Fort Pierce Mayor & City Commission
Members

Rufus J. Alexander, Ill, City Commissioner, District 1
- Jeremiah Johnson, City Commissioner, District 2

- Thomas K. Perona, City Commissioner District 2

- Reginald B. Sessions, City Commissioner, District 1
City Manager, Nick Mimms

Re: Five Determining Factors for the
opposition to Cumberland Farms

Environmental Impact
Decrease in Property Values
Human Rights Act

911

FHA Determination

1. Environmental Impact
Waters/gas emanating from the site i.e., “run off” of gas will be piped into our
pond, not just running off into it. The long term environmental, health and safety
implications cannot be overlooked.
(@) Potential Pollution from Gas Station Runoff
By: Bryce Franklin, Nate Braun, Jacob Monroe
7th of December, 2014

See: http://gsp.humboldt.edu/olm_2015/Courses/GSP_270_Online/
PreviousClassProjects/2014_Fall/
Potential%20Pollution%20from%20Gas %20Station %20Runoff.pdf

Excerpts from the above publication:

When putting gas in your car, drips from the nozzle can accumulate at the base
of pumps at gas stations. Rainstorms will cause the gas to move along with the
runoff. This runoff will lead to a water source that could potentially pollute the
water and cause ecological damage.


http://fl-fortpierce2.civicplus.com/732/Rufus-J-Alexander-III-District-1
https://www.cityoffortpierce.com/Directory.aspx?EID=80
http://fl-fortpierce2.civicplus.com/730/Thomas-K-Perona-District-2
http://fl-fortpierce2.civicplus.com/731/Reginald-B-Sessions-District-1

While there has been no formal study that shows how much gas is lost in liquid
form when fueling a vehicle (as droplets falling from the nozzle or dripping down
from the fill spout on the vehicle), an estimation has been done. In a paper
written by Raymond Sierra from Stanford University, he finds that approximately
one liter of gasoline is wasted or lost as liquid runoff per every 15,000 gallons
pumped. While that may not seem like a lot, when it is considered that “in 2013,
about 134.51 billion gallons1 (or 3.20 billion barrels) of gasoline were
consumed? in the United States, a daily average of about 368.51 million
gallons.” (Department of Energy). Using Mr. Sierra’s estimation, this means that
roughly 24,567 liters are lost as runoff per day.

(b) Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health. October 2014.
Small Spills at Gas Stations Could Cause Significant Public Health Risks
Over Time.

See: https://www.jhsph.edu/news/news-releases/2014/small-spills-at-gas-
stations-could-cause-significant-public-health-risks-over-time.html

Excerpts from the above publication:

A new study suggests that drops of fuel spilled at gas stations — which occur
frequently with fill-ups — could cumulatively be causing long-term
environmental damage to soil and groundwater in residential areas in close
proximity to the stations.

Few studies have considered the potential environmental impact of routine
gasoline spills and instead have focused on problems associated with large-
scale leaks. Researchers with the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public
Health, publishing online Sept. 19 in the Journal of Contaminant Hydrology,
developed a mathematical model and conducted experiments suggesting these
small spills may be a larger issue than previously thought. A study by Markus
Hilpert, PhD, a senior scientist in the Department of Environmental Health
Sciences in the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health states; “Even
if only a small percentage reaches the ground, this could be problematic
because gasoline contains harmful chemicals including benzene, a known
human carcinogen,” Hilpert says. “In a perfect world, it would be ideal to avoid
chronic spills,” “However, if these spills do occur, it is also important to prevent
rainwater from flowing over the concrete pads underneath the pumps.
Otherwise, storm runoff gets contaminated with benzene and other harmful
chemicals and can infiltrate into adjacent soil patches or from storm water that
may end up in natural bodies of water.”



Patrick N. Breysse, PhD, a professor in the Department of Environmental Health
Sciences, also wrote; “The environmental and public health impacts of chronic
gasoline spills are poorly understood,” says Breysse. “Chronic gasoline spills
could well become significant public health issues since the gas station industry
is currently trending away from small-scale service stations that typically
dispense around 100,000 gallons per month to high-volume retailers that
dispense more than 10 times this amount.”

2. Decrease in Property Values

This study was presented in the “The Costal Business Journal” in the spring of
2013, a document of variability over 25 years in a coastal market. These studies
document that when our water view is obstructed and in some cases completely
obscured, property values plummet. This not only hurts us, but all of Hutchinson
Island. Taking distance into account, the highest-quality view commanded a
premium in the 2005-2007 period of about $102,000. If located 0.1 miles from
the bay and a premium of $75,000 if located 2 miles away. By todays measures
they will be even higher. The resulting losses will be shared by both the residents
and the city.

3. Human Rights Act

Our contention in this case, the Planning Board before making any final rulings
on this matter, should consider sections of the Human Rights Act, in particular
Protocol 1, Article 1...This states that a person has the right to peaceful
enjoyment, of all their possessions, which includes the home and other land.
e.g. Harbour Isle Condo’s . Additionally, Article 8 of the Human Rights Act,
states that a person has the substantive right to respect for their private and
family life. In the case of Britton vs SOS the courts reappraised the purpose of
the law and concluded that the protection of the countryside falls within the
interests of Article 8. Private and family life therefore encompasses not only the
home but also the surroundings. This impacts, not only buildings 37, 38, 10, 9,
1 that are in the immediate surroundings, all of Harbour Isle Condo’s and the
two homes across the street at 940 and 936 Seaway Drive.

In respect of privacy, it may be worth citing the Human Rights Act 1998 in
particular Protocol 1, Article 1, states that a person has the right to peaceful
enjoyment of all their possessions, which includes the home and other land.

In the case of Britton vs SOS the courts reappraised the purpose of the law and
concluded that the protection of the countryside falls within the interests of
Article 8. Private and family life therefore encompasses not only the home but
also the surroundings. Should residents of Fort Pierce except anything less?



4. 911

If the tragedy of 911 hasn't shown us anything else, it has shown the airplanes
flying into the Twin Towers turned into bombs, destroying over 3000 human lives
and an untold amount of property destruction. That happened because the
wings of the planes were something not-unlike the storage tanks that
Cumberland Farms will install if approved. The wings stored over 1,000 gallons
of fuel as does Cumberland Farms gas stations. Gas stations have at least two
tanks (3 if they have diesel), typically with 5,000 to maybe 10,000 gallons. In
some cases it could amount to storage of 30,000-40,000 gallons of a flammable
liquid constituting a hazard.

5. Deeming the move a Hazard and Denial of FHA Insurance
Copied Monday August 12, 2019. FHA mandated statements. https://

www.appraisalbuzz.com/the-latest-updates-to-sf-handbook-4000-1/
Peter Gillispie October 12, 2016

The latest enhancements to the Single Family Housing Policy Handbook 4000.1
(SF Handbook) have been published. These changes consist of technical
changes for consistency and clarity as well as several policy updates. The SF
Handbook was published to eliminate the need for mortgagees and other
stakeholders in FHA transactions to search through multiple stand-alone policy
documents. The following highlights the revisions to the SF Handbook
pertaining to FHA appraisal reporting requirements.

:andbook Section/ Handbook Changes Page Numbers
eference
[1.D.3.c.iii(C) (7) Stationary Revised language about 490
Storage Tanks stationary storage tanks and
MPR/MPS

Revised Handbook Text Page 490:

“If the subject property line is located within 300 feet of an aboveground or
subsurface stationary storage tank with a capacity of 1,000 gallons or more of
flammable or explosive material, then the Property is ineligible for FHA
insurance, and the Appraiser must notify the Mortgagee of the deficiency of
MPR or MPS. This includes domestic and commercial uses as well as
automotive service station tanks.”

Summary: Reinforced clarification regarding the ineligibility of properties within
300 feet of stationary storage tanks holding 1,000 or more gallons of flammable
or explosive material.


https://www.appraisalbuzz.com/author/peter-gillispie/

+  Conclusion: “The proposed development is a direct contravention of why
properties were purchased at Harbour Isle. It does not respect local context
and safety of street pattern for tractor and trailers, and trucks toting long
boats that will try to negotiate safe entrance and/or egress of the station.
Forget the thousands of cars that travel in that immediate area day in and
day out. We alone have 912 units that constitute a potential 1,824 drivers
committed to getting out of Harbour Isle and then returning home each and
every day. That amounts to a potential 3,646 trips every day. When you
consider how the two lane highway of Seaway Dr contributes to an unsafe
entrance and/or egress of the station for those large tractor and trailers, you
readily see it’s compounded by our own 3,646 trips every day.

+  The scale of Cumberland Farms and proportions of surrounding buildings,
put this proposal out of character of the area, to the detriment of Harbour
Isle and the Beach across at Indian River. The aim should be for any
development to result in a benefit in environmental and safety of
surrounding areas.

The issues | presented are Documentary Evidence-i.e., real evidence-no
innuendo, just facts that cannot be disputed or overlooked. All competent
substantial evidence which establishes a substantial basis from which the fact at
issue can reasonably be inferred. Including, fact or opinion evidence offered by
experts on matters that requires specialized knowledge that is relevant to the
issues to be decide.

If only one of the Five Determining Factors were to be taken into account, then
by any Reasonable Mans Standard, denying owners a mortgage puts them at an
unfair advantage to one who is mortgaged approved. No other criteria needs
come into play.

This body must not disregard a Federal Agency’s determination, especially when
that Federal Agency determines an imminent hazard is in-place.



Potential Pollution from Gas Station Runoff

By: Bryce Franklin, Nate Braun, Jacob Monroe

7" of December, 2014

Introduction

When putting gas in your car, drips from the nozzle can accumulate at the base of
pumps at gas stations. Rainstorms will cause the gas to move along with the runoff.
This runoff will lead to a water source that could potentially pollute the water and cause
ecological damage. The distance from the gas station to the water body will show which
gas stations have the highest potential to cause pollution.

While there has been no formal study that shows how much gas is lost in liquid form
when fueling a vehicle (as droplets falling from the nozzle or dripping down from the fill
spout on the vehicle), an estimation has been done. In a paper written by Raymond
Sierra from Stanford University, he finds that approximately one liter of gasoline is
wasted or lost as liquid runoff per every 15,000 gallons pumped. While that may not
seem like a lot, when it is considered that “in 2013, about 134.51 billion gallons1 (or
3.20 billion barrels) of gasoline were consumed? in the United States, a daily average of
about 368.51 million gallons.” (Department of Energy). Using Mr. Sierra’s estimation,
this means that roughly 24,567 liters are lost as runoff per day. The following report
shows the potential for runoff from gas stations in Arcata to reach and pollute local
waterways.

Methods

Acquiring the necessary data, stream and gas station location, was the first step. Once
this data was imported to ArcMap and geo-referenced we added a basemap to show
the layout of Arcata. We then created a new shapefile for the locations of all the local
gas stations in the area. A buffer was created at 75 meters around all of the streams.
We then created buffers around all the gas stations at 75, 150, and 300 meters. These
are our high, medium, and low risk parameters respectively. The intersect tool was then
used to find where the buffer zones for the gas station and the buffer zone for the
streams intersect. The final step was making the map attractive to the viewer.

Results

We found that there are ten gas stations throughout Arcata. Eight of them are within
range of streams with at least a low risk of polluting the water body. Of the eight
stations, three of them have a medium pollution risk factor and two have a high risk of
polluting a local waterway.
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Figure 1. Analysis area within Humboldt County



B High Risk
[ | Medium Risk
[ | LowRisk

Risk Boundary

1,000 ! Creeks
]

Meters Gas Stations
N

Figure 2. Potential risk of gas pollution due to run off.

Conclusion

There are two gas stations with a high risk for pollution nearby water resources. These
are the Renner Petroleum gas station at 5000 W End Road and a 76 gas station at
2205 Alliance Road. Both of these stations sit extremely close to the riparian areas
surrounding the waterways. The sites should be monitored for inadvertent gas runoff
because of the increased potential for polluting the water. The riparian areas nearby
should also be inspected for contamination. It may prove beneficial to do additional
research on the effects of topography on the potential for waterway contamination by
gas runoff not only for these two sites, but also for all areas with the potential for
pollution by gas runoff.



Sources

Data was acquired from Humboldt County’s GIS data website and the City of Arcata’s
GIS portal. ESRI also provided the base map on which the data was layered onto.

Sierra, Raymond. "Drops at the Pump." Stanford University, 24 Oct. 2010. Web. 04
Dec. 2014. <http://large.stanford.edu/courses/2010/ph240/sierral/>.

U.S. Energy Information Administration - EIA - Independent Statistics and Analysis."
How Much Gasoline Does the United States Consume? U.S. Department of Energy, 13
May 2014. Web. 04 Dec. 2014. http://www.eia.gov/tools/fags/fag.cfm?id=23&t=10
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Small Spills at Gas Stations Could Cause Significant
Public Health Risks Over Time, Johns Hopkins Finds

A new study suggests that drops of fuel spilled at gas
stations — which occur frequently with fill-ups — could
cumulatively be causing long-term environmental
damage to soil and groundwater in residential areas in
close proximity to the stations.

Few studies have considered the potential environmental
impact of routine gasoline spills and instead have focused
on problems associated with large-scale leaks.
Researchers with the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of
Public Health, publishing online September 19 in the
Journal of Contaminant Hydrology, developed a
mathematical model and conducted experiments
suggesting these small spills may be a larger issue than
previously thought.

“Gas station owners have worked very hard to prevent
gasoline from leaking out of underground storage tanks,”
says study leader Dr. Markus Hilpert, a senior scientist in
the department of environmental health sciences in the



Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health. “But
our research shows we should also be paying attention to
the small spills that routinely occur when you refill your
vehicle’s tank.”

Over the lifespan of a gas station, Dr. Hilpert says,
concrete pads underneath the pumps can accumulate
significant amounts of gasoline, which can eventually
penetrate the concrete and escape into underlying soil and
groundwater, potentially impacting the health of those who
use wells as a water source. Conservatively, the
researchers estimate, roughly 1,500 liters of gasoline are
spilled at a typical gas station each decade.

To learn more: http://www.jhsph.edu/news/news-
releases/2014/small-spills-at-gas-stations-could-
cause-significant-public-health-risks-over-time.htmi



http://www.jhsph.edu/news/news-releases/2014/small-spills-at-gas-stations-could-cause-significant-public-health-risks-over-time.html
http://www.jhsph.edu/news/news-releases/2014/small-spills-at-gas-stations-could-cause-significant-public-health-risks-over-time.html
http://www.jhsph.edu/news/news-releases/2014/small-spills-at-gas-stations-could-cause-significant-public-health-risks-over-time.html
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THE VALUE OF A WATER VIEW: VARIABILITY OVER 25 YEARS IN A
COASTAL HOUSING MARKET
Julia L. Hansen, Western Washington University
Earl D. Benson, Western Washington University

ABSTRACT

Given a relatively inelastic supply of locations with coastal water views, the price of a
water view is likely to rise during housing market upturns and fall during downturns. Using 25
years of data and more than 20,000 home sales for Bellingham, Washington, this study uses the
hedonic methodology to estimate water view premiums over different phases of the housing
cycle. Views are differentiated both by scope and by distance from the water. Results show real
dollar premiums associated with water views move with the housing cycle, rising when housing
demand and overall market prices increase and falling when the overall price of housing
declines. In addition, the relative value of a view fluctuates as well.

INTRODUCTION

The value of a residential “view” has been well-documented in numerous studies over the
past 15 years or so. Water views in particular have been found to add significantly to the sales
price of a single-family home. While earlier research used a generic definition of view,
classifying all properties as “view” or ‘“no view”, recent studies have examined several
dimensions of the view amenity, including view scope (degree of obstruction by buildings or
trees) and distance from the water. When views are differentiated by scope and distance, view
premiums are found to increase with the scope of the view and decrease with distance from the
water (see, for example, Benson et al., 1998 and Bourassa et al., 2004).

With few exceptions, previous studies have estimated view values in a particular market
over a relatively short period of time. An interesting question concerns what happens to view
premiums over a longer period of time. Theory suggests that prices of housing attributes with
relatively inelastic supply are likely to change over time in response to changing demand.
Because the supply of land with view potential is limited, the “quantity” of lots with water views
cannot rise significantly in response to rising prices. In that case, the implicit price of a view
would be expected to rise and fall with the cyclical variation in home prices. What is less clear is
what might happen to the relative value of a view over time, where relative value is the view
premium as a percentage of home value. Is this relative premium roughly constant over time or
should we expect it to fluctuate, as well, with home values?

Unlike previous studies that use a much more limited database, this study examines a 25-
year period (that includes two complete housing cycles) and more than 20,000 transactions. The
hedonic methodology is used to estimate real prices of water views in Bellingham, WA, for the
period 1984-2009. In this coastal market, properties with water views comprised 21 percent of
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all single-family transactions during this period. Author-collected view data distinguishes
between type of water view (ocean or lake) and scope of view, ranging from full, unobstructed
views to partial views. In addition, ocean views are differentiated by distance from the water.
Results suggest that view premiums can vary substantially over time, both in terms of the dollar
premium (as measured by the inflation-adjusted implicit price), and in relative terms (as
measured by the percentage of sales price).

The following section provides a review of the recent literature on the value of view
amenities. Data and local housing market cycles are described in Section I1l. Section IV presents
results of hedonic modeling when views are differentiated by type and scope, while Section V
presents results when view/distance interaction variables are included for ocean views. A final
section provides a summary and conclusions.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Prior to 1997, research on single-family view premiums used simple binary (0-1)
definitions of view, and most did not incorporate distance (see Benson et al. (1998) and Bourassa
et al. (2004) for a thorough review of these early studies). Later studies have incorporated more
complex measures that include interactive measures of view and distance and incorporate
geographic information systems (GIS) and other objective measurement techniques. These
studies are discussed in detail below.

An early study that used both view and distance as independent variables in a hedonic
pricing model was done by Milton et al. (1984), who analyze sales prices of vacant parcels near
Florida’s Apalachicola Bay. Independent variables include distance from the Gulf and a dummy
variable for view/no view. Using three different locations around the bay, they find that distance
and view are both important determinants of parcel value. Other studies, focusing on lake views,
include Smith (1994), Lansford and Jones (1995), and Doss and Taff (1996). All three studies
find that lake view adds significant value and distance from the lake reduces the value of homes,
with the first two studies looking at sales prices and the third study using assessed values. None
of these earlier papers attempt to interact distance with view.

Starting with a study of the housing market in Point Roberts, Washington, (an area for
which no land link exists from the U.S. and if traveling by car one must enter from Canada), the
definition of a view was expanded beyond the binary definition of earlier studies to include the
scope and quality of the view (Benson at al., 1997). The authors personally collected view data
for 397 residential properties, by visiting each property and classifying views into four
categories--ocean frontage, unobstructed ocean view, partial ocean view and no view. Personal
inspection was judged to be the best way to assess the impact of obstructions such as buildings or
trees. Estimated view premiums for the three categories are 147 percent, 32 percent, and 10
percent, respectively, relative to “no view” home sales. No distance variables were included.

The first paper to investigate the complexities of view and distance was Benson et al.
(1998). A database was constructed that contained 7,305 single-family homes sold in
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Bellingham, Washington, over the period 1984-1993. View data was collected by the authors by
personally conducting a site visit for each view property. Views were classified into mountain,
lake, and “ocean” views (views of Bellingham Bay). Ocean views were further classified into
four quality categories ranging from unobstructed ocean view to poor partial ocean view.
Distance from the water was calculated for each view property, using GIS software. Interaction
variables for each of the four ocean views with distance from the water were also calculated.
Hedonic estimation results yield view premiums that increase with the scope of an ocean view.
For the year 1993, premiums range from 8 percent for a poor partial ocean view to 60 percent for
an unobstructed ocean view. Lake frontage is found to add 127 percent to value. The view
premium for all ocean view scopes is found to fall significantly with distance from the water.
Again for the year 1993, estimated view premiums for properties 0.1 miles from the bay were 68,
56, 37, and 26 percent respectively for the four view categories in declining order of quality; one
mile from the bay, the view premiums were 45, 30, 28, and 12 percent, respectively, for the four
categories.

The same study (Benson et al., 1998) was also the first to estimate view values over time.
Results show that view premiums in percentage terms rose during the late 1980s, a period of
growing demand and rising prices in the local market. For example, the percentage impact of an
unobstructed ocean view (not controlling for distance) rose from 50% in 1984 and 1986 to
roughly 60% from 1988 to 1993. During a period in which overall house prices are rising faster
than the rate of inflation, even a constant percentage view premium implies an increase in the
real price of a view. When the percentage premium is rising, that implies an even larger increase
in the real view price. Thus findings of this study are consistent with the theory that prices of
housing attributes with a relatively inelastic supply, such as view amenities, are likely to move
with the housing cycle. During the same time period (1984-93), estimated elasticities for
dwelling square footage remained relatively constant.

In a follow-up study, Benson et al. (2000) use the same Bellingham, WA, database as
described above but focus on 1991-1993, a period of time in which the local market was
relatively stable. They show that pooling the data for the three-year period yields estimates of
view premiums that are similar to the individual year estimates. Given the likelihood of
changing view values over the housing cycle, however, pooling is not likely to be appropriate for
long periods of time.

Studies by Seiler et al. (2001) and Bond et al. (2002) examine the value of views of Lake
Erie in Cuyahoga County, OH. Both studies used a simple dummy variable for view. The 2001
study of 1,172 homes showed that assessed values were $115,000 higher (a 56 percent premium)
for view properties in 1998. Using a database of 190 home sales the 2002 study showed that
sales prices during the 1998 to 2000 period were $256,545 higher (a 90 percent premium) for
view properties. Neither study incorporated variables measuring distance from the water.

Bourassa et al. (2004) examine 4,814 real estate transactions in Auckland, New Zealand.
Their explanatory variables include several dimensions of the view amenity including type and
scope of view, and distance from the coast. They also include variables to capture the
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“appearance” of the surrounding area, the quality of landscaping in the neighborhood, and
average quality of structures in the neighborhood. Hedonic regression estimates suggest that a
wide view at the coast provides a 59 percent premium over properties having no view, while a
medium scope view and a narrow view Yyield premiums of 33 and 4 percent, respectively. At a
distance of 100 meters from the coast, the view premiums are 18, 13, and 10 percent,
respectively. The study shows that the view amenity (or aesthetic externalities as they call them)
is multidimensional.

In another paper using transactions for coastal New Zealand, Bourassa et al. (2005)
examine view values over time (1986-1996) in three cities: Auckland, Christchurch, and
Wellington. Using housing attribute data that includes a binary variable for water view and a
variable measuring distance from the coast, the authors estimate a hedonic model for each of
eleven years for each city. Estimated percentage price impacts suggest that the premium for a
water view varies over time, as well as across cities. When evaluated at the real mean sales
price, estimated percentage impacts imply real prices for water views that move roughly with the
local housing cycle, at least for Auckland and Christchurch. View premiums are found to be
inversely related to the scarcity of views across cities, lowest in Wellington, the city with the
fewest water views, and highest in Christchurch, the city with the most water views. Like
Benson et al. (1998), this study finds elasticities for dwelling square footage (“floor space”) to be
highly stable over time. Because the paper does not report complete regression equation
estimates or tests of significance for estimated coefficients, it is somewhat difficult to interpret
the results, or to compare with other studies.

Samarasinghe and Sharp (2008) also focus on view values in Auckland, New Zealand,
using a database of 2,531 home sales in 2004. Estimation of a hedonic model yields results
similar to previous studies that differentiate water views by scope, and that interact view with
distance from the water. The effect of distance is found to be greatest for properties with the
widest scope of water view. Wide scope water views are found to increases sales price by
roughly 44 percent at the coastline. In this study, the authors attempt to control for neighborhood
quality by including socioeconomic variables, finding that homes sell for higher prices in
neighborhoods with a higher percentage of European ethnic groups, and lower prices in
neighborhoods with family income below $50,000(NZ2).

Filippova (2009) examines whether water view premiums vary across housing submarkets.
Using data for over 53,000 home sales from 2004 to 2006 in Auckland, New Zealand, the author
uses a spatial definition of submarkets, dividing the Auckland region into geographic areas of
3,000-5,000 people. To focus on the effect of socioeconomic factors on view premiums, only
those submarkets with similar water view scarcities are included in the hedonic analysis. Several
view variables are included in the estimation, based on scope of view and distance from the
water. The impact of view on sales price was found to vary in the expected way based on scope
and distance, and also to vary significantly from one submarket to another. For example, for the
region as a whole a wide water view 500 meters from the coast is found to add 18 percent to
value; when estimated for submarkets, however, the premium varies from 5 to 54 percent.
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Results suggest that differences in view premiums across submarkets are associated with
differences in household socioeconomic characteristics.

Shultz and Smith (2008) examine the value of views of manmade lakes in Omaha using a
sample of 1298 home sales from 2000 to 2006. They find that view premiums are between 7.6
and 8.3 percent. Interestingly they find that multiple listing service data underestimates the
number of view properties by 79 percent, that GIS frontage calculations overestimate the number
by 42 percent, and that GIS viewshed analyses overestimated the number by about 0.5 percent.
In order to correct the GIS viewshed data, they conducted site visits to take into account view
obstructions.

Bin, et al. (2008) measure a home’s view as the number of degrees of view (maximum =
180), using LIDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) data, in their study of coastal views and flood
hazard risk in North Carolina. The LIDAR technique makes it possible to account for
obstructions to view from buildings and trees, using a continuous view measure which uses GIS
measures that are “objective” and replicable. In examining 1,075 home sales from 1995 to 2002,
they estimate that “willingness to pay” increases at a rate of $995 per degree of view (or about
$179,000 for a 180 degree water view at the coast) in 2002 dollars. The $179,000 is roughly 60
percent of the average selling price of $298,000. Unfortunately, we cannot calculate the percent
impact of a view home relative to a no view home because of insufficient information provided.

Morgan and Hamilton (2011) examine Pensacola Beach, Florida, home sales from 1998 to
2007 using a similar methodology to that of Bin et al. (2008). They find the marginal
willingness-to-pay is $1,228 per degree of viewshed (about $221,000 for a 180 degree water
view) in 2007 dollars, when the average sales price was $559,000. The $221,000 is about 40
percent of the average selling price.

Baranzini and Schaerer (2011) use GIS techniques to develop three-dimensional view
variables. For water views, they create a continuous variable that measures the number of
hectares of “water-covered areas” that can be seen from individual apartments in apartment
buildings in Geneva, Switzerland. They examine the rents on 12,932 apartment units in 2005,
with the average rent being CHF 1,122. The model combines a topographical land profile with a
“surface numerical model”, that takes into account heights of all objects, including buildings and
trees. They find that dwellings with the maximum view of water-covered areas (88 hectares)
rent for 57 percent more than a dwelling with no water view.

Hindsley, et al. (2012) use LIDAR data and GIS techniques to create three-dimensional
view variables for 1,081 home sales in Pinellas County, Florida. Four continuous variables
measuring Gulf of Mexico views are constructed. In measuring view scope, both natural and
man-made obstructions are taken into account, including structures, sand dunes, trees and other
vegetation. They estimate a marginal view scope value of $1,300 per degree of water view
(about $234,000 for a 180 degree water view). This represents about 49% of the average home
sales price of $475,400.
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Finally, Wallner (2012) uses GIS techniques to develop four view measures for a database
of 24,491 Sydney, Australia home sales in 2008. Using a continuous variable for water views
that measures the number of square kilometers of visible water surface area, the average water
view is found to add 6.8 to 12.7% to a property’s value. Water views in the top 5th percentile
are found to increase property values 18.2 to 34.7%. For an angular diameter measure of water
views, the maximum water view adds 59.4 to 107.0% to value. Compared to a binary (0-1) view
variable for the same sample, the GIS measures improve out-of-sample prediction accuracy. As
pointed out by the author, however, GIS measures cannot identify trees, telephone poles and
other “idiosyncrasies” that can only be captured with an on-site inspection of a property.

In sum, these studies tend to show that ”world-class” water view premiums for homes that
are near the coastline tend to be about 45 to 70 percent, relative to no view homes; and premiums
for waterfront homes tend to be 125 to 150 percent (though these premiums reflect more than
“view” since these properties have direct access to water, often with a dock). This contrasts with
“lake view” homes in Omaha that have 8 percent premiums. As discussed above, only two
studies have examined the movement of view premiums over time -- Benson et al. (1998) for the
period 1984-1993 in Bellingham, WA., and Bourassa et al. (2005) for the period 1986-1996 in
Auckland, Christchurch and Wellington, New Zealand — and none have incorporated the most
recent housing cycle. This paper estimates water view premiums over a 25-year period,
including the housing boom and bust of the 2000s.

DATA AND LOCAL MARKET HOUSING CYCLES

Data

To conduct the analysis of view values, this study uses data for single-family home
transactions in Bellingham, Washington for the period January 1984 through July 2009.
Databases obtained from the Whatcom County Assessor included a total of 29,854 transactions.
After removal of invalid and/or inappropriate transactions, the sample size is 20,883.
Transactions were removed for the following reasons: 1) transaction prices were identified as
possibly not reflecting market prices because the sale was between family members, the property
was a foreclosure sale, or the property was sold to a relocation firm 2) transaction prices
represented multiple property sales 3) the transaction was a lot-only sale, 4) the transaction was a
duplicate of another transaction for the same property on the same date, 5) the property was
remodeled after the transaction date, and 6) data for the transaction was missing or in error, such
as an invalid sales date, no year built information, or the number of bathrooms coded as zero.
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Bellingham is the central city of a small metropolitan area in the northwest corner of the
contiguous U.S. It is located 90 miles north of Seattle and 45 miles south of Vancouver, British
Columbia. The city is particularly well-suited for a view study given the prevalence of water
views and the diversity of view quality caused by hills and trees. The market is small enough
that the authors were able to collect view information by personal inspection of all properties in
the sample that could potentially have a water view. These were properties in neighborhoods
located either on the water, or on hills facing the water. Personal inspection was the best method
to ensure accurate view classifications. To determine the view from the main living area,
properties were inspected from street level, and from above and along the side where possible
and when necessary. This fieldwork was conducted in August and September, 1995, in August
2004 and in July and August, 2009. During the most recent inspection of view properties, the
authors also updated view classifications for some of the properties already in the sample. Most
of the view neighborhoods in Bellingham are established neighborhoods, in which virtually no
new construction has occurred. However, view classifications for a few properties were changed
due to the growth of trees.

View properties are classified by type of water view — ocean view (a view of Bellingham
Bay) or lake view (a view of Lake Whatcom). Ocean views are further subdivided into four
quality levels ranging from full ocean view to poor partial ocean view. Generally speaking, the
quality of ocean views was determined based on the degree of obstruction, with more obstructed
views judged to be lower quality. While there are no true oceanfront properties in Bellingham
due to the existence of a railroad right-of-way along the water, there are a number of lakefront
properties. Lake view properties are classified into three quality categories — lakefront, full lake
view and partial lake view. The following vector of view dummy variables was created:

OCEANVIEWL1 = 1 if the home has a full (unobstructed) view of Bellingham Bay, else 0,

OCEANVIEW2 = 1 if the home has a superior partial bay view (some obstruction by buildings,
trees, etc., up to 30% obstruction), else 0,

OCEANVIEWS3 = 1 if the home has a good partial bay view (significant obstructions, from
30% to 60% obstruction), else 0,

OCEANVIEW4 = 1 if the home has a poor partial bay view (some water could be seen, more
than 60% obstruction), else 0,

LAKEFRONT = 1 if the home has a lake view from lakefront property, else 0,

LAKEVIEW1 = 1if the home has a full lake view from non-lakefront property, else 0, and

LAKEVIEW2 = 1if the home has a partial lake view from non-lakefront property, else 0,

with the omitted category containing homes with no water view.

Table 1 provides definitions of variables, and descriptive statistics are shown in Table 2.
Property characteristics data were obtained from the Whatcom County Assessor; these data are
supplemented by distance from Bellingham Bay and neighborhood variables provided for our
sample by the City of Bellingham. For the full 25%-year sample, the average property is
approximately 43 years old at the time of sale, and the mean square footage is 1479, excluding
finished and unfinished basement. Properties with water views comprise 21.2 percent of all
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transactions. As shown in Table 2, 5.0 percent of transactions were for houses with an
unobstructed ocean view, 2.6 percent were for houses with a superior partial ocean view, and 4.0
percent and 6.2 percent for houses with a good or poor partial ocean view, respectively. An
additional 0.5 percent of transactions were for lakefront property, 0.6 percent for full lake view
property, and 2.3 percent for partial lake view property. The set of explanatory variables for the
hedonic model includes dummy variables for 20 neighborhoods, as defined by Bellingham city
government. Neighborhood dummy variables are included to control for unobserved locational
factors that affect housing prices; such factors may include socioeconomic characteristics of
neighborhood households.
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Table 1. Variable Definitions

Variable Name

Definition

PRICE

AGE
REMODEL
SQFT
FBASEM_SF
UFBASEM_SF
GARAGE_SF
CARPORT _SF
DECK_SF
PATIO_SF
BEDRMS
BATHS
QUALITY1

QUALITY2

QUALITY3
QUALITY4

QUALITY5

QUALITY+
QUALITY-

CONDITION1
CONDTION2
CONDITIONS

OCEANVIEW1
OCEANVIEW?2
OCEANVIEW3
OCEANVIEW4

LAKEFRONT
LAKEVIEW1

LAKEVIEW?2

DBAY
NI1....N20

Y1985 ... Y2004

Sales price of house (2009 dollars)

Year of sale minus the year house was built
Dummy variable (Lif house remodeled since 1960, otherwise 0)
House square feet (above grade)

Finished basement square feet

Unfinished basement square feet

Garage square feet

Carport square feet

Deck square feet

Patio square feet

Number of bedrooms

Number of bathrooms

Dummy variable (1 if quality given a well above average assessor rating of 5 or 6 on a 1-6
scale; otherwise 0)

Dummy variable (1 if quality given an above average assessor rating of 2 on a 1-6 scale;
otherwise 0)

Dummy variable (1 if quality given an average assessor rating of 2 on a 1-6 scale; otherwise 0)

Dummy variable (1 if quality given a below average assessor rating of 2 on a 1-6 scale;
otherwise 0)

Dummy variable (1 if quality given a below average assessor rating of 1 on a 1-6 scale;
otherwise 0)

Dummy variable (1 if house given an additional quality classification of plus, otherwise zero)

Dummy variable (1 if house given an additional quality classification of minus, otherwise
zero)

Dummy variable (1 if condition given an above average assessor rating of 4, 5 or 6 on a 1-6
scale, otherwise zero)

Dummy variable (1 if condition given an average assessor rating of 3 on a 1-6 scale, otherwise
zero)

Dummy variable (1 if condition given a below average assessor rating of 1 or 2 on a 1-6 scale,
otherwise zero)

Dummy variable (1 if house has an unobstructed view of Bellingham Bay; if not, 0)

Dummy variable (1 if house has a superior partial bay view (up to 30% obstruction); if not, 0)
Dummy variable (1 if house has a good partial bay view (30 to 60% obstruction) ; if not, 0)

Dummy variable (1 if house has a poor partial bay view (more than 60% obstruction); if not,
0)

Dummy variable (1 if property fronts on Lake Whatcom; if not, 0)

Dummy variable (1 if house has an unobstructed Lake Whatcom view from non-lakefront
property; if not, 0)

Dummy variable (1 if house has a partial Lake Whatcom view from non-lakefront property; if
not, 0)

Shortest distance in miles from Bellingham Bay

Dummy variables for 21 neighborhoods (defined by City of Bellingham). The omitted
neighborhood is Roosevelt.

Dummy variable (1 if house sold in ghat year, otherwise 0)
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Table 2. Summary Statistics of Sample Variables (n=20883)

Continuous Std. Dummy

variables: Mean Dev. Min. Max. Variables*: Mean n
PRICE (2009%) $229,530 $131,318 $31,048 $2,088,670 REMODEL 0.061 1273
AGE 43 36 0 123 QUALITY1 0.004 92
SQFT 1479 566 368 6585 QUALITY2 0.101 2105
FBASEMT_SF 128 354 0 3344 QUALITY3 0.610 12736
UBASEM_SF 142 310 0 2710 QUALITY4 0.281 5868
GARAGE_SF 319 254 0 1890 QUALITY5S 0.003 82
CARPORT_SF 26 101 0 1664 QUALITY+ 0.290 6066
DECK_SF 118 188 0 1690 QUALITY- 0.184 3848
PATIO_SF 69 168 0 3840 CONDITION1 0.497 10375
BEDRMS 2.89 0.81 1 8 CONDITION2 0.401 8368
BATHS 1.76 0.73 1 6 CONDITION3 0.102 2140
DBAY (miles) 1.44 0.95 0.02 4.06 OCEANVIEW1 0.050 1053

OCEANVIEW2 0.026 548
OCEANVIEW3 0.040 828
OCEANVIEW4 0.062 1294

LAKEFRONT 0.005 94
LAKEVIEW 0.006 134
LAKEVIEW?2 0.023 475

*Dummy variable means give the proportion of sample transactions with this attribute.

Pairwise correlations between explanatory variables are generally small; the only
exceptions are the correlations between total square footage and the number of bathrooms, and
total square footage and the number of bedrooms (correlation coefficients of 0.70 and 0.66,
respectively). Of particular interest given our focus on views, pairwise correlations between
each of the view dummy variables and the other explanatory variables are very small, with only
one above 0.36. Computation of variance inflation factors for all explanatory variables results in
very low values for the view variables (between 1.2 and 1.6) and values less than 4 for all
variables except for “dbay”, leading us to conclude that multicollinearity is not a problem for our
sample.

Local Market Housing Cycles

The first step in the empirical analysis is an examination of housing price cycles in the
local market. In order to identify the movement of housing prices over time, we pooled our 25 %
years of data and used it to construct a real hedonic price index. (The specification for the
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pooled hedonic model is identical to the specification used in Model 1 (shown in Table 3 below),
with dummy variables for each year of the sample after 1984. The dependent variable is the
natural log of the sales price adjusted for inflation using the Seattle CPI-U. Hedonic price index
values are computed as exp(p)*100, where B is the estimated coefficient on the year dummy
variable.) This index, illustrated in Figure 1, provides a measure of the inflation-adjusted
constant-quality house price.  As shown in the figure, the Bellingham single-family market
experienced two housing price cycles during the period of our data. Real prices rose
substantially during the period 1988-1993 (about 62 percent), then fell slightly from 1994-1999
(about 6 percent). For the more recent cycle, the index peaks in 2006 at a level about 74 percent
higher than the 2000 level. It should be noted that the time period for this study does not
capture the entire recent cycle, as the downturn did not end in 2009. (As of 1st quarter 2011, the
FHFA repeat sales price index for the Bellingham MSA continued to fall.)

Figure 1. Real Hedonic House Price Index, Bellingham
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For purposes of examining how the value of a view varies with the housing cycle, we
identify six time periods over which to create pooled subsamples of our data. The time periods
are chosen to represent phases of the local housing cycle, as indicated by the movement of real
prices in Figure 1. Shown by vertical bars in the figure, the six time periods are as follows:

Time Period Years House Price Movement
1 1984-1988 Stable/slight decline
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2 1989-1993 Rising

3 1994-1999 Stable/slight decline
4 2000-2004 Rising

5 2005-2007 Peaking

6 2008-2009 Falling

If the price of a view moves with the real estate cycle as hypothesized, we would expect view
prices measured in real terms to rise in Period 2, fall in Period 3, then rise again in Period 4,
following by a peak in Period 5, and a decline in Period 6. To estimate the real price of different
views, we estimate a hedonic housing price model for each of the six time periods. With the
dependent variable given by the log of the real sales price (see below), the coefficients on view
dummy variables yield the percentage impact of a particular view type. An estimate of the real
dollar price of a view can then be obtained by multiplying the percentage impact by the mean
real sales price for the time period.

HEDONIC MODEL 1: THE VALUE OF WATER VIEWS OVER TIME

A hedonic pricing model is used to estimate the value of water views in the Bellingham
single-family housing market. Theory gives little guidance with respect to the appropriate
functional form for the hedonic model. A maximum-likelihood Box-Cox hedonic model is an
attractive choice, as it provides a flexible functional form. However, a Box-Cox model has the
disadvantage of not allowing for continuous variables with zero values (and thus does not allow
the use of view/distance interaction variables used below in Model 2). Given this disadvantage,
and given that previous estimation of a Box-Cox hedonic model for this market yielded results
very similar those obtained from a log-linear model (Benson et al., 1998), we chose the log-
linear model. The following model is estimated:

In(P) =o¢+2ﬁjxji +Z;/kai +e
j=1 k=1

where In(P) is the natural log of price of property i, X is a vector of the natural logs of j property
characteristics such as age and square footage, and Z is a vector of dummy variables, including
dummy variables for sale year and neighborhood.

To test the hypothesis that water views add significantly to value, our first hedonic model
(Model 1) includes dummy variables for ocean and lake views. In the next section of the paper,
additional variables are added to test the hypothesis that view values vary with distance.
Estimation results for Model 1, which is estimated for all six time periods using ordinary least
squares, are shown in Table 3.

Most of the variables describing property characteristics are significant, with the expected
sign. Sales prices are higher, the newer the house, the better the quality and condition, and the
greater the above-grade square footage, as well as the greater the basement square footage,
garage square footage, etc. A variable measuring distance from Bellingham Bay is negative and
significant, but the magnitude is very small. With only two exceptions, estimated coefficients
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for the water view variables are positive and significant at the 1% level in all time periods.
Coefficients not significantly different from zero are the coefficient on poor partial ocean view in
the 1984-88 time period, and the coefficient on unobstructed lake view in the 2008-09 period.

Table 3. Hedonic Regression Results, Model 1
Dependent variable is In(P)

Time Period

1984-88 1989-93 1994-99 2000-04 2005-07 2008-09
C 89002 * 858817 * 95373 * 93565 ° 9.8154 °* 9.7007 °*®
In(AGE) -0.0612 * -0.0218 * -0.0124 * -0.0116 ? -0.0013 * 0.0144 *
REMODEL 0.0921 * 0.0461 * 0.0224 ?* 0.0070 0.0167 0.0346 °©
In(SQFT) 0.3952 * 03991 * 03484 * 03589 ° 0.3635 ° 0.3556 *?
In(FBASEM_SF) 0.0227 * 0.0178 * 0.0174 * 0.0209 °* 0.0184 °* 0.0216 °*
In(UBASEM_SF) 0.0103 * 0.0082 * 0.0060 * 0.0078 °*® 0.0056 *® 0.0065 *?
IN(GARAGE_SF) 0.0142 * 0.0109 * 0.0098 * 0.0086 °*° 0.0072 °*® 0.0073 °*®
IN(CARPORT _SF) 0.0106 * 0.0084 * 0.0057 * 0.0030 °* 0.0042 °* -0.0011
In(DECK_SF) 0.0060 * 0.0049 * 0.0046 * 0.0040 ° 0.0048 °*® 0.0052
In(PATIO_SF) 0.0099 * 0.0039 * 0.0038 * 0.0043 °* 0.0033 * 0.0031
In(BEDRMS) 0.0000 0.0064 0.0247 * 0.0170 0.0139 0.0169
In(BATHS) 0.06912 * 0.0513 * 0.0335 * 0.0250 °* 0.0119 0.0218
QUALITY1 0.4555 * 0.2696 * 0.4457 * 04348 ° 0.3942 ° 0.5195 *
QUALITY?2 0.2614 * 02049 * 0.2830 * 0.2583 °* 0.2755 °® 0.26546 *°
QUALITY4 -0.1290 * -0.1209 ?* -0.1566 * -0.1344 ? -0.1310 * -0.1289 ?
QUALITY5 -0.2127 * -0.3058 ?* -0.3668 * -0.2873 ? -0.1469 * -0.0957
QUALITY+ 0.0811 * 0.0780 * 0.0790 * 0.0735 °* 0.0815 *® 0.0667 *?
QUALITY- -0.0428 * -0.0497 * -0.0749 ?* -0.0697 ? -0.0434 * -0.0417 ?
CONDITION1 0.0401 * 0.0678 * 0.0477 * 0.0609 ° 0.0417 ° 0.0535 *@
CONDITION3 -0.0610 * -0.1057 * -0.0782 ?* -0.0777 ? -0.0286 * -0.0329
OCEANVIEW1 0.2436 * 02743 * 0.1904 * 0.2042 ° 0.2114 ° 0.1738 *
OCEANVIEW?2 0.1034 * 01949 * 0.1316 * 0.1327 ° 0.1703 °@ 0.1226 *®
OCEANVIEW3 0.0842 * 01442 * 0.0660 * 0.0976 ° 0.1124 ° 0.0864 *°
OCEANVIEW4 0.0049 0.0468 * 0.0435 ?* 0.0612 ? 0.0648 °® 0.0733 *
LAKEFRONT 0.6373 * 07419 * 05465 * 0.6286 ° 0.6827 ° 0.7755 *®
LAKEVIEW1 0.1923 * 02490 * 0.1145 * 0.1326 ° 0.2165 °*® 0.0475
LAKEVIEW?2 0.0921 * 0.1147 * 0.0370 * 0.0467 ° 0.0826 ° 0.0848 *®
In(DBAY) -0.0368 * -0.0305 * -0.0201 ?* -0.0343 ? -0.0890 * -0.0222
Edgemoor 02621 * 0295 * 0.2533 * 03177 ° 0.2562 ° 0.4219 °
South Hill 0.1257 * 01770 * 0.1276 * 0.2429 ° 0.1265 °*® 0.3160 °
R-squared 0.8603 0.8633 0.8626 0.8648 0.8205 0.8427
Adjusted R-sq. 0.8579 0.8613 0.8612 0.8635 0.8174 0.8346
S.E. of regression 0.1788 0.1841 0.1416 0.1547 0.1539 0.1455
n 2851 3441 5099 5534 2951 1007

“Significant at the 1% level; "significant at the 5% level; ‘significant at the 10% level. Estimated coefficients for
year dummy variables and neighborhood dummy variables other than Edgemoor and South Hill are not shown.
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Table 4 shows percentage impacts of views on sales price, (computed as 100%(eP-1),
where f is the estimated coefficient), along with real prices of views over time. (The correct
interpretation of coefficients on dummy variables when the dependent variable is specified in
logs was first pointed out by Halvorsen and Palmquist (1980).) In every time period, the
percentage price impact is highest for lakefront properties. This is not surprising, given that
lakefront locations provide recreational amenities as well as view amenities. Percentage impacts
for ocean views generally decline as the scope of the view narrows. It should be noted that
estimated percentage impacts for ocean views are significantly lower than those found in
previous research for this market (Benson et al., 1998) for the time period 1984-1993. This can
be explained by the addition of neighborhood dummy variables to the model. The two
Bellingham neighborhoods with the highest prevalence of ocean views--Edgemoor and South
Hill--are also the most prestigious neighborhoods, and according to our regression results
command the highest neighborhood premiums (shown in Table 3). After controlling for
neighborhood, the estimated marginal impact of an ocean view on sales price is, therefore,
reduced.
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Table 4. Percentage Impacts and Real Prices of Water Views

Time Period
1984-88 1989-93 1994-99 2000-04 2005-07 2008-09

OCEANVIEW1:

Percent Impact 27.6% 31.6% 21.0% 22.6% 23.5% 19.0%
Price (2009%)* $36,999 $58,734 $43,577 $54,558 $83,246 $62,976
OCEANVIEW?2:

Percent Impact 10.9% 21.5% 14.1% 14.2% 18.6% 13.0%
Price (2009%) $14,609 $40,044 $29,235 $34,189 $65,649 $43,291
OCEANVIEWS:

Percent Impact 8.8% 15.5% 6.8% 10.2% 11.9% 9.0%
Price (2009%) $11,780 $28,862 $14,186 $24,686 $42,077 $29,949
OCEANVIEW4:

Percent Impact 0.5%** 4.8% 4.4% 6.3% 6.7% 7.6%
Price (2009%) $664 $8,909 $9,238 $15,205 $23,676 $25,244
LAKEFRONT:

Percent Impact 89.1% 110.0% 72.7% 87.5% 97.9% 117.2%
Price (2009%) $119,557 $204,682 $151,139 $210,748 $346,309 $388,719
LAKEVIEW1:

Percent Impact 21.2% 28.3% 12.1% 14.2% 24.2% 4.9%**
Price (2009%) $28,439 $52,616 $25,210 $34,159 $85,472 $16,126
LAKEVIEW2:

Percent Impact 9.7% 12.2% 3.8% 4.8% 8.6% 8.9%
Price (2009%) $12,947 $22,625 $7,822 $11,520 $30,473 $29,375

*Percentage impacts are evaluated at the mean sales price for the time period ($2009 dollars). **Coefficient not
significantly different from zero.

We suspect, however, that the neighborhood premiums themselves are not independent of
views. It is likely that the high prevalence of view properties in certain neighborhoods leads to
greater prestige and higher household incomes, making the neighborhood more attractive and
leading to higher prices even for non-view properties. In addition, both neighborhoods
mentioned above are located along Bellingham Bay, and provide water views not only from
private houses, but from roads, sidewalks and common areas, another factor which may
contribute to higher prices for non-view properties. If the view and neighborhood effects are
combined for these two neighborhoods, the value premium can be quite high. In the case of the
Edgemoor neighborhood, for example, the combined percentage impact for view and
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neighborhood for the 2005-2007 time period is 59.62 percent for an unobstructed ocean view
(OCEANVIEW1) and 53.19 percent for a superior partial ocean view (OCEANVIEW?2).

For all the different view types, estimated percentage impacts rise during period 2, a period
in which the market price level was rising, then fall in time period 3, rise again in period 4 and
reach a peak in period 5, the period in which real housing prices peaked in the overall market
(2005-2007). For all views except for poor partial ocean view and lakefront, the percentage
impact then falls in the most recent time period (2008-09). (It should be noted that only six
lakefront properties sold in that time period, making it difficult to interpret that particular result.)
For all view types except for the lowest-quality ocean view, percentage impacts are highest in
period 2, the 1989-93 time period. It is interesting to note that the coefficients (and hence
percentage impacts) for the two dummy variables for above-average structure quality —
QUALITY1 and QUALITY2 — are lowest in time period 2, perhaps indicating a higher than
normal willingness of buyers during the housing boom of the late 1980s and early 1990s to trade
off structure quality for views.

Evaluating percentage impacts at the real mean sales price for each time period yields
estimates of the real dollar prices of water and lake views. The movement of real view prices
across time periods is illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. For all view types, prices generally move as
expected with the housing cycle, exceptions being the increase in real price for poor partial ocean
views and lakefront during the recent downturn (period 6). Again we note the very small sample
size for lakefront properties in this time period. Although the percent impact of most view types
is lower during the most recent housing boom than during the earlier boom, real prices of views
are higher, given that the percent impacts are being applied to much higher sales prices. For
example, estimation results suggest that a full ocean view adds 31.6 percent to value in the 1989-
93 time period, implying a real price of $58,734; although the premium for 2005-07 time period
is 23.5 percent, the corresponding real price of an unobstructed ocean view is $83,246.

In contrast to the percentage price impacts for views, the elasticities for square footage are
quite stable across all six time periods. As shown by the coefficients on the SQFT variable in
Table 3, these elasticities vary from 0.348 to 0.399, implying that a 1 percent increase in square
feet increases the sale price by .348 to .399 percent, ceteris paribus. It should be noted that this
elasticity measures the impact of an increase in above-grade square footage, holding the number
of bedrooms, bathrooms, and basement square feet constant. Of course a stable elasticity does
not imply a constant dollar price of square footage. Evaluating the elasticity value at the mean
sales price and mean square footage for each time period yields a real price of square footage
that moves with the Bellingham housing cycle. Based on the elasticities estimated here, the price
of a marginal square foot in real terms moves from $37.50 in time period 1 to $54.16 in period 2,
then to $48.33, $57.11, $83.20 and $75.73 in the last 4 time periods, respectively. The finding of
a stable square footage elasticity, and a real price of square footage that varies with the housing
cycle, is similar to the findings of Bourassa et al. (2005).

91



(The Coastal Business _Journal

ISSN: 2163-9280

Figure 2. Real Price of Ocean Views (2009%),
Time Periods 1-6
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Figure 3. Real Price of Lake Views (2009%),
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HEDONIC MODEL 2: THE EFFECT OF DISTANCE FROM THE WATER ON

VIEW VALUES

The previous section explored the value of different types of water views — both ocean and
lake views, and how those values have varied over a long period of time. In this section of the
paper, we consider that for ocean view and partial ocean view properties, the value of a view

may vary depending on distance from the water.
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more distant the view, the smaller the view premium, everything else held constant. To test this
hypothesis over the six time periods of this study, variables interacting each of the four ocean
view variables with distance are added to the hedonic model. Interaction variables (OCEAND1-
4) are defined as the natural log of (DBAY + 1), where as defined in Table 1, DBAY s the
shortest distance in miles from Bellingham Bay. In this model, the impact of a view on sales
price is determined by the estimated coefficients on both the view dummy variable and the
view/distance variable. As shown by Benson et al. (1998), the percentage impact of a particular
type of ocean view on sales price is given by: 100 * [e®*"(OCEAND)_1] \where B is the coefficient
on the view dummy variable, and y is the coefficient on the view/distance interaction term.
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Table 5. Selected Hedonic Regression Results and Percentage Impacts, Model 2

Time Period
1984-88 1989-93 1994-99 2000-04 2005-07 2008-09

Coefficient:
OCEANVIEW1 0.3431 a 0.4128 a 0.2876 a 0.2604 a 02585 a 02721 a
OCEAND1 -0.2251 a -0.2718 a -0.140 a -0.0839 a -0.0606 ¢ -0.1646 a
OCEANVIEW2 0.2098 a 0.3531 a 0.2551 a 0.1861 a 02520 a 0.1993 a
OCEAND2 -0.1249 a -0.2001 a -0.1397 a -0.0701 a -0.0987 b -0.0899
OCEANVIEW3 0.1590 a 0.2123 a 0.1318 a 0.1424 a 0.2219 a 02433 a
OCEAND3 -0.0908 a  -0.0697 c -0.0666 b  -0.0549 b -0.1312 a -0.1820 a
OCEANVIEW4 0.0190 0.4128 a 0.0689 a 0.1082 a 0.1130 a 0.0736
OCEAND4 -0.0133 -0.2717 a -0.0259 -0.0601 a  -0.0557 -0.0135
Percentage
Impacts:
OCEANVIEW1

0.1 miles 37.9% 47.2% 31.6% 28.7% 28.8% 29.2%

0.5 miles 28.6% 35.3% 26.0% 25.4% 26.4% 22.8%

1 mile 20.6% 25.2% 21.0% 22.4% 24.1% 17.1%

2 miles 10.1% 12.1% 14.3% 18.3% 21.1% 9.6%
OCEANVIEW?2

0.1 miles 21.9% 39.7% 27.3% 19.7% 27.5% 21.0% *

0.5 miles 17.3% 31.2% 21.9% 17.1% 23.6% 17.7% *

1 mile 13.1% 23.9% 17.1% 14.7% 20.1% 14.7% *

2 miles 7.5% 14.3% 10.7% 11.2% 15.4% 10.6% *
OCEANVIEW3

0.1 miles 16.2% 22.8% 13.4% 14.7% 23.3% 25.4%

0.5 miles 13.0% 20.2% 11.0% 12.8% 18.4% 18.5%

1 mile 10.1% 17.8% 8.9% 11.0% 14.0% 12.4%

2 miles 6.1% 14.5% 6.0% 8.6% 8.1% 4.4%

“Significant at the 1% level; ®significant at the 5% level; Ssignificant at the 10% level. *Distance interaction term is
not statistically significant.

Table 5 (above) shows selected hedonic regression results for Model 2 — the coefficients on
the view dummy variables and interaction terms — and implied percentage impacts. Distance is a
significant addition to the specification of ocean views for the three highest-quality ocean views
(for most time periods), but not for the lowest-quality ocean view. For the highest-quality ocean
views — a full ocean view -- coefficients on the view/distance interaction variables are negative
and significant at the 1 percent level for all time periods except 2005-2007 (where the coefficient
is significant at the 10 percent level). For superior partial ocean views, the coefficients for the
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interaction terms are negative and significant for all time periods except for the most recent
period, and for good partial ocean views, coefficients are negative and significant at at least the
10 percent level for all time periods. The view/distance interaction term does not generally
perform well for poor partial ocean views.

For the three highest-quality ocean views, percentage price impacts tend to move with the
housing cycle, but there are some exceptions to the general pattern. For example, the percentage
impact of unobstructed water views at locations 0.1 mile from the water doesn’t fall during the
recent downturn (time period 6). For the same quality-level at locations 2 miles from the water,
percentage price impacts rise during all time periods except the most recent. As a result, the
percentage impacts at different distances become more similar up until period 5 (2005-07), and
less similar after period 5.

As in the previous section of the paper, real dollar prices of water and lake views are
obtained by evaluating percentage impacts at the real mean sales price for each time period.
Figure 4 illustrates real prices for unobstructed ocean view properties located 0.1 mile, 0.5 miles,
1 mile and 2 miles from the water. While prices at all distances tend to track the overall market,
the relationship between distance from the water and the value of a view has clearly varied over
time.

Figure 4. Real Price of a Full Ocean View (2009$),
Time Periods 1-6
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$100,000 >

$60,000 A l//‘\ >
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For example, for full ocean view properties within 0.1 mile of the bay, the view premium is
$50,893, $87,912, $65,578, and $101,701 for periods 1, 2, 3 and 5, respectively. From a distance
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of 2 miles the premium is $13,486, $22,527, $29,723, and $74,842 for the same periods, but falls
to $31,692 in period 6. The reduced effect of distance starting in time period 3, and continuing
in time periods 4 and 5 is unexpected, and appears to be related to an increase in the number of
sales of full ocean view properties located more than 3 miles from Bellingham Bay. For the
1989-93 time period, there were no sales of full ocean view properties located farther than 3
miles in our sample, but for the next three time periods, the percentage of full ocean view
properties at distances greater than 3 miles rises to 12.8 percent, and then to 23.9 and 20.1
percent. (The percentage for the most recent time period drops to 10.3 percent.)

The increase in the percentage of full ocean view properties located at distances beyond 3
miles is likely explained by the development of a new area of Bellingham view homes in the late
1990s and early 2000s (the “Barkley area”). This area is farther from the bay than other view
areas in the city, and many houses are located more than 3 miles from the water. Because the
area is located on a high hill, however, many properties have full ocean views. We suspect that a
high value for full ocean views in the Barkley area, in spite of the relatively great distance from
the water, is causing the reduction in the view/distance interaction term, particular for the 2000-
2004 and 2005-2007 time periods. The value of these views may be explained by the dimension
of elevation. It is possible that higher elevation can offset the effect of distance by “opening up”
the view, and in the case of the Barkley area, affording a view of a greater expanse of water and
islands. More research is needed to investigate the impact of elevation on view values.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Very little research has focused on the value of water views over the housing cycle. This
study uses housing market sales data for the coastal city of Bellingham, Washington to estimate
the value of ocean and lake views over a 25-year period from 1984-2009. Both ocean and lake
views are categorized by quality level, as defined by the scope of the view (or conversely, the
degree of obstruction), and in the case of ocean views by distance from the ocean as well. The
view classifications were determined by a site visit to each potential view property, a method
judged by the authors to be the best way to account for obstructions such as building and trees.

The empirical work in the paper addresses both the “absolute” change and the “relative”
change of water view premiums over this 25-year period. Results show that real prices of water
views have moved substantially over the housing cycle. Real prices of ocean and lake views of
all quality levels rose during the housing upturn of the late 1980s and early 1990s, then fell, then
rose again during the housing boom of the 2000s before declining again in the most recent
period. Measured in 2009 dollars, the price of the highest-quality ocean view (an unobstructed
view of Bellingham Bay and the San Juan Islands) peaks at about $83,000 in 2005-2007, the
time period corresponding to the peak of the local market. Taking distance into account, the
highest-quality ocean view home commands a premium in the 2005-2007 period of about
$102,000 if located 0.1 miles from the bay and a premium of $75,000 if located 2 miles away. In
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the 1994-1999, the period prior to the recent housing boom, these view premiums were only
$66,000 and $30,000, respectively.

We find that water view premiums move with the housing cycle not only when measured
in inflation-adjusted dollar terms, but also when measured on a relative basis. For this market,
percentage premiums appear to have peaked during the housing boom of the late 1980s and early
1990s, and then fell in the late 1990s. They recovered in the early 2000s, reached a peak in the
boom years of 2005-2007, and fell as home prices dropped in 2008-2009. For example, the view
premium for a home that is within 0.1 miles of the bay, with a superior partial bay view rose
from 21.9 percent in the mid-1980s to 39.7 percent in the late 1980s and early 1990s, only to fall
to 27.3 percent and 19.7 percent in the subsequent two periods. Then, the relative premium rose
to 27.5 percent in the 2005-2007 period and fell to 21 percent in 2008-2009. This pattern was
true for all view/distance categories except for the best view category (with the highest home
values) which exhibited much less variation compared to the other categories. One implication
is that percentage view premiums cannot be assumed to be constant over time, or assumed to be
similar for similar phases of the housing cycle. Percentage view premiums for the next housing
upturn, for example, may differ from premiums exhibited during previous upturns. Results here
suggest that in addition to the scope of a view, and distance from the water, careful assessment of
views should consider that not only the dollar value but the percentage impact of a view may
vary with the housing cycle.
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Mohsen Salehi’s Qualifications:

The career of Mohen Salehi, AICP, ITE(F) spans over 30 years of public- and
private-sector experience with an extensive track record in traffic and parking
studies, transportation/ infrastructure planning and urban design, low impact
development and redevelopment projects, complete streets/ context sensitive design
solutions, traffic calming/ roadway safety audits/ development review services/ and
expert testimony for public agencies and community organizations. Mohsen has a
Master of City and Regional Planning (MCRP) from Clemson University with a
concentration in Urban Design and Infrastructure, and a Bachelor of Architectural
Engineering from Southern Tech (formerly a division of Georgia Tech). He is a
member of the American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP) and a fellow of the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).



RALF BROOKES ATTORNEY

Robert L. Malatesta
37 Harbour Isle Drive East PH6
Hutchinson Island, FL 34949-2789

Annette Rudd
37 Harbour Isle Drive East PH4
Hutchinson Island, FL 34949-2789

July 1, 2019

Peter Sweeney, Esq.
City Attorney City of Fort Pierce
100 N. U.S. Highway 1 Fort Pierce, FL 34950

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INTERVENOR STATUS IN CASE # 19-4390002 FOR A MAJOR
PD AMENDMENT FOR A PROPERTY LOCATED AT 835 SEAWAY DRIVE

Dear Mr. Sweeney:

Purpose of this letter. We request intervenor status in the above entitled case, which is
scheduled for first hearing before the City of Fort Pierce Planning Board on Tuesday July 9,
2019 at 5:30 PM. This is a quasi-judicial proceeding.

Parties requesting intervenor status. On behalf of the SOUTH HUTCHINSON ISLAND
PRESERVATION (SHIP) GROUP, a 8501(c)3 not-for-profit corporation (in organization)
which advocates for good land use planning on the island, and on behalf of ourselves, ROBERT
L. MALATESTA and ANNETTE RUDD, at the addresses above, we request recognition of
intervenor status in opposition to case number 19-4390002, Harbour Isle Development
Commercial, LLC, applicants.

Criteria for granting intervenor status. A search of Municode’s online version of the Fort
Pierce Code does not identify rules for granting intervenor status, but we understand that the
City’s Resolution 17.R16 articulates the following “process for establishing quasi-judicial
procedures”:

V. Party Intervenors. The City Attorney may allow a person to intervene as a Party
intervenor if they meet the following requirements:

A. The person must have an interest in the application, which is different than
the public at large.

B. At least three days prior to the hearing, the person shall submit a written
request to intervene including: a detailed outline of his or her interest in the
application and argument in favor or against it, copies of all exhibits which will
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be presented at the hearing and the names and addresses of all witnesses who will
be called to testify on their behalf (including resumes for any witness the person
intends to qualify as an expert).

Criterion Number 1, an interest different from the public at large. The residences of both
Robert Malatesta and Annette Rudd are among the dwellings nearest to the site of the proposed
service station. Their residences, at building 37 literally overlook the wall which separates the
Harbour Isle development from the subject property. Other residents of building 37 and nearby
building 38, which is the second closest building in the complex. Other residents in close
proximity are represented by SHIP. We respectfully request that Robert Malatesta, Annette
Rudd, and the SHIP group be recognized as intervenors in case #19-4390002 on grounds that
their interest is greater than that of the public at large.

Criterion Number 2, a request submitted at least three days prior to the hearing with
specified contents. The request for intervenor status has been forwarded via email to the City
Attorney and the Community Development Director at least three days prior to the first
scheduled hearing on July 9™. Resolution 17-R16 also requires that we provide the following
materials:

e “adetailed outline of his or her interest in the application and argument in favor
or against it.” We have explained our interest in our response to Criterion
Number 1. Our argument against the application will be that it is generally
inconsistent with the Fort Pierce Comprehensive Plan, that it will be disruptive to
the immediate neighborhood, due to its 24-hour operations, light pollution, noise,
an increase in police calls and illegal behavior, motor and diesel fuel fumes,
smells and stormwater runoff, which will be directed on to and share an existing
retention pond at our development.

e “copies of all exhibits which will be presented at the hearing.” At this time, we
have prepared no exhibits, expert reports, or slide presentations, and will not do so
until we have the staff report for the case, which the Planner on Duty advises will
be available on or about Friday, July 5. We will have exhibits available on,
before or at the adoption hearing when it is heard by the City Commission.

e “names and addresses of all witnesses who will be called to testify on their behalf
(including resumes for any witness the person intends to qualify as an expert).” In
addition to ourselves, Robert Malatesta and Annette Rudd, addresses listed above,
we anticipate testimony from Keith Madson, who resides in building 38, Anne
Marie Bode, from building 10 and Paul Nist, resident of building 9. Our expert
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Page 3
witness will be Daryl Max Forgey, AICP, of Forgey Planning Services in Cape
Coral. Florida.

Our attorney will be Ralf Brookes, Esq. Mr. Brookes has a scheduling conflict
and we do not anticipate that he will be personally present at the Planning Board
hearing. We are forwarding his resume, along with Mr. Forgey’s. We understand
that other persons may wish to testify at the public hearing.

We respectfully request that Robert Malatesta, Annette Rudd, and the SHIP group be recognized
as intervenors in case #19-4390002 on grounds that they have applied in a timely manner for
intervenor status.

If you have any questions concerning this request, please direct them to Annette Rudd at (856)
498-8033.

Sincerely,
Robert L. Maletesta Annette Rudd
Robert L. Malatesta Annette Rudd

/s/ Ralf Brookes Attorney
Attorney for Plaintiff

1217 E Cape Coral Parkway #107
Cape Coral Florida 33904

(239) 910-5464

Fax (866) 341-6086
RalfBrookes@gmail.com
Ralf@RalfBrookesAttorney.com

CcC: Rebeca Guerra
Max Forgey AICP
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RALF BROOKES

Board Certified in City County and Local Government Law by The Florida Bar
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Ralf G. Brookes, Attorney. 1998-present. Local government law practice - Representing local
governments, public and private sector clients, public interest groups and not-for-profit organizations. Prepare
and present to local government councils, commissions and boards, review and file applications, litigate
approvals and denials, prepare and defend ordinances, land development regulations, comprehensive plan
amendments, settlements, development agreements, administrative proceedings on local, state and federal
agency permits, approvals, challenges and appeals in state and federal courts, state agencies, counties and
municipalities.

MUNICIPAL/CITY ATTORNEY EXPERIENCE:

City of Madeira Beach, Florida (Pinellas County, population 4,406) 2017-present

Town of Yankeetown, Florida, (Levy County, population 760) Town Attorney 2006 — present
City of St Pete Beach, Florida (Pinellas County, population 10,086) (City Attorney 2007-2008):
City of Bradenton Beach Florida, (Manatee County, population 1,536) 2004 — 2009

As City/Town Attorney: Meet with and advise City Manager and Departments; Municipal Law; Contracts,
RFQs/RFPs; Disputes, Litigation, Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Land Development Code Amendments
and review of development application, variances, planned developments, development agreements;
legislation, ordinances, audits, sunshine law, public records law; grants, government and public works projects.

COUNTY ATTORNEY EXPERIENCE:

e Monroe County (the “Florida Keys”) - Land Use Litigation Counsel (1992-1998)
Representing Monroe County Florida in land use litigation in state and federal courts, serve as counsel
for Growth Management Division, counsel for Planning Department, Planning Commission and Code
Enforcement; prepared and defended vacation rental ordinance, noise ordinances, resolutions and
land development regulations, development agreements, comprehensive plan amendments, defended
Monroe County in state and federal court.

e Sarasota County Assistant County Attorney (1990 — 1992) Advise County Attorney, Board of
County Commissioners of Sarasota County; Planning Commission, Planning, Natural Resources, Code
Enforcement, Solid Waste Departments, interagency and interlocal agreements; Pollution Control

MEDIATOR/ARBITRATOR/ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION

¢ Circuit Civil Court Mediator - Florida Supreme Court Certified

¢ Florida Court Appointed Arbitrator — Florida Supreme Court Approved Training

e Special Magistrate/Master, Fla. Stat. 70.51 Land Use & Dispute Resolution Act: Alternative
dispute resolution process for land use applications. (e.g., Village of Islamorada Florida)

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT:

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT & ANALYST: 1998 —2000

Senior Consultant & Analyst Business Management—Cambridge Management Consulting (Celerant
Consulting ). Delivered measurable improvements in Operations and Maintenance systems to deliver
sustainable measurable results of $2.7 to 3.5 million dollars in annual client savings and increased profits.
Identify and implement systems, reporting and management procedures for sustainable continual
improvements and economic return on location in Texas, NJ, La, Delaware in Oil, Gas, Technology Sectors



TEACHING:

University of Florida Law School — Conservation Clinic and Env and Land Use Law Program,
Practitioner in Residence 2013 under Professors Ankersen, Flournoy and Hamann

Florida Gulf Coast University (FGCU) - Adjunct Professor Env Law 2005 - 2014.
Masters of Public Administration Program: Environmental & Land Use Law PAD 5620.

EDUCATION:

University of Florida —Law School Gainesville, Florida, Juris Doctorate (J.D. 1988)
e Jessup’s Cup Moot Court Team;
e UF Law Center for Governmental Responsibility Fellowship
University of Miami - Bachelor Science degree in Marine Sciences/Geology, Coral Gables, (B.S. 1985)

PROFESSIONAL:

Admitted to Florida Bar — 1988 (Over 22+ years as member in good standing)
Board Certified: City, County and Local Government Law by The Florida Bar — 2004 to date

Florida Federal Courts: Admitted Middle District Fla., Southern District Fla., Northern District Florida
Florida State Courts: Admitted all state circuits, all appellate district courts, Florida Supreme Court

The Florida Bar, Sections and Committees:
¢ City, County and Local Government Law Section, to present
¢ Environmental and Land Use Law Section (ELULS), Executive Council, 1993-2001
e Administrative Law Section Executive Council, 1991- 1999

Florida League of Cities, Florida Municipal Attorney’s Association Member/Lecturer

The Florida Chamber of Commerce,
e Growth Management Short Course
e Environmental Permitting Short Course

The Florida Bar, Continuing Legal Education (CLE) Programs
City, County and Local Government Section of the Florida Bar
Environmental and Land Use Law Section of the Florida Bar
Administrative Law Section of the Florida Bar

University of Florida Law program, speaker and guest lecturer

Continuing Legal Education, CLE-International Programs,
e Dealing With Government

Litigating Land Use and Takings Claims

Defending Local Government Land Use Denials

Regulatory Takings under the U.S. and Florida Constitution

Wetlands Regulations

Florida Municipal Attorney’s Association Speaker Noise Ordinances
Southwest Florida Chamber of Commerce “Issues 08” Southwest Florida Legislative Delegation
A Sustainable Southwest Florida: Creating a Vision. Participant City Attorney
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DARYL MAX FORGEY, AICP
4704 Vincennes Blvd.
Cape Coral FL 33904

(239) 560-5864
max@zoningtechnologies.com

AICP (American Institute of Certified Planners). Member in good standing since 1993. A national
professional certification maintained by the American Planning Association. AICPs must first meet
educational standards and then pass an examination covering all aspects of professional planning practice,
and are expected to maintain their membership through a self-directed program of study that is monitored
by the national organization, which includes regular training in law and ethics.

Current Positions
FORGEY PLANNING SERVICES—Cape Coral, Florida
Sole Proprietor November 2008-present
A solo planning practice that has done comprehensive planning work for Lee and Sarasota Counties, the
City of North Port, and the Captiva Community Panel. Developed a template for auditing the
effectiveness of existing local governments comprehensive plans which has been applied in Sarasota
County and the City of North Port. An expert witness since 2013, working on more than 30 cases in 25
Florida counties and municipalities, appearing before planning commissions, city councils, county
commissions, hearing examiners, administrative law judges, and circuit court. Qualified as an expert
witness in Lee County Hearing Examiner proceedings.

ZONING TECHNOLOGIES ®, Inc.—Cape Coral, Florida

President October 2011-present

A start-up subsection ‘S’ corporation that specializes in restructuring and updating local government
comprehensive plans and developing implementation strategies which employ automation to create linked
tools (e.g. application forms, automated worksheets, case reports, and adopting resolutions). The Zoning
Technologies expert system prototype products were marketed statewide and were demonstrated at the
American Planning Association (APA) national conference in Atlanta in April 2014.

Past Positions

OSCEOLA COUNTY, FLORIDA—KIissimmee

Planning Coordinator April 20, 2005-December 31, 2008

Authored key elements of the Osceola County Comprehensive Plan and the 2008 Evaluation and
Appraisal Report.

CLAY COUNTY, FLORIDA—Green Cove Springs

Senior Planner October 2003-March 2005

Authored the county’s Interlocal Service Delivery Agreement Report (ISDAR) mandated by the Florida
legislature, identifying all service overlaps between and among all local governments within Clay County.

LAKE COUNTY, FLORIDA—Tavares

March 2001 to September 2003

Senior Planner — September 2002-September 2003; Planning Director — May 2001-September 2002.
Staff liaison to the Environmental Lands Management Advisory Committee, a citizen organization
created by the Board of County Commissioners to study the creation of an environmental land program.

Daryl Max Forgey AICP 4/19/2019



Recommended policies were ratified in November 2002, when Lake County voters approved a one-third
mil assessment for the acquisition of environmental lands.

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL—Fort Myers

Planner--March 1997 to June 1998

Reviewed local government plan amendments throughout the six-county area and authored “The Platted
Lands Challenge” report.

CHARLOTTE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Community Development Director — June 1995 to March 1997

Planning Director — January 1990 to June 1995

Early in my tenure, Gulf Development Corporation (GDC), the County’s largest land subdivider, declared
bankruptcy, shifting responsibility for completion of roads, bridges, drainage works, and utilities, to the
public sector and forcing a host of development decisions upon the local government and public agencies.
I had two memorable achievements during these seven years:

e Led the staff team that rewrote the Charlotte County Comprehensive Plan and was the point
person in the successful four-year effort to negotiate a stipulated settlement agreement between
the Board of County Commissioners and the Florida Department of Community Affairs to find
Charlotte County’s Comprehensive Plan in compliance with Florida’s Growth Management Act.

e Advocated internally against the rezoning of 42 parks (illustrated as such on GDC sales maps and
the County’s Future Land Use Maps) to residential uses. The Company’s receivers eventually
gave in and donated 41 of them to the people of Charlotte County.

CITY OF CAPE CORAL - Cape Coral, Florida

Acting Deputy Planning Director; Planner; Senior Planner—January 1985 to January 1990
Authored and supervised preparation of key elements of the 1988 Comprehensive Plan (the City’s first
plan under the 1985 Growth Management Act) and the City’s 1989 Land Development Code.

Education

Indiana University Bloomington.
Master of Public Affairs (MPA) with concentration in Urban and Regional Planning 1982.
Bachelor of Arts (BA) 1976.

Recent Continuing Education, Writing and Teaching

*  Program chair for “Planners in Peril: Law and Ethics for Design Professionals” tentatively scheduled
for December 6, 2019 in Bonita Springs.

*  Program chair for “How High is the Water, Ma?: Rising Sea Level on the Florida Gulf Coast and
what we can do about it,” sponsored by Friends of Boca Grande Community Center, March 22, 2019
at the Boca Grande Community Center Auditorium.

*  Member, Faith Preshyterian Affordable Housing Board, a not for profit corporation which aspires to
offer quality housing for low- and moderate-income persons in Cape Coral. Appointed 2018.

* Received 2018 American Planning Association Florida Chapter, Promised Lands section’s first-ever
Wayne Daltry Award for Planning Programs for developing professional education symposia.

* Prepared policy audit of Town of Fort Myers Beach Comprehensive Plan for Weiler Engineering,
Summer 2018.

*  Program chair for American Planning Association symposium “Warped Tour *18: Land Use Law for
Planners” March 23, 2018 in Punta Gorda.
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Program chair for Captiva Community Panel/ Florida APA symposium “Now in My Back Yard:
Rising Sea Level on Florida’s Gulf Coast and what can be done about it January 13, 2017 at South
Seas Resort on Captiva Island.

Co-authored article with Karen Consalo, Esq. “Best Practices for Local Government Land Use
Decision-making” in Summer 2016 edition of Florida Planning.

Speaker at American Planning Association Florida Chapter Annual Conference in Tampa, September
9, 2016. “A Pre-tirement Guide for Perplexed Planners: Making the Transition to Solo Practitioner.”

» Attended and participated in CLE International’s annual Land Use Law symposium in Tampa,
August 18-19, 2016 and August 6-7, 2015

»  Speaker at University of Central Florida 2016 Public Administration Research Conference April 8,
2016. Topic: “What’s the Big Idea: New Software that Aids Land Use Decisions.”

» Attended and participated in American Planning Association Florida chapter annual conference in
Hollywood, Florida September 10-13, 2015.

» Coordinator and presenter for daylong FAPA-sponsored symposium “Everything You Ever Wanted
to Know about Florida Land Use” in Cape Coral May 16, 2014.

Jurisdictions where Max Forgey has done Expert Witness Work 2013-2019

Bonita Springs
Bradenton

Cape Coral (3)
Charlotte County
Collier County
DeSoto County

Fort Myers Beach (2)
Hardee County
Hendry County (C Court)
Hernando County
Highlands County
Lantana

Lee County (5)
Miramar

Monroe Co (ALJ)
Orange County

Palm Beach County (ALJ)
Pasco County

Polk County (C court)
Punta Gorda (2)

St. Johns County
Sarasota County
Venice
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