscal year
99/00), Orange County began to use a post-final valuation
amount, by computing actual adjustments, appeals, and other
changes to the tax roll that occurred after the October 1
valuation date. Noting the County’s action, the City then began
to mirror the County in this regard and thus, effective for 1999,
also reduce its payments to the CRA. It should be noted also
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that the DDB has not reduced its payments to the CRA in this
fashion.

The CRA staff is concerned that Orange County and the City
should not reduce their payments to the CRA by making
downward adjustments for changes in the tax roll that occur
after the annual “final” valuation date of October 1. The County
payment reduction began with real estate tax year 1999 and
totals $275,111. The City payment reduction also began with
1999 and totals $271,709. This is a total reduction of $546,820.
However, in fiscal year 2005 (the 2004 real estate tax year),
the City did not adhere to the new payment basis for paying the
CRA; if it had done so, there would have been a further
reduction of approximately $40,000 in payments from the City
to the CRA. If the DDB had reduced its payments to the CRA
for 1999 through 2005, the reduced payment amount would be
approximately $49,000.

CRA staff obtained in 2002 the opinion of an attorney who
actively assisted in the writing of amendments to Florida
Statute 163 in the 1980s. This opinion states that the 95%
provision noted above reflected the historical difference
between the preliminary assessment roll and the final
assessment roll, and includes adjustments, appeals, discounts,
and uncollectible taxes. It goes on to state that Florida Attorney
General Opinion 96-39, which bases the calculation on the
taxes actually imposed, “is contrary to the legislative intent and
history and contrary to the most common practice in the state.”
In addition, it explains that the tax increment calculated at the
earlier valuation date, less 5% for anticipated adjustments,
results in a definite amount to be paid, allowing the taxing
authorities and CRAs to prepare their budgets in a timely
manner.

The present situation is that the Florida Statute is not clear on
this matter, and the Attorney General Opinion supports the
method being used by Orange County and the City. The staff of
the Florida Auditor General have informed us that they believe
the Statute should be amended to specifically state what
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practice should be followed with regard to CRAs throughout
the State.

The CRA staff is active with an association of Florida CRAs and
should continue to encourage progress on this statutory
clarification to officially resolve County and City payment
determinations. The CRA staff has been informed recently of a
proposal for the Spring 2006 session to designate the
preliminary valuation date for calculating the TIF payment
amounts.

The lack of direction from the State statutes and lack of a
written City policy and procedure for payment of TIF amounts
to the CRA has resulted in no specific guidance to CRA and City
accounting personnel, and inconsistent methods for calculating
amounts due to the CRA. The DDB/CRA Executive Director,
working with the Management, Budget and Accounting
Director, should establish Policies and Procedures about the
method for payment of TIF revenues from the City to the CRA
until the matter is resolved by the Florida legislature.

We recommend that the DDB/CRA Executive Director,
working with the Management, Budget and Accounting
Director, establish Policies and Procedures about the method
for payment of the tax increment revenues from the City and
DDB to the CRA, until this is legislatively determined.

Recommendation 2.

We concur. The State legislature in the 2006 legislative session
will be considering changes to Chapter 163 Part I11 to include
language requiring the use of the preliminary roll in calculating
tax increment revenues. Therefore, it is our recommendation
that we do not proceed in determining final internal policy and
procedures for the payment of tax increment revenues until the
end of the 2006 legislative session. However, the CRA/DDB
Executive Director will meet with the Management, Budget and
Accounting Director to determine what tax roll should be used
until a decision is made through the state legislative process.

Response
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CRA AND DDB PROCEDURES

Improve CRA and By Florida Statute, the CRA is the record keeper for official
DDB documents pertaining to the CRA districts. CRA staff are not
documentation  certain they have received all the original, official documents
and reviews pertaining to the most recent two CRA districts (Conroy Road
and Republic Drive districts).

They believe this is because staff of the Chief Financial Officer
(CFO) and the Office of Legal Affairs (OLA) negotiated and
documented the key points of these two CRA districts, as
highway improvements and related debt were their primary
focus. In contrast, the CRA staff’s primary focus is downtown
revitalization.

Because not all documentation is readily accessible, and it is
not altogether clear which documents are the latest official
records, confusion and inefficiencies can result from looking
for the documents to confirm authorizations and legal
descriptions. This may be a reason why City GIS and OCPA
boundaries do not completely coincide with each other.

As an example, the auditor requested copies of all the districts’
legal descriptions and related adopting resolutions, in order to
verify that the OCPA and City’s GIS section are using the
legally adopted boundaries for each CRA and DDB district. We
were provided with documents from CRA and DDB staff and
found that, in general, the areas that are electronically
designated by OCPA and by GIS matched the legal
descriptions. However, there were certain sections of the
borders for the districts that appeared to differ from the
relevant legal description. To further research the CRA
boundaries, the auditor was referred to the CFO and OLA. We
found extensive files, but the trail of official legal descriptions
and adopting resolutions was not clearly identifiable. We did
not receive definitive answers to all the boundary questions;
therefore, we recommend that the CRA and DDB identify the
official legal descriptions and, working with City Legal and
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Engineering staff, ensure that the GIS and OCPA boundaries
conform. The boundary questions we noted are indicated by an
asterisk (*) in Appendices 1 through 9, and depicted by red
circles on the maps in Appendices 10 through 13.

During this process we noted that CRA staff have not verified
that GIS staff and OCPA are utilizing the official legal
descriptions, necessary for those offices to properly code
parcels to the special districts. Also, in order for GIS data and
maps to be the most useful to the many parties that access
them, it is important for both CRA and DDB to, like other City
departments and agencies whose data is utilized for GIS
purposes, review data and maps and approve them for
accuracy.

We recommend that CRA staff assemble and maintain in its
offices all significant CRA documents.

Recommendation 3.

We concur. CRA staff has requested that the Office of Legal
Affairs and the Chief Financial Officer provide the CRA staff
with assistance in locating documents that were not located in
the CRA’s files. These documents relate to the creation of CRA
111 and CRA IV as well as the accompanying amendments. The
files for the creation of CRA I and Il are complete. The CRA
staff has researched the CRA files to determine what
documents are missing and has obtained copies of these
missing documents. New files have been set up to
accommodate the missing documents and they will be
maintained as part of the official file.

Response

We recommend that CRA and DDB staff ensure that GIS staff
and OCPA have the official legal descriptions and amendments
so that properties are properly designated to the respective
areas.

Recommendation 4.

We concur. The CRA/DDB staff has begun to assemble the
legal descriptions for each of the four CRA districts that will be
forwarded to the survey office to develop maps based on the
legal descriptions. We will coordinate with the GIS mapping to
ensure that these maps are corrected, as necessary. The

Response
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CRA/DDB staff will notify the GIS staff and the Orange County
Property Appraiser (OCPA) of any future amendments to the
CRA/DDB boundaries and resulting changes to the legal
descriptions.

We recommend that CRA and DDB staff review GIS-produced
maps and boundaries for agreement with the OCPA database
and the adopted legal descriptions of the CRA and DDB
districts.

Recommendation 5.

We concur. Upon completion of the new maps based on the
official legal descriptions the CRA/DDB staff will follow up
with the City GIS staff to confirm that the database used by the
OCPA is in agreement with the GIS data and maps.

Response
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Mill Code

per OCTC

e
77
e
77
77

[ee]

o 00 00 00 0o

Parcel Identification

Number

26-22-29-8692-00-014
26-22-29-3108-00-020
26-22-29-6732-02-010
26-22-29-6732-07-031
26-22-29-6732-16-031

26-22-29-6732-10-005

26-22-29-6732-10-006

25-22-29-7223-00-030
25-22-29-7223-00-020

25-22-29-2880-00-030
25-22-29-2880-10-030

26-22-29-6407-00-100
26-22-29-6407-00-101
26-22-29-6407-00-002
26-22-29-6407-00-200
26-22-29-6407-00-300

CRAI - List A

Parcels Within GIS Database
Not Properly Coded in OCPA Database

Parcel Owner

Florida Department of Transportation
Florida Department of Transportation
Florida Department of Transportation
Florida Department of Transportation
Florida Department of Transportation

City of Orlando - Leasehold Interest

City of Orlando - Leasehold Interest

Post Apt Homes, 11 S. Osceola Ave
Post Apt Homes, 8 S. Osceola Ave

Lutheran Towers-Home for Aged
Lutheran Towers-Hospital

U.S. Postal Service

U.S. Postal Service - leased
U.S. Postal Service - leased
U.S. Postal Service - leased
U.S. Postal Service - leased

Assessed value
Taxable value

Assessed Taxable

Value Value
350,840 0
3,594,160 0
3,039,720 0
510,900 0
875,260 0
93,722 93,722
85,256 0
1,877,917 1,877,917
4,173,150 4,173,150
25,885,870 3,266,321
3,467,762 0
550,560 448,483
206,120 167,903
740,720 603,386
492,520 401,171
295,920 241,055

46,240,397

11,273,108

Appendix 1

Comments or Descriptio

n

Parking under I-4
Parking under I-4
Parking under I-4
Parking under I-4
Parking under I-4

Space 4 - 397 W Church St
Leased to Paradise Café
Space 6 - 397 W Church St
Leased to NAACP

Subtract from CRA II/Add to CRA |
Subtract from CRA II/Add to CRA |

HOME - AGED
HOSPITAL- PRIVATE

CONDOMINIUM 1ST OFFICE
CONDOMINIUM 1ST OFFICE
CONDOMINIUM 1ST OFFICE
CONDOMINIUM 1ST OFFICE
CONDOMINIUM 1ST OFFICE

Tax Amounts Associated with the Above Exceptions Taxable Value  Millage Rate Tax Amount 95% of Tax for TIF to CRA

Orange County 11,273,108 5.1639 58,213 55,303
City of Orlando 11,273,108 5.6916 64,162 60,954
DDB 11,273,108 1.0000 11,273 10,709
Total 11.8555 133,648 126,966

Note for all Appendices:

CRA/DDB should further research the listed parcels with OLA and OCPA.

Some parcels listed may not ultimately be exceptions, according to how matters

such as boundary and parcel number questions are resolved. . 19




Mill Code Parcel Identification
per OCTC Number

77 25-22-29-7512-00-021

77 26-22-29-0000-00-078

77 26-22-29-0000-00-080

77 26-22-29-0000-00-082

77 26-22-29-3804-01-160

CRA - ListB

Parcels in OCPA Database
Not in GIS Database

Assessed Taxable
Parcel Owner Value Value

CATHEDRAL CHURCH OF ST LUKE INC 264,150 264,150
SJK BLUE STAR HOLDINGS INC 18,840 18,840
HUGHES INC 39,960 39,960
HUGHES INC 49,651 49,651
FELDER JOSEPH E 68,592 68,592
Assessed value 441,193

Taxable value 441,193

Appendix 2

Comments or Description

Vacant Commercial
Vacant Commercial
Vacant Commercial
Vacant Commercial
Single Fam Residnl

57 E. Washington
517 W. Pine St.
518 W. Central

522 W. Central

504 W. Washington

Tax Amounts Associated with the Above Exceptions Taxable Value Millage Rate Tax/TIF 95% of Tax for TIF to CRA
Orange County 441,193 5.1639 2,278 2,164
City of Orlando 441,193 5.6916 2,511 2,386
DDB 441,193 1.0000 441 419
Total 11.8555 5,231 4,969
Note for all Appendices:
CRA/DDB should further research the listed parcels with OLA and OCPA.
Some parcels listed may not ultimately be exceptions, according to how matters
20

such as boundary and parcel number questions are resolved.




Mill Code Parcel Identification
per OCTC Number

Q0 0O 0O 00 00 0O CO 0O 00 00 OO OO 0O 00 OO0 0O OO 0O 00 00 OO 0 00 ~N ~N 00 ~N ~N 00 00 0 @

~
[e¢]

Q0 00 00 00 OO O 0o

35-22-29-5604-01-010
35-22-29-5604-01-020
35-22-29-5604-01-040
35-22-29-3212-02-000
35-22-29-2028-01-021
35-22-29-2028-02-091
35-22-29-3212-01-000
36-22-29-0000-00-041
36-22-29-0000-00-042
24-22-29-4468-10-012
23-22-29-1304-00-030
23-22-29-5964-03-010
25-22-29-2508-07-010
25-22-29-2508-08-010
35-22-29-7868-00-161
35-22-29-5604-02-020
25-22-29-0488-00-161
35-22-29-5604-01-030
35-22-29-5604-01-090
35-22-29-7868-00-150
35-22-29-8268-03-010
35-22-29-0176-00-320
35-22-29-5604-01-050
35-22-29-5604-02-010
25-22-29-0488-00-140
25-22-29-0488-00-130
25-22-29-0488-00-120
35-22-29-5604-01-060
35-22-29-5604-01-070
35-22-29-5604-01-080
35-22-29-7868-00-021
35-22-29-7868-00-022
26-22-29-5184-00-050
25-22-29-0488-00-230
25-22-29-0488-00-110
25-22-29-0000-00-035
35-22-29-7868-00-011
35-22-29-7868-00-012
35-22-29-7868-00-162
26-22-29-6236-00-100

Parcel Owner

City of Orlando

City of Orlando

City of Orlando

Va Property Mgmt Section
State of Florida DOT
State of Florida DOT

Va Property Mgmt Section
Orlando/Orange Co Expy Auth
Unknown

City of Orlando

City of Orlando

City of Orlando

Orange County BPI
Orange County BPI
Harvest Baptist

Bethel Missnry Baptist

Fla Conf 7th Day Adven
Carolina Florida Prop
Shipp Richard L

King Clara B

Cowherd Philip

Leuci Yolandi

Lufti Investment Co
Hutcherson Willie L
Gallogly Daniel J

Benson James K

Hill Timothy L

Donovan Eugene L Estate
Donovan Eugene L Estate
Donovan Eugene L Estate
Bowman Mortimer

Khan Madiha

Peterson Dorothy V (#138)
Hobbs Linda P

Hill Timothy

Cross Arthur H

Harvest Baptist Church Orl
First Harvest Foundation
Fekany Allen

Behr Jeff H

CRAII - ListA

Parcels in GIS Database
Not Properly Coded in OCPA Database

Assessed

Value

3,000
20,000
3,000
1,218,881
100

100
737,165
250,444
100
15,550
6,581,281
30,619
1,395,287
6,536,253
358,760
30,377
1,151,006
11,603
6,000
3,000
3,000

100
31,219
107,056
408,889
167,861
196,560
3,000
3,000
3,000
45,352
73,400
39,179
490,782
219,862
131,377
32,076
100,803
34,085
116,765

Taxable
Value

11,603
6,000
3,000
3,000

100
31,219
107,056
383,889
142,361
171,560
3,000
3,000
3,000

45,352

73,400

39,179

490,782
219,862
128,452

32,076

34,085
116,765

Appendix 3

Comments or Description

MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL

501 W South St
506 W South
410 W Division St

MUNICIPAL (Orl Housing) 520 Callahan (Griffin Park)

STATE
STATE

Lot 2 Blk A (less Rd R/W)
Lots 13 14 15 BIk B (lessRdR/W)

MUNICIPAL (Orl Housing) 520 Callahan

COUNTY

VACANT COMMERCIAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL

SCHOOL

SCHOOL

RELIGIOUS
RELIGIOUS
RELIGIOUS

VACANT RESIDENTIAL
VACANT RESIDENTIAL
VACANT RESIDENTIAL
VACANT RESIDENTIAL
VACANT RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY
SINGLE FAMILY
SINGLE FAMILY
SINGLE FAMILY
SINGLE FAMILY
UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN

UNKNOWN
MULTI-FAMILY 2 UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY 2 UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY 2 UNIT
MULTI-FAMILY
MULTI-FAMILY
MULTI-FAMILY
VACANT COMMERCIAL
STORES, 1 STORY
STORES, 1 STORY
STORE/OFFICE/RESID

W Cor -Lot 5 W Whilldins Sub
1.5 ft strip lying N of 12 ft alley
(in Lake Highland Heights)
75 S Ilvanhoe Blvd

1108 N Orange Av

800 E Robinson ST

800 E Robinson ST

514 S Parramore Av

649 Long St

624 Broadway Av

510 W South

428 S Division

521 McFall Av

701 Avondale Av

831 Avondale Av

414 S Division

539 S Parramore

323 E Concord St

538 Broadway Av

532 Broadway Av

416 S Division

422 S Division

426 S Division

712 W Anderson St

720 W Anderson

(No address in OCPA data)
619 Highland St

528 Broadway Av

416 E Amelia St

500 S Parramore Av

512 S Parramore

516 S Parramore

538 N Parramore 21



Mill Code

Parcel Identification

per OCTC

~ 00 00 00 CO 0O 00 00 0O O 0O 00

Number
26-22-29-6236-00-121
26-22-29-6236-00-120
26-22-29-6236-00-550
26-22-29-6236-00-570
26-22-29-6236-00-620
26-22-29-6236-00-640
26-22-29-6236-00-660
26-22-29-6236-00-670
26-22-29-6236-00-590
25-22-29-0920-00-051
24-22-29-2588-00-010
24-22-29-5440-01-041

Parcel Owner
W J Milner & Co of FL
Helen M King FamilyLtdPtr
Hunter Rex A
Rudzki Helen C
Miller Steve A
Lovelace Family Properties
Lovelace Family Properties
Johnson Martha Helen Tr
Lewis Albert Jr
Rodgers John W 60% Int
HLP Orange
Brooks C E 50% Int/ Moore

Assessed value
Taxable value

CRAII - ListA

Parcels in GIS Database
Not Properly Coded in OCPA Database

Assessed

Value
1,432,306
816,137
197,367
106,300
203,173
107,813
27,705
104,563
43,287
169,766
238,857
100

24,007,266

Taxable
Value

1,432,306
816,137
197,367
106,300
203,173
107,813
27,705
104,563
43,287
169,766
238,857
100

5,496,215

Appendix 3

Comments or Description

DISTRIBUTION WHSE
PK/SV. GARG
OFFICE BUILDINGS
WAREHOUSING
FLEX SPACE

OFFICE BUILDINGS
PK/SV. GARG
VACANT INDUSTRIAL
STORES, 1 STORY
OFFICE BUILDINGS
OFFICE BUILDINGS

526 N Parramore
909 W Amelia
520 N Parramore
510 N Parramore
711 W Amelia
717 W Amelia
731 W Amelia
735 W Amelia
500 N Parramore
300 E Colonial Dr
1203 N Orange

VACANT COMMERCIAL (in Magnolia Park)

Tax Amounts Associated with the Above Exceptions Taxable Value Millage Rate Tax/TIF 95% of Tax for TIF to CRA
Orange County 5,496,215 5.1639 28,382 26,963
City of Orlando 5,496,215 5.6916 31,282 29,718
DDB 5,496,215 1.0000 5,496 5,221
Total 11.8555 65,160 61,902

* OLA to assist in determining proper boundary next to this parcel.

Note for all Appendices:

CRA/DDB should further research the listed parcels with OLA and OCPA.

Some parcels listed may not ultimately be exceptions, according to how matters

such as boundary and parcel number questions are resolved. 22



Mill Code Parcel Identification

per OCTC Number
78 24-22-29-1576-00-460
7 25-22-29-5008-07-180
7 ** 25-22-29-7223-00-030
7 ** 25-22-29-7223-00-020
7 23-22-29-3008-01-110
7 23-22-29-3320-00-152
7 24-22-29-0472-00-131
78 25-22-29-6660-00-020
78 25-22-29-6660-00-041
7 25-22-29-8642-00-160
7 25-22-29-8642-00-170
78 26-22-29-8444-01-072
7 35-22-29-0824-00-010
78 35-22-29-1928-02-091
71 25-22-29-7340-01-010

Parcel Owner

Carter Daryl M Tr

Evans J Stephen

Post Apt Homes

Post Apt Homes

NIDICH I LLC

ORANGE GARLAND REALTY ENT
MVMS LLC

ALCO-AN CLUB INC

ALCO-AN CLUB INC

KEPHART PATRICK

KEPHART PATRICK

HARVEST BAPTIST CHURCH ORL
CITY OF ORLANDO & OUC
MARKS ROBERT O TR

FORBES BRIAN D

Assessed value
Taxable value

CRAIl - ListB

Parcels in OCPA Database
Not in GIS Database

Taxable
Assessed Value Value
426,999 426,999
144,471 144,471
1,888,915 1,888,915
4,197,588 4,197,588
173,280 173,280
351,747 351,747
423,130 423,130
163,651 0
127,050 0
167,375 167,375
204,970 204,970
1,500 1,500
3,282,871 0
19,241 19,241
195,002 195,002
11,767,790
8,194,218

Appendix 4

Comments or Description

1184 Alden Road
1303 E South St.
Pk/Sv. Garg

North of CRA Il boundary
East of CRA Il boundary
11 S Osceola Ave

Modern Apt Complex 8 S. Osceola Ave

Vacant Commercial
Vacant Commercial
Nursing Home
Office Building
Vacant Commercial
Condo-Residential
Condo-Residential
Vacant Residential
Municipal

Single Family Res
Condo-Residential

755 N Garland

1001 N Garland

119 Pasadena

310 E Colonial Dr

644 BROADWAY AVE

10 N SUMMERLIN AVE UNIT 16
10 N SUMMERLIN AVE UNIT 17
337 Beech Av

10 W Anderson St

811 Long St (same PID as 813 Long)
401 E ROBINSON ST APT 101

Tax Amounts Associated with the Above Exceptions Taxable Value Millage Rate Tax/TIE 95% of Tax for TIF to CRA
Orange County 8,194,218 5.1639 42,314 40,198
City of Orlando 8,194,218 5.6916 46,638 44,306
DDB 8,194,218 1.0000 7,767 (1) 7,379
Total 11.8555 96,719 91,883
** The 2 Post Apt parcels should be coded CRA I|--Subtract from CRA I1lI/Add to CRA |
(1) DDB Tax is on $8,194,218 less parcel not in DDB area $426,999 = $7,767,219
Note for all Appendices:
CRA/DDB should further research the listed parcels with OLA and OCPA.
Some parcels listed may not ultimately be exceptions, according to how matters
such as boundary and parcel number questions are resolved. 23
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