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MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: July 27, 2009 
 
TO:  Northeast Florida Regional Council 
 
THRU: Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
     
FROM: Margo Moehring, Director of Planning & Strategic Initiatives 
 
RE:  Comprehensive Plan Amendment Review:  July, 2009 
 
 
As of this date, during the month of July, 2009, Regional Council staff reviewed 
four (4) comprehensive plan amendments.  Two (2) transmitted amendments and 
one (1) adopted amendment are brought before the Committee and Board for 
review. 
 
Transmitted Amendment: 
 
City of Palm Coast     Transmitted Amendment 09-2 
Putnam County    Transmitted Amendment 09-2 
 
Adopted Amendment: 
 
Clay County     Adopted Amendment 09-D1 
  
Small-Scale Amendments*: 
 
Clay County     Ordinance 2009-28 
 

• Changes 1.22 acres from Branan Field Master Planned Community to 
Branan Field Community Center. 

 
*The Small Scale Amendments are generally consistent with the Goals and 
Policies of the Northeast Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan, and will not be 
brought to the Council for review.  Staff reviews of the Transmitted and Adopted 
Amendments are attached.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 

DATE:  July 28, 2009 
 
TO:   Northeast Florida Regional Council 
 
THRU:  Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
  
FROM:  Margo Moehring, Director of Planning & Strategic Initiatives 
 
RE: City of Palm Coast Transmitted Amendment 09-2 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
The review and recommendation of the City of Palm Coast Transmitted 
Amendment 09-2 will be provided via e-mail to the Committee and Board 
members for their review prior to the August 6th Planning and Growth 
Management Policy Committee and Board meeting.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 

DATE:  July 28, 2009 
 
TO:   Northeast Florida Regional Council 
 
THRU:  Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
  
FROM:  Margo Moehring, Director of Planning & Strategic Initiatives 
 
RE: Putnam County Transmitted Amendment 09-2 
 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
The review and recommendation of the Putnam County Transmitted Amendment 
09-2 will be provided via e-mail to the Committee and Board members for their 
review prior to the August 6th Planning and Growth Management Policy 
Committee and Board meeting.  
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
 

DATE:  July 23, 2009 
 
TO:   Northeast Florida Regional Council 
 
THRU:  Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
 
FROM:  Edward Lehman, Director of Transportation and Community 

Development 
 
RE:   Clay County Adopted Amendment 09-D1 (Governors Park) 
 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Scope of Review 
 
The Regional Council received Clay County Adopted Amendment 09-D1 on July 13, 
2009.  Pursuant to Florida Statute Chapter 163 and the contract between the 
Department of Community Affairs and the Northeast Florida Regional Council, staff 
reviewed the Adopted Amendment to determine whether it is consistent with the Goals, 
Objectives, and Policies of the Northeast Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan. 
 
Procedural History 
 
The Clay County Board of County Commissioners adopted Amendment 09-D1 on June 
30, 2009.  The transmitted form of this amendment (08-D2) was reviewed by the 
Committee and Council at the September, 2008 Committee and Board meetings.  In 
review of the transmitted amendment, the Regional Council did not find any objections, 
noting that Governors Park was undergoing Development of Regional Impact Review.  
By letter dated October 10, 2008, the Department of Community Affairs issued an 
Objections, Recommendations and Comments Report and raised two objections about 
transportation and need. These two issues were addressed by the County in the 
Adopted Amendment support documentation, including the Development Order for the  
DRI. 
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Amendment Summary 
 
Clay County Adopted Amendment 09-D1 is the companion Future Land Use Map 
amendment to the Governors Park Development of Regional Impact (DRI).  The 
Governors Park DRI is a mixed-use development of approximately 3,267 acres. The 
amendment changes the land use for the 3,267 acres from Agriculture to Planned 
Community.  The subject parcel is located south of Green Cove Springs to the north 
and west of U.S. 17 adjacent to C.R. 15A and south of S.R. 16.  The land use plan will 
accommodate the land uses proposed on Map H of the ADA.  The amount of 
development proposed in the DRI includes 6,000 residential dwelling units, 840,000 
square feet of retail, 700,000 square feet of office, 2,000,000 square feet of light 
industrial, and a 400-room hotel.  The Recommendation Report for the companion DRI 
was approved by the Council on May 7, 2009.  By separate memorandum, a review of 
that D.O. is being provided to the Committee and Council.   
 
Comments and Staff Recommendation 
 
Under Florida Administrative Code 9J-11.011, Clay County is required to consider the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and the Development of Regional Impact application 
at the same hearing.  Staff finds that the impacts to regional resources were addressed 
in the Development of Regional Impact Review process, which led to the adoption of a 
Development Order with conditions determined by the County.  Staff believes that the 
Adopted Amendment is consistent with the Northeast Florida Strategic Regional Policy 
Plan. 
 
Recommendation: 
 

Staff respectfully recommends that the Committee and the Council find 
Clay County Adopted Amendment 09-D1 consistent with the Northeast 
Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  July 27, 2009 
 
TO:  Northeast Florida Regional Council 
 
THRU: Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
 
FROM: Edward Lehman, Director of Transportation and Community Development 
 
RE: Governors Park Development of Regional Impact D.O. Review 
 
 
Section 380.07(2), Florida Statutes, (F.S.), states that within 45 days of rendering 
of a DRI Development Order (D.O.), the state land planning agency (DCA) may 
appeal the order to the Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission by 
filing a notice of appeal.  Regional Planning Councils do not have appellate 
rights; however, S. 380.07(2) states that the appropriate regional agency by vote 
at a regularly scheduled meeting may recommend that DCA undertake an appeal 
of the D.O., which the DCA shall consider within the 45-day appeal period.   
 
The Clay County Commission adopted the Development Order for the Governors 
Park DRI on June 30, 2009.  Staff has reviewed the D.O. to determine whether it 
is generally consistent with the Regional Council’s recommendation report, which 
was adopted by the Council on May 7, 2009.  The staff review is summarized 
below. 
 
General Regional Recommendations 
 
The County has adequately addressed all conditions in the General Regional 
Recommendations section of the Council’s recommendation report in the 
Governors Park Development Order, including requirements for the Biennial 
Monitoring Reports, build out and expiration dates, and the land use exchange 
table reference. 
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Specific Conditions 
 
Vegetation and Wildlife 
 
(a) Consistent with the Council’s recommendation report, a specific condition 

requiring gopher tortoise mitigation consistent with FGFWFC permits 
requirements is included. 

 
(b) A specific condition addressing a wildlife crossing is included in the D.O., 

consistent with the Council’s recommendation report. 
 
(c)  A total of 655 wetland and upland acres is designated for conservation, 

which ensures consistency with the NEFRC regional recommendation 
report. 

 
Wetlands 
 
Wetland conditions included in the D.O. are consistent with the Council’s 
recommendation report.  The determination of the wetlands is consistent with 
Map H of the ADA and D.O., with final determination subject to District and Corps 
permits.  Conditions on protection of Governors Creek and its tributaries are 
consistent with the Council’s report.  
 
Upland Buffer  
 
An average buffer of 100 feet along Governors Creek is required in the D.O., 
consistent with the County’s Land Development Code.   
 
Water 
 
(a)  The D.O. requires a stormwater pollution prevention plan to address 

construction activity. 
 
(b)  A water quality monitoring plan approved by FDEP, to include three water 

quality monitoring stations, has been included as an attachment to the 
D.O., consistent with the Council’s recommendation. 
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Water Supply 
 
(a)  The D.O. requires development to occur concurrent with the provision of 

adequate central sewer service meeting the Clay County adopted level of 
service. 

 
(b)  The D.O. requires that irrigation demand of the DRI in will be consistent 

with Clay County Utility reuse policy.  Distribution lines for reuse will be 
installed concurrent with development of the project. 

  
(c)  All water conservation strategies incorporated in the Council’s 

recommendation report have been adopted as conditions in the D.O. 
 
Floodplains 
 
Recommendations to address floodplain issues adopted by the Council in the 
Governors Park Recommendation Report are incorporated in the D.O. 
 
Wastewater Management 
 
The County’s adopted D.O. contains all Council recommendations concerning 
wastewater management.  The D.O. requires development to occur concurrent 
with the provision of adequate central sewer service meeting Clay County’s 
adopted level of service. 
 
Stormwater Management 
 
Erosion control measures are required in the D.O.  The stormwater management 
system within Governors Park shall be designed in accordance with Water 
Management District rules. 
 
Solid Waste 
 
The project is required to meet the LOS standard for solid waste, and is required 
to participate in the County’s recycling program, consistent with the Council’s 
recommendation report. 
 
Transportation 
 
The transportation conditions adopted in the Governors Park D.O. are consistent 
with the Council’s recommendation report.  The conditions included in the D.O. 
are: 
 
(a)  Outer Beltway Right-of-Way   The applicant will convey sufficient right-of-

way through its project area for the Outer Beltway. 
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(b) Green Cove Springs By-Pass  The applicant will construct the Green Cove 

Springs By-Pass between S.R. 16 and U.S. 17, with sufficient right-of-way 
within the project limits dedicated for this construction. 

 
(c) Other Transportation Conditions.  Other transportation conditions that 

were included in the recommendation report, including participation in a 
TMO and bicycle and pedestrian connections, are included in the D.O.   

 
Air Quality 
 
The County has incorporated the air quality recommendations from the Council’s 
recommendation report addressing suppression of construction dust. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
The Developer shall construct a minimum of 294 affordable housing units within 
the DRI. Construction of at least 129 affordable housing units shall be 
commenced during Phase 2; Construction of at least 119 units shall be 
commenced during Phase 3. Construction of the remaining affordable housing 
units shall be commenced not later than twelve (12) months after issuance of the 
first building permit for vertical construction for non-residential development in 
Phase 4.  All requirements for affordable housing as adopted by the Council in 
the recommendation report are included within the D.O.   
 
Fire and Police Protection 
 
As noted at the Council meeting, negotiations with the County to address police 
and fire protection issues were on-going.  The recommendation report required 
the Developer to convey or cause to be conveyed to the County up to three (3) 
acres in the aggregate of developable land for a fire and rescue station, a 
sheriff’s substation, a library, government offices, or a combination of these, at a 
location mutually acceptable to the Developer and the County within ninety (90) 
days of request by the County.  This condition has been included in the D.O.  In 
addition, the D.O. requires the developer to contribute $600,000 to the County for 
the construction of a fire and/or rescue station on this site. 
 
Recreation and Open Space 
 
The D.O. expands Council’s recommendation on recreation by requiring the 
developer to provide 24 acres of community parks, with the requirement to build 
basketball courts, tennis courts, and baseball fields in the D.O.  In addition, the 
developer shall provide 40 acres of neighborhood parks 
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Education 
 
The County’s education conditions are consistent with the Council’s 
recommendation report.  Consistent with the recommendation report, the 
developer shall provide two elementary school sites and one high school site to 
the School Board.  All requirements for timing of conveyance, wetland mitigation, 
and storm water management adopted by the Council are included in the D.O. 
 
Recommendation: 
 

Recommendations have been included in the Governors Park D.O. 
that are consistent with the Council’s recommendation report 
adopted May 7, 2009.  Therefore, staff recommends that the 
Committee and Council transmit a recommendation to DCA of no 
appeal of this Development Order. 
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MEMORANDUM 
               

 
DATE: July 27, 2009 
    
TO:     Northeast Florida Regional Council 
 
THRU:   Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee 
      
FROM:   Edward Lehman, Director of Transportation and Community Development 
 
RE:     July Development of Regional Impact Report  
  
 
The following report summarizes current DRI activity for the above-cited month.  All 
additions and updates are italicized.  
 
Cordova Palms   
 
The ADA for Cordova Palms was submitted on April 19, 2006.  Cordova Palms was 
formerly known as Lemberg North.  The pre-application conference for the DRI was held 
on October 25th.  The project is located along the western side of U.S. 1 just west of the 
St. Augustine Airport. The master development plan calls for 1700 residential dwelling 
units, 600,000 square feet of retail, and 100,000 square feet of office development.  First 
sufficiency review was transmitted to the applicant on May 22, 2006.  The first 
sufficiency response was received on September 11, 2006.  Second sufficiency review 
comments were transmitted to the applicant on October 11, 2006.  The applicant 
recently requested and received a 90-day extension to the 120-day period to respond to 
the first sufficiency review.  The applicant submitted the second sufficiency response on 
July 13, 2007.  The County has been notified to set the public hearing for the D.O.  The 
applicant has requested a waiver from the 90-day period to have the hearing to allow for 
the Comprehensive Plan amendment to be processed. 
 
Durbin 
 
The pre-application conference for the Durbin DRI was held on December 6, 2006.  The 
Durbin DRI is located along I-95 at Racetrack Road in northern St. Johns County, along 
the Duval County line.  The master development plan calls for 4,500 dwelling units, 
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1,700,000 square feet of office development, 3,000,000 square feet of retail 
development and 800 hotel rooms.  The ADA for Durbin has been submitted.  A 
sufficiency response was transmitted to the applicant on February 9.  The applicant has 
requested an additional extension until August in order to work with FDOT on alignments 
of roadway improvements. 
 
Elkton 
 
The Elkton DRI is a proposed multi-use DRI located in St. Johns County along S.R. 207 
west of I-95.  The pre-application conference was held on January 27th.  The proposed 
development plan consists of a three-phase development, with 3600 dwelling units, 
40,000 square feet of office, 140,000 square feet of retail, 40,000 square feet of medical, 
and 70,000 square feet of industrial.   The sufficiency review for Elkton was transmitted 
to the applicant on Sept 13 – transportation comments were transmitted on Sept 27.  
The applicant has submitted the first sufficiency response.  Second sufficiency review 
comments were transmitted to the applicant on February 2.  The applicant has submitted 
the second sufficiency response, and the Council staff has notified St. Johns County to 
set the public hearing. 
 
Navona Creek 
 
The Navona Creek DRI is a proposed multi-use DRI located in Baker County just to the 
east of the proposed Cedar Creek DRI.  The pre-application conference was held on 
August 10th.  The proposed development plan consists of 5,913 single-family dwelling 
units, 4087 multi-family dwelling units, 1,500,000 square feet of business park 
development, 330,000 square feet of village center development, and a 120-bed 
hospital.  Because the ADA has not been submitted within one year, this project will 
have to conduct another pre-application conference prior to ADA submittal. 
 
Old Brick Township 
 
The Old Brick Township DRI is a proposed multi-use DRI located in Flagler County in 
the northern portion of the County along the St. Johns County line.  The property is 
located west of U.S. 1 and east of C.R. 13 (Old Brick Road).  The pre-application 
conference was held on December 14th.   The proposed development plan calls for three 
five-year phases and consists of 5,000 dwelling units, 1,000,000 square feet of industrial 
development, 50,000 square feet of office development, and 100,000 square feet of 
commercial development.  The ADA was submitted for review, with the sufficiency 
response transmitted to the applicant on June 26.  Staff participated in a May 27th 
meeting with City of Palm Coast staff at DCA to discuss this project as well as Three 
Lakes.  Because Palm Coast is defined by SB 360 as a Dense Urban Land Area 
(DULA), the DRI developer has the option to opt out of DRI review. 
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Hunter’s Ridge Substantial Deviation 
 
Hunter’s Ridge is an approved DRI in Flagler County and Ormond Beach.  As part of the 
settlement of an appeal of the D.O., in 1992 an area of Hunter’s Ridge was determined 
to be a “Substantial Deviation Area.”  No development can occur until this area of the 
project goes through substantial deviation review.  The pre-application conference was 
held on January 18 in Flagler County.  The applicant has indicated they intend to submit 
the ADA soon.  Because no ADA was submitted within one year, a follow up pre-
application meeting was held on April 14th.  Agencies that participated were provided an 
overview of the changes to the plan that was reviewed in January, 2008, and provided 
comments on those changes and other proposed methodology changes.  The amount of 
development proposed within the Substantial Deviation Area in the pre-application 
document consists of 849 single-family dwelling units, 69,900 square feet of office 
space, 52,580 square feet of retail space, and 58,520 square feet of light industrial 
space, however the applicant has indicated an intent to increase residential development 
in the ADA. 
 
Old Kings Park 
 
The pre-application conference for Old Kings Park, a proposed DRI in St. Johns County, 
was held on January 16th.  The proposed DRI is located in the southwest quadrant of the 
S.R. 206/I-95 interchange.  The proposed amount of development consists of 3,630 
residential dwelling units, 210,000 square feet of retail, 50,000 square feet of office, and 
1,950,000 square feet of industrial development in three five-year phases. 
 
Watermark 
 
The pre-application conference for Watermark, a proposed DRI in St. Johns County, 
was held on January 23rd.  The proposed DRI is located in the northwest quadrant of the 
S.R. 206/I-95 interchange, and is consistent with the County’s FLUM.  The proposed 
amount of development consists of 4,900 residential dwelling units, 325,000 square feet 
of retail, 150,000 square feet of office, and 1,000,000 square feet of industrial 
development in three five-year phases.   
 
Three Lakes 
 
The pre-application conference for Watermark, a proposed DRI in the City of Palm 
Coast, is scheduled for April 3rd.  The proposed DRI is located west of U.S. 1 just north 
of the Espanola area, just south of the proposed Old Kings Park DRI.  The proposed 
amount of development consists of 7,000 residential dwelling units, 369,000 square feet 
of retail, 100,000 square feet of civic/office, and 1,870,000 square feet of industrial/office 
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development in three six-year phases.  The City of Palm Coast is scheduling a series of 
meetings to address need for coordination of this project and the Old Brick Township 
bordering to the north; in particular, the City wants to address concerns expressed by 
DCA over the location and need for these two DRIs.  The City of Palm Coast has been 
designated a DULA in SB 360.  There is question as to whether this project is pending 
and has the option to go through DRI review.  
 
The following is a rough estimate of the date for presentation of DRI projects to 
the NEFRC for consideration of the staff recommendation: 
 
 Project          Date 

 
Durbin January 2010 
 
Cordova Palms September 2009 
 
Elkton March 2010 

 
Navona Creek Unknown 
 
Old Brick Township November 2009 

 
Hunter’s Ridge Substantial Deviation February 2010 
 
Watermark January 2010 
 
Three Lakes May 2010 
 
Old Kings Park January 2010 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  July 28, 2009 
 
TO:  Northeast Florida Regional Council  
 
THRU:  Planning and Growth Management Policy Committee Chairman 
     
FROM: Debbie Balevre, Program Coordinator   
 
RE:  Intergovernmental Coordination and Review (IC&R) Status Log and 

Report Activity for the Month of July 2009. 
 
 
Applications received for review through the IC& R process totaled 45. Below is a 
summary of IC&R activity for the month of June 2009 by category.  
 
 
Environmental Permits: 19 Applications    
 
Grant Requests:     0 Applications 
 
Application fund sources are broken down as follows:  
 

 Current Month  Year to Date 
Federal $5,324,000.00  $21,050,020.80  

State   $6,726,279.60  
Applicant $11,181,583.00  $38,578,882.00  

Other/Local $400,000.00  $15,204,392.96  
 Totals $20,505,583.00  $81,559,575.36  

 
 
All applications were reviewed internally and have been processed accordingly.  
Each active and completed application is reported in the: MONTHLY IC&R 
REVIEW DATA BASE – June 27, 2009-July 28, 2009  
 
 

DB



Jun-09

BAKER
NEFRC # SAI# Activity Application/Project Title  Applicant Cost Sorc. Total Cost

Funding Summary Due Date Status
Federal Applicant State Other/Local Regional Council Clearing House

CLAY
NEFRC # SAI# Activity Application/Project Title  Applicant Cost Sorc. Total Cost

CL-09-0006 FL 200905074736C USDA Emergency Operations Fac. City of GCS $6,859,420.00

Funding Summary Due Date Status
Federal Applicant State Other/Local Regional Council Clearing House

$5,324,000.00 $1,135,420.00 $400,000.00
DUVAL

NEFRC # SAI# Activity Application/Project Title  Applicant Cost Sorc. Total Cost
CL-09-0007 FL-96X01200 JTA ARRA Bus Purchase and 

Renovations of Facilities
JTA $10,046,163.00

Funding Summary Due Date Status
Federal Applicant State Other/Local Regional Council Clearing House

$10,046,163.00  
NASSAU
NEFRC # SAI# Activity Application/Project Title  Applicant Cost Sorc. Total Cost

Funding Summary Due Date Status
Federal Applicant State Other/Local Regional Council Clearing House

PUTNAM
NEFRC # SAI# Activity Application/Project Title  Applicant Cost Sorc. Total Cost

Funding Summary Due Date Status
Federal Applicant State Other/Local Regional Council Clearing House

ST. JOHNS
NEFRC # SAI# Activity Application/Project Title  Applicant Cost Sorc. Total Cost

Funding Summary Due Date Status
Federal Applicant State Other/Local Regional Council Clearing House

  

Current Month Year to Date
Federal $5,324,000.00 $21,050,020.80
State $6,726,279.60

Applicant $11,181,583.00 $38,578,882.00
Other/Local $400,000.00 $15,204,392.96

 Totals $20,505,583.00 $81,559,575.36
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Date: July 28, 2009

To: Northeast Florida Regional Council Board of Directors

From: Jeffrey Alexander, Director, Emergency Preparedness

Re: Emergency Preparedness Programs Update

Statewide Regional Evacuation Study Program (SRESP)

Current Activity -
Data collection and development is complete. Critical Facilities, Shelters and Small Area Data
have been given to Wilbur Smith Associates for use. The prototype transportation model for the
Tampa Bay Region has been developed. A presentation of the model’s interface – TIME – was
given at the last SRESP workgroup meeting in June.

The Technical Data Report (TDR) is under-development. With the templates provided to date, the
TDR is about 50% complete. Data continues to be collected and analyzed for inclusion in the
TDR. The remaining chapter templates will be released over the coming months. The format of
the document itself is coming together, with formatting work being completed on various pieces of
the document (table of contents, individual chapters, maps, etc.).

Currently, our SLOSH Basin data has been delivered to FDEM. We held our basin meeting at
NEFRC on Friday, July 10

th
. It was well attended, with over 20 representatives from around the

Region. Jeff Alexander, Richard Butgereit (GIS Manager, FDEM) and Al Sandrik (Meteorologist,
NWS of Jacksonville) presented various portions of the meeting. Comments on the Basin data
were due back to NEFRC by Friday, July 17

th
. A few comments were collected from around the

Region. These comments were compiled and sent to FDEM for review. Once reviewed and
approved by FDEM, the Basin will be sent to NOAA’s MDL for an additional review.

A SRESP workgroup meeting was held in Altamonte Springs, at the new offices of East Central
Florida RPC on June 25. We received GIS training on the SRESP-specific surge inundation tool
from Marshall Flynn of the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council.

Future Activity:
Future activity includes the coordination and planning of the next SRESP workgroup meeting, to
be held August 20

th
at the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council. Work continues on the

Technical Data Report. Additionally, June 30
th

marked the end of the 2
nd

quarter of 2009.
Assembly of the Quarterly Report, which is due July 30, is ongoing.

State Homeland Security Grant Program

The Federal Reserve Bank of Jacksonville Tabletop Exercise was concluded and
the After-Action Report draft completed. The After-Action Conference was held
on October 6, 2008 at 1:30 p.m.
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The exercise was so well received that the Miami Branch of the Federal Reserve
Bank recently duplicated the effort this last month.

Local Mitigation Strategy/Hazard Mitigation Grant Program

LMS

In the month of June, Staff facilitated the 2nd Quarterly Local Mitigation Strategy
(LMS) Task Force meetings for Baker, Clay, and Nassau Counties to ring in the
beginning of Hurricane Season. Predictions are for an average season, though the
affects from a hurricane are hardly ever “average.” These meetings are held each
quarter to update membership and any interested citizens who wish to attend on the
mitigation activities going on and planned for their County. The purpose of the Task
Force is to discuss the preparedness, prevention, and recovery efforts for a wide
array of potential disasters, from floods and hurricanes, to wildfires and chemical
releases. Another aspect concerns future mitigation planning efforts and potential
funding sources as a result of and prior to disasters. The Task Force maintains a
priority list of ranked projects which helps determine a course of action when funds
become available.

The mitigation projects that result from these funds will help the Counties prevent or
decrease the threat from future hazards, as well as to assist those citizens who
become affected by disasters to return to normal, but safer, community. While each
County is vulnerable to damage, it is the intent of each county’s Task Force to help
reduce the magnitude of potential impacts from hazards, both natural and man-
made. With the vulnerability to hazards increasing, mitigation has become a crucial
and viable component of emergency planning and post-disaster redevelopment.

Council staff will be assisting with holding Community Workshops in Baker, Clay,
and Nassau Counties so that each County’s LMS document will be updated for the
5-year update. Once completed, the revised Mitigation Strategies will be sent to the
State for approval and then to FEMA. Local counties and municipalities must pass
resolutions adopting the revised strategy in order to receive Federal Mitigation
Funding post-disaster. These revisions are due by the end of the year.

Nassau County is part of a pilot program with four other counties around the state
whose purpose is to create a Post-Disaster Redevelopment Plan (PRDP). The
Council’s role in this program is to provide technical information and an advisory
function. The intent of this pilot program is to address the potential concerns of an
area affected by a disaster, not only for the short-term, immediate response, but for
its long term recovery and reconstruction of a safer, more sustainable community. A
projected timeline shows that the remaining sections will be completed over the next
few months with a chance for public review before a finished product is delivered to
the County. This pilot program will help other counties in Florida and the Nation to
develop their own Post-Disaster Redevelopment Plans over the coming years.
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HMGP
Putnam County is in the process of retrofitting several facilities throughout the county
to increase shelter space for vulnerable populations. The structural analyses for the
Kelley Smith, Middleton Burney, and Jenkins shelter wind retrofit sites have been
completed and will be reviewed by the State; once approved, the School District should
be able to begin the bidding process for construction. Crescent City High School has
completed their plans and will also begin the process for construction bids. The
purpose of these projects is to identify any deficiencies in the building and use the
grant funding to “harden” or retrofit the buildings accordingly to meet American Red
Cross Shelter Guidance 4496. These four buildings can then be used emergency
shelters during an incident and will greatly increase available shelter space in Putnam
County.

An HMGP project in Baker County was to wind retrofit and install hurricane shutters at
Macclenny Elementary School as part of an effort to increase shelter space in Baker
County by utilizing Federal HMGP dollars and House Bill 7121 funding to provide the
local match portion. The School Board has received advanced payment from the State
for 75% of the total project, which allows the School District’s to complete the project at
little to no cost during the initial construction phase. The School Board contracted with
Kane Screens to provide hurricane screens. Construction was completed in June and
the County approved the work through inspection. Staff will be helping to finalize this
project for completion and reimbursement to close out the project.

In the meantime, portions of several other schools in Baker County were identified as
potential shelters during a disaster and need to have hurricane shutters installed to be
certified as Red Cross shelters. Funds from the HB 7121 were provided by the State
to retrofit this group of schools: Baker Middle, Baker Senior High, J.F. Keller
Intermediate, Westside Elementary, and the Phoenix Center. Staff has requested 25%
of funding in Advance to lessen the burden on the School District. Again, the School
District has contracted Kane Screens to provide the hurricane screens. The structural
engineering and permitting will begin in the next few weeks with the hope of finishing
construction before the height of hurricane season. Council staff will be providing grant
administration for this project as well.

Wind retrofit and mitigation projects such as these are important in counties with
shelter deficits. The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program seeks to sustain actions and
efforts that will reduce or eliminate long-term risk from hazards and their affects by
providing counties with funding for wind retrofit or shelter projects.

Regional Domestic Security Task Force/Urban Area Security Initiative /
Exercise and Event Update

The RDSTF “key members” meeting was held on April 28th 2009 at the FDLE
Headquarters in Jacksonville, and the last monthly conference call took place on
May 20th 2009.

The Jacksonville UASI held their 2008 projects “kick off” meeting on January 26th

2009 to discuss the coming year’s procurement process. There were
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representatives from the City of Jacksonville Procurement Division, JFRD
Finance, JFRD Procurement and the Emergency Preparedness Division
(JaxUASI). Project Implementation Plans will be submitted for each project.

Critical Infrastructure Threat Assessment and Mitigation Software Project
(CITAMS)

During this reporting period, the following events took place within the CITAMS
Program:

Staff has closed out the CITAMS I Grant with a final invoice submitted to Baker
County Sheriff’s Office for processing. With this portion of the grant ending, Staff
has begun expenditures from CITAMS II and has successfully renewed the
current grant through SIMON to 09/30/09. The FDLE grant management staff in
Tallahassee will only renew our grants for 90 days at a time, as a matter of
policy. To-date the assessment team has completed 221 field site assessments
under the auspices of the program. The software provider (Digital Sandbox) is
conducting research to determine new applications of our Site Profiler package to
support Regional emergency management and law enforcement needs. The
Site Profiler Version 4.5 was released and installed as of Tuesday evening, June
16 2009. It contains many valuable enhancements and features that have been
requested from our assessors and other stakeholder/users. Staff is in the
process of completing the 2nd Quarterly Performance Report for submission
through SIMON and has scheduled to interview 6 assessor candidates on June
30, from which we expect to hire as many as two (2) back-up assessors and one
(1) regular field assessor to replace an assessor who has had to take an
indeterminate length of absence.

Federal Reserve Bank Exercise

In June of 2008 the staff of the Northeast Florida Regional Council developed
and implemented a tabletop exercise for the Jacksonville branch of the federal
reserve bank of Atlanta. The exercise was a major success in bringing together
very different response systems. With State, local and federal partners at the
table to discuss coordination and collaboration needs, plans are reviewed to
determine response training needs. Following the success of the Jacksonville
exercise the NEFRC staff partnered with the South Florida Regional Planning
Council, at the request of the Miami branch of the Federal reserve bank of
Atlanta, to apply for funding to conduct an exercise for them. An exercise was
delivered to the Miami branch on June 2, 2009 one year after the Jacksonville
exercise. These terrorism based exercises help to prepare the local responders
to address major incidents occurring as a result of a man made disaster. By
developing response partnerships among the principle response agencies,
responders are able to identify key areas needed for improvement to preserve
the lives of disaster victims. Following the exercise the staff of the Northeast
Florida Regional Council was asked to begin preparation to coordinate exercises
for the New Orleans Branch and for the Central Facility in Atlanta.
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2009 State Hurricane Exercise Evaluation

Staff assisted with the evaluation of the State Hurricane Exercise that was
conducted from June 1st – 3rd, 2009. Since last year, the State of Florida has
renovated the state's emergency operations center with a new look - and a State
Director was named for the first time in nine years. In May, Mr. Ruben Almaguer
was named to fill the shoes of Craig Fugate; Mr. Fugate had spent the past nine
years as director before moving to D.C. to take the helm at FEMA. The State
EOC now has millions of dollars invested in new equipment that was being put to
use for the first time. During the first week of June, the first week of hurricane
season, officials from every state agency, FEMA, and representatives from every
one of Florida's sixty seven counties, responded to “Hurricane Suiter,” that was
modeled off of the 1926 Hurricane. The storm struck South Florida near Miami,
moved across the peninsula out into the Gulf of Mexico, and then swung north,
impacting areas of the western panhandle. The purpose of this exercise was
designed to push the limits of the State Emergency Operations Center and to
create communication pathways between the State and our Federal partners.

State emergency managers were also testing a brand-new law enforcement
radio system, logistical resource tracking systems, and, for the first time,
responders would have dedicated frequencies they can use to stay in touch if all
else failed. In the thick of it all, Staff from the Florida Regional Planning Councils
developed and conducted the exercise evaluation. The State contracted with
NEFRC to coordinate an evaluation of the exercise using planners from most of
the RPC’s from around the State. The lead evaluator was appointed from the
NCFRPC staff and NEFRC staff served as evaluators and on the Exercise Senior
Staff. The first draft of the review of the exercise will be delivered to the FDEM,
which will then provide an overview to the Governors office, within 21 days of the
exercise. The final report will be released in the middle of July.
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: July 15, 2009

TO: Northeast Florida Regional Council

FROM: Jason Taylor, Staff

RE: District IV - Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) Update
________________________________________________________________________

The most recent State Emergency Response Commission meeting for the State of Florida was
held on July 10, 2009 at 10:00 am, at the Betty Easley Conference Center, 4075 Esplanade Way
in Tallahassee, FL. The next SERC meeting is scheduled for October 2nd in Tallahassee, FL.

A meeting of District IV Local Emergency Planning Committee was held on Wednesday, May
20, 2009 at 10:00 am at the St. Johns County Emergency Operations Center, 100 EOC Dr. in St.
Augustine, FL 32092. The upcoming LEPC meeting will take place on August 12 at 10:00 a.m.
at the Flagler County Emergency Operations Center, 1769 E. Moody Blvd., in Bunnell, FL
32110.

Hazardous Materials Analysis Update
Staff has received the corrections needed to complete the 2008/2009 Local Hazardous Materials
Analysis for the following counties: Baker, Clay, Nassau, Putnam, and St. Johns. Facilities that
fall under Section 302 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA)
are inspected once every two years to ensure that all Extremely Hazardous Substances are being
reported and stored properly. Updated information was submitted to the State and the current list
of corrections that need to be made will be resubmitted; once final approval is given, this
information will be dispersed to the Counties for their purposes. These updates, along with
Duval and Flagler Counties, will then be made available to their respective County Emergency
Managers and incorporated into the 2009 LEPC Emergency Response Plan.

LEPC 08/09 HMEP Planning Project

Funding is provided to perform eligible activities as identified in the Hazardous Materials
Emergency Preparedness Planning Grant Program. The Staff assigned to this program will
conduct activities pursuant to this scope of work with the support of the LEPC and consistent
with the direction of the Division.
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The LEPC is given an option of completing one of several projects. This year’s project is
entitled “Community Workshops and Section 302 Facility Outreach.” Tasks include setting up
“How to Comply” workshops and training events to help raise the awareness of the importance
of pre-planning and preparedness activities among emergency response agencies, Section 302
facilities, and the general public. The workshops were scheduled for the week of February 16 –
20 produced a total of forty three (43) participants from facilities across the Region, with some
representatives traveling from as far away as Charlotte, NC. Comments were generally positive,
with the outcome being that future workshops similar to these are both needed and wanted in the
Region.

Staff is planning to conduct another workshop/training session specifically for First Responders
on the use and application of E-Plan, an electronic database that is being used as a way to access
critical information for hazardous materials sites throughout the State of Florida. The SERC has
been actively involved in making this web-based program available to each of the State
sponsored HazMat teams, County Emergency Managers, and a representative from the Local
Emergency Planning Committee. The intent of this workshop is to familiarize first responders
with the electronic database, how to retrieve information, and how that information can be used
during response. Further announcements are to follow as details develop. Contact Staff Jason
Taylor, (904) 279-0885 ext. 136, with any questions.

HMEP Completed Training Projects

2009 International Hazardous Materials Conference, Baltimore, MD: May 27 – 31; The
LEPC sponsored two individuals from Clay County to attend this event. The two
gentlemen received invaluable information and training from some of the nation’s top
experts in the field that they will be able to bring back with them to the Northeast Florida
area.

Hazardous Materials Operational Refresher Course, Clay County: June 8, 9, 10, 15, 16,
17, and 27; The LEPC held a series of Ops Refreshers for HazMat Techs that were
designed to allow first responders to demonstrate basic skills and core competencies
expected of those individuals who have already been trained at the full operational level,
with reviews of basic Hazard and Risk Assessment Techniques, review of various PPEs,
Basic Terms and Standard Operating Procedures, Control, Containment, Confinement,
Decontamination. Around 159 students received a total of 1,272 combined hours of
training. Lt. Lamm served as the instructor for the duration of the course and has
volunteered to conduct three more training days at no extra cost due to high demand.
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Upcoming Training Projects

HazMat IQ (Above the Line, Below the Line), St. Johns County Fire Rescue: August 10;
HazMat IQ training course teaches critical knowledge for first responders to be able to
make the decision if they are able to make an entry to effectuate a rescue during a
HazMat incident by understanding the environmental hazards and required PPE to do so,
as well as streamlining the size-up process that enables responders to maximize their
response efficiency and effectiveness. This course has been a resounding success around
the State. Space is limited, so register with Chief Joel Sneed at 904-209-1770 as soon as
possible.

US DOT MultiModal HazMat Transportation Training, Tampa, FL: August 18 – 19; This two-
day training seminar is being offered to increase the knowledge and awareness of
HazMat Responders for the safe and secure transportation of hazardous materials, by
combining a variety of basics, essentials, and safety and compliance breakout sessions for
attendees. The seminar’s registration fee is free and is only being offered in three states.

AHLS Tox-Medic, Jacksonville, FL: August 26 – 27; The Advanced Hazmat Life Support
(AHLS) provider program is a 16 hour, 2-day course which trains participants to:
provide rapid assessment of hazmat patients, recognize toxic syndromes (toxidromes),
provide medical management for hazmat patients, apply the poisoning treatment
paradigm, and administer specific antidotes. A third day to Train the Trainer is also
available. This course will be conducted through Shands Hospital and the Florida Poison
Information Center again this year. The LEPC is looking to sponsor between six to eight
participants; contact Jason Taylor for registration information at 904-279-0880.
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MEMORANDUM 
               

 
DATE: July 27, 2009 
 
TO:      Northeast Florida Regional Council 
    
FROM:   Edward Lehman, Director of Transportation and Community Development 
 
RE:      July Activities Report; Transportation and Community Development 
  
 
The following report summarizes program activities for the above-cited month.  DRI 
activity is addressed in the regular DRI update memo, which has historically been 
provided to the Council.  Comprehensive Plan reviews are presented to the Board for 
final recommendation and are therefore not summarized in this review. 
 
Transportation Planning 
 
Council staff continues to review concurrency and traffic analysis studies for Nassau and 
Clay counties and the City of Fernandina Beach.   
 
Transportation Disadvantaged Program 
 
Staff continues to function as the Designated Official Planning Agency (DOPA) for six of 
the seven Northeast Florida Regional Council counties.  While there were no meetings in 
July, there were a number of issues that are being addressed for the next round of 
meetings in late August-early September, including updating of by-laws and review of 
Development Plans, particularly for Flagler County. 
 
Affordable Housing Programs 
 
Although Putnam County did not receive SHIP funds for Program year 2009-10, we 
applied for and received $250,000 for disaster recovery funds for Putnam County.  These 
funds were be added to the SHIP trust fund for program year 2008-09.    These funds will 
used to help households that received damage from the rains this past May.  The funds 
can be used for weatherproofing damaged homes, repairs to avoid further damage, 
building permits, with the majority of repairs being roof repair or replacement. 
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Putnam County has also been approved for $350,000 in funds for the Florida 
Homeowner Opportunity Program (FHOP).   The recipient could receive up to $8,000 in 
down payment assistance from the County, then when they file their income tax return 
the recipient would apply for a tax credit, and when they received their refund they would 
be obligated to pay back the down payment assistance.  The recipient would be required 
to sign a promissory note and second mortgage.  The lien would remain in place until the 
down payment assistance was repaid to the County. 
 
Putnam County also received funds for the 2008-09 program year, in the amount of 
$22,670.00 in June and another $107,445.00 in July.  This amount almost brings us to 
the original allocation.   
 
DRI Notices of Proposed Change 
 
Staff has met with applicants for Bartram Park and Nocatee DRIs to address proposed 
changes that will be reviewed upon submittal. 
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MEMORANDUM  
 
Date: July 27, 2009 

 
To: Northeast Florida Regional Council Board of Directors 

 
From: Margo Moehring 
 Director, Strategic Initiatives 

 
Re: Planning and Strategic Initiatives Program Update  
   
 
First Coast Vision, Reality Check First Coast and Region First 2060  
Staff is working on the Expert Panels in Natural Resources, Transportation and Land 
Use, which will review the outcomes of Reality Check First Coast.  Ultimately, their 
results will be included in the final report, to be released in late September. 
 
Discussions are underway regarding the specifics of the Lego ® brick visioning exercises 
to be played in each County.  The following list was circulated at the Quarterly Planning 
Directors meeting on July 23 to request input on the best dates, times and venues to 
use in each County.  Note a regional “Youth” visioning exercise is also planned.  
 

 Week 1: Baker County   
(October 5-9) 

 Week 2: Clay County     
(October 12-16) 

 Week 3: Duval County   
(October 19-23) 

 Week 4: Flagler County 
(October 26-30) 

 Week 5: Nassau County 
(November 2-6) 

 Week 6: Putnam County 
(November 9-13) 

 Week 7: St. Johns County 
(November 16-20) 

 Week 8: Thanksgiving 
 Week 9: Youth          

(November 30 -December 4) 
 

The visioning exercises in each county will engage the general public and provide a 
forum to review the results of Reality Check First Coast while getting the County 
perspective on growth in the Region.   
 
Other than the NEFRC staff commitment to the visioning exercises, the other efforts the 
partners will undertake to be associated with Region First 2060 have not been 
determined.  The final meeting of the Reality Check First Coast Executive Committee 
took place on July 24.  One major point of discussion was the budget, which appears to 
indicate that Reality Check First Coast covered all of its costs except for NEFRC staffing, 
although it did pay NEFRC the full amount that was agreed.   The other point of 
discussion was the purpose and operational outline of Region First 2060.  The flow chart 
below shows how that organization relates to the Regional Community Institute of 
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Northeast Florida, Inc, with its mandate to create a regional vision and recommend an 
update to the Strategic Regional Policy Plan.  
 
Regional Community Institute 
 
The RCI Board will meet on September 3, 2009 at 2:00 pm. At 3:00 pm that day, they 
will host the graduation of the Regional Leadership Academy, after which there will be a 
meeting of the full membership, including all NEFRC Board Members and all RLA 
graduates, to discuss the committee structure and work plan for regional visioning.    
 
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 
 
The CEDS Strategy Committee met on July 24 to determine programs of vital 
significance to the Region, and the projects that would further those programs. They 
group scheduled a final meeting of the full Committee is on August 21, 2009.  
Background documentation and meeting information is posted on the CEDS webpage: 
http://regi.biz/About_CEDS.html. 
 
Assuming a timely resolution of any issues that arise at the August 21 meeting, the 
CEDS document will be brought to the NEFRC Board at the September meeting.   
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
Date:  July 23, 2009 

 
To:  Northeast Florida Regional Council  

 
From:  Edward Lehman, Director of Transportation and Community Development 

 
Re:  New Representatives for TD Local Coordinating Boards  
   
 
In its role as the Designated Official Planning Agency for the Transportation Disadvantaged 
Program for Baker, Clay, Flagler, Nassau, Putnam and St. Johns counties, The Northeast 
Florida Regional Council is responsible for membership appointments to the Local 
Coordinating Boards (LCB). 
 
Membership on the LCB consists of a cross-section of individuals from various State 
agencies and the local community representing the interests of the elderly, the disabled, 
the economically disadvantaged, local school boards, County government, and the general 
citizenry. 
 
The following individuals have expressed an interest in participating on the LCB in which 
they work or reside: 
 
Clay County 
 
 Mr. Edgardo Silva    Representing Veterans 
 Mr. Isaiah Williams    Representing the Elderly 
 
Flagler County 
 
 Mr. Joe Astuto    Representing Public Education 
 
St. Johns County 
 
 Ms. Sally Stuermer    Representing Local Medical Community 
 
The four individuals have been reviewed by the representative members of the Board for 
the applicable County, who have expressed no concerns. 
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Recommendation: 
        

Staff recommends that the Council Board approve the appointments of these 
individuals to the respective Transportation Disadvantaged Local 
Coordinating Boards.   
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 
 
Date:  July 28, 2009 
 
To:  Northeast Florida Regional Council Board of Directors 
 
From:  Brian D. Teeple, Chief Executive Officer 
 
Re: Regional Infrastructure Improvement Zones 
 

 
 
NEFRC staff has been working with the National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) 
and our sister agency, the Ohio-Indiana-Kentucky Council of Governments (OKI), to foster 
national dialogue and consideration of a change to the Internal Revenue Code that would 
allow for the creation and tax-deductible nature of Regional Infrastructure Improvement 
Zones (RIIZ). 
 
Attached for your information is a two-page fact sheet that provides information on RIIZ 
and a sample of legislation to implement the RIIZ concept. 
 
Also attached is a draft letter of support for the RIIZ concept for your consideration. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Authorize the CEO to execute the attached draft letter to NARC. 
 
 

 



HOW WILL RIIZs WORK?
Businesses and/or individuals who wish to form a RIIZ must fi rst apply through their 
local multi-jurisdictional regional planning organization – Council of Government (COG), 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), Economic Development District (EDD), 
or Regional Council (RC). The regional planning organization will be responsible for 
determining if local governments in the area, as well as other community organizations 
and stakeholders, support the proposed infrastructure improvement(s). The regional 
planning organization will also be responsible for determining the eligibility of the 
proposed projects in local, state or regional long-range plans. Final approval of the RIIZ 
will come from the regional planning organization’s Board of Directors. When these 
conditions are satisfi ed, a certifi cate of approval will be issued to the RIIZ, and fi led with 
the state’s Attorney General and the Internal Revenue Service.

When the certifi cates are properly fi led, members within the RIIZ will be permitted to 
make tax-deductible contributions, which will be realized on a corporate or individual 
annual tax form(s). As with any donation to a charitable cause, the RIIZ will issue 
individuals a receipt indicating the amount of their contribution as well as the date 
received. The contributing business or individual would then deduct the amount of their 
donation from the income taxes.

Step 2:  Review RIIZ application, build consensus 
at COG/MPO and establish a RIIZ that fi ts within 
the approved regional plan.

REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT ZONES
AN INNOVATIVE INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING SOLUTION

About NARC For over 40 years, the National Association of Regional Councils (NARC) has served as a non-
profi t 501(c)(3), representing multi-jurisdictional regional planning organizations that serve local governments 
and their local elected offi cials to improve community planning, development and infrastructure issues. NARC 
members include Councils of Government (COGs), Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Rural Planning 
Organizations (RPOs), Economic Development Districts (EDDs), and other regional government agencies. 
Contact: Shannon Menard, Policy Manager, shannon@NARC.org or (202) 986.1032

About OKI The Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKI) is a council of local governments, 
business organizations and community groups committed to developing collaborative strategies to improve the 
quality of life and the economic vitality of the region. Its 103 members represent governmental, social and civic 
groups from 198 communities in the eight county, three-state region. 
Contact: Mark Policinski, Executive Director, policinski@OKI.org or (513) 621.6300

WHAT ARE REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT ZONES?
Developed by the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKI) 
in conjunction with the National Association of Regional Councils (NARC), “Regional 
Infrastructure Improvement Zones” (RIIZs) are a new, innovative solution to encourage 
private-sector investment in infrastructure through a favorable tax treatment of funds 
and streamlined approval processes. RIIZs will allow private corporations or individuals 
to contribute tax-deductible funds toward construction and maintenance of public 
infrastructure. RIIZs will address the need for alternative sources of infrastructure funding 
and benefi t communities by helping build infrastructure to keep people, businesses and 
the economy growing and moving.

Step 1: Local government, business and residents 
voluntarily pool resources and request a RIIZ.

WHAT PROJECTS ARE ELIGIBLE?
Acceptable projects for RIIZs may include road repair or construction, transit facility 
construction, the purchase of right-of-way, historic preservation of transportation 
facilities (i.e. train stations, covered bridges), water runoff facilities, stormwater system 
upgrades, green infrastructure, watershed improvements or other projects that will 
enhance the infrastructure system of the designated area. RIIZ will not be permitted for 
upgrades that are considered customary or ordinary for development approval. 

A RIIZ may be as small as a single street or as large as an entire city. One example of 
an RIIZ could be an add-a-lane project at a four-way intersection: On one corner is a 
local bank, another is a department store while the third and fourth corners house an 
offi ce building and a gas station. Each of these corporations, in concert with their local 
government, can apply to their regional planning organization for RIIZ status in order 
to add a turn lane, sidewalk, or bus stop that will enhance safety, business, job and 
community opportunities. 

Step 3: Business or individuals contribute 
tax deductible funds to RIIZ infrastructure 
improvements.



The following are sample changes to the Internal Revenue Code that would allow for the creation and tax-
deductible nature of Regional Infrastructure Improvement Zones (RIIZ). There are four steps to the Code changes 
as outlined below. The actual text that should be inserted is given in italics. This section is meant to serve as a 
starting point for legislative staff and Members of Congress, and should not be considered complete without the 
review of a qualifi ed attorney.  Amend existing Section 162 of the Internal Revenue Code as follows:

(1) Change existing subsection (b) of section 162 to read as follows:
162(b) CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS AND GIFTS EXCEPTED.–No deduction show be allowed under 
subsection (a) for any contribution or gift which would be allowable as a deduction under section 170 [except for 
contributions or expenditures described in subsection (o)] were it not for the percentage limitations, the dollar 
limitations, or the requirements as to time for payment, set forth in such section.

(2) Change existing subsection (p) to subsection (q), with appropriate redesignations of the titles of parts or 
divisions of that subsection.

(3) Create new subsection (p) to read as follows:

162(p) CONTRIBUTIONS TO REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT ZONES.–

162(p)(1) For purposes of this subtitle, a contribution to a qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone by 
a business having a location within that zone shall be treated as an ordinary and necessary business expense 
paid or incurred during the taxable year in carrying on a trade or business regardless of whether the contribution 
would otherwise be required to be capitalize under section 263 or whether the contribution would otherwise 
qualify as a charitable contribution under section 170.

162(p)(2) A qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone is created in accordance with this subsection 
through designation from the offi cial multi-jurisdictional regional planning organization empowered under federal, 
state or local laws to perform such planning for the area approved and by the fi ling of a certifi cate of designation 
of a qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone with the Secretary or designee, and with the Attorney 
General of each state in which the proposed zone is to be located.

162(p)(3) Contributions to a qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone shall be used for public infrastructure 
located within the zone and provided for in the applicable local, state or regional long-range plans.

162(p)(4) The qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone shall be administered by an incorporated or 
unincorporated association designated by the multi-jurisdictional regional planning organization empowered 
under federal, state or local laws and whose members shall be those businesses and individuals located within 
the proposed zone and those political subdivisions whose boundaries include all or any portion of the zone who 
voluntarily join such association. A qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone must be located within the 
boundary of a multi-jurisdictional regional planning organization empowered under federal, state or local laws.

(4) For Internal Revenue Code subsection 170(c), add new subsection 170(c)(6) as follows:
170(c)(6) A qualifi ed regional infrastructure improvement zone as defi ned in subsection 162(p) except where 
the individual making the gift or contribution is engaged in a trade or business and is eligible to deduct the 
contribution as a trade or business expense under subsection 162(p).

RIIZ SAMPLE LEGISLATION



 

 

August 6, 2009 
 
Mr. Fred Abousleman 
Executive Director 
National Association of Regional Councils 
1666 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20009 
 
 
Dear Mr. Abousleman: 
 
On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Northeast Florida Regional Council, I 
write supporting the establishment of Regional Infrastructure Improvement 
Zones (RIIZs) in federal legislation to help address the nationwide infrastructure 
funding shortfall felt at all levels of government. RIIZs are an innovative 
opportunity, separate from lengthy federal authorization and appropriation 
processes, to allow regional and local solutions to these challenges by 
encouraging private-sector investment in infrastructure through a favorable tax 
treatment of funds and streamlined, established approval processes. Creating 
RIIZs through a simple federal tax code change further defines a commitment to 
upgrading our infrastructure nationwide, while protecting our environment, 
boosting the economy and creating jobs. 
 
The infrastructure inadequacies plaguing our communities – crumbling bridges, 
aging highways, rail, ports, mass transit, and deteriorating water and sewer 
systems – are in dire need of maintenance and improvement. The American 
Society of Civil Engineers estimates the national infrastructure needs more than 
$1.6 trillion dollars over the next five years to maintain its current status. In our 
region alone, the mobility investment, within the urbanized area, currently 
exceeds $1 billion dollars.  
 
RIIZs are a positive infrastructure funding element as they would: 
 

• Uphold proven regional and local infrastructure investment 
decision-making processes.  By going through the local regional 
planning organization, RIIZs maintain a level of consistency, transparency 
and accountability, tying infrastructure investments closely to a region’s 
approved plans, the local community’s needs and the overall public good. 
Regional planning organizations and our governing boards of appointed 
and local elected officials are knowledgeable about infrastructure issues, 
and have expertise in regional infrastructure financing, planning and 
development, and implementing new strategies to determine appropriate 
infrastructure investments.  



 

 

 
• Drive monies directly to the local level – both rural and urban.  In 

2005, infrastructure spending by localities accounted for nearly 75 percent 
of total spending. However, many local governments are facing budgetary 
crises that will constrain a great majority of infrastructure spending. 
Additional avenues for infrastructure financing and investment like RIIZs 
are needed immediately in order to continue moving local projects 
forward, thereby stimulating the economy and creating jobs.  

 
• Include local governments and local elected officials as critical 

partners in the federal process.  Local governments across the 
country are committed to creating safer, healthier and more 
environmentally friendly communities. Local governments own and 
operate the majority of our nation’s infrastructure and the local elected 
officials are closest to the people, being accountable and responsive to the 
needs of their communities. 

 
• Offer new options to fund infrastructure improvements and 

construction that are shelf-ready. Urban and rural America are sitting 
on billions of dollars of unfunded, dormant infrastructure projects—many 
of which are critical to preserving, maintaining and making our system 
safer. Besides a lack of federal, state and local dollar to complete or 
upgrade infrastructure projects, there tends to also not be 
sufficient local match funds.  Private sector contributions could be used as 
a local match and, therefore, leverage the local contribution producing 
more outcomes on a longer term basis. 

 
• Be a revenue positive for government.  This is true because when 

the private entity gives government a dollar under a RIIZ, the 
entity receives only the marginal tax rate on that dollar back from 
government. 

 
Thank you for your commitment in determining innovative funding solutions that will 
promote sustained and strategic public investments in infrastructure. The Northeast 
Florida Regional Council offers support and assistance for the enactment of RIIZs. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me at (904) 279-0880 or bteeple@nefrc.org.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Brian D. Teeple 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
cc:  Mark Policinski, OKI 
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M E M O R A N D U M  
 
 
Date:  July 22, 2009 
 
To:  Northeast Florida Regional Council Board of Directors 

From:  Brian D. Teeple, Chief Executive Officer  
 
Re: DEP’s Preliminary Recommendations for Achieving Florida’s 75% 

Recycling Goal 
 

 
 
As we had indicated last month, staff will continue to provide periodic updates on this 
issue.  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has posted their 
preliminary recommendations on this issue at the address below: 
 
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/quick_topics/publications/shw/recycling/75percent/Recyc
ling_Goal_Preliminary_Recommendations_2009-07-21-web_post.pdf 
 
For your convenience, staff has attached the full report to this memorandum.  The report 
contains 39 preliminary recommendations to meet Florida’s 75% recycling goal.  Notably, 
the report does not contain a recommendation for a container deposit requirement.  The 
report does, in part, recommend: 
 

• The Legislature should specifically apply the new recycling goal to all counties over 
100,000 population and all cities over 50,000 population. Those local governments who 
do not make a good faith effort to achieve the goal should be ineligible for receiving 
grants from DEP.  

 
• The Legislature should specify that local governments under the population thresholds 

above will not be held to the goal, but shall at least provide the opportunity to recycle 
to their residents.  

 
• The Legislature should require commercial recycling in counties over 100,000 

population and cities over 50,000 population.  
 



 

 

Memo to the Board 
July 22, 2009 
Page 2 0f 2 
 
 
 

• The Legislature should require that all C&D be processed at a materials recovery facility 
prior to disposal.  

 
 
DEP will be holding a Public Meeting on August 4, 2009 at the Orlando City Hall Council 
Chambers from 1:00 pm to 5:00 pm (agenda attached).  The process to develop the 
required implementation program can be tracked by going to: 
 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/recyclinggoal75/ 
 

If you have any questions or need additional information please let me know. 
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Special thanks to those persons who took the time to attend public meetings and/or provide comments to DEP 
during the development of these preliminary recommendations 
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Introduction 
 
The Energy, Climate Change, and Economic Security Act of 2008 (House Bill 7135; 
Section 403.7032, F.S.) established a new statewide recycling goal of 75 percent to be 
achieved by 2020. DEP is charged with developing a comprehensive program to achieve 
this goal and submit it to the Legislature for consideration by January 1, 2010. Since 
passage of the Act, DEP has held two public meetings soliciting feedback from the 
public concerning implementation of the goal. A detailed web page was developed to 
keep the public informed about the issue, which also includes a link to a web forum for 
interested parties to share their thoughts about what policies should be enacted. The 
web page is at www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/recyclinggoal75/default.htm.  DEP 
maintains an email list of interested parties who are notified about the availability of 
documents and activities connected with the goal. Persons wishing to be placed on 
DEP’s email list for this issue can send an email to Recycling.Goal@dep.state.fl.us.  
 
The focus of this document is on preliminary recommendations intended to facilitate 
further discussion among stakeholders. The recommendations have been enhanced by 
feedback we have received from various parties at the public meetings, via our web 
forum, and other venues. But, the recommendations are subject to change, so continued 
feedback is encouraged. As might be expected, we have received a diversity of opinions 
on several of the issues. 
 
Please note: This document does not include many of the tables, graphs, charts, and 
illustrations that will be in the final report to the Legislature. Some sections will also 
include more extensive text in the final version. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/recyclinggoal75/default.htm�
mailto:Recycling.Goal@dep.state.fl.us�
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Overview 
 

The modern era of recycling in Florida began with the Legislature’s passage of the Solid 
Waste Management Act (SWMA) of 1988. At that time, there were very few local 
government recycling programs in the state. The SWMA provided grants to help local 
governments establish recycling programs. Those grants amounted to close to $250 
million during their tenure over the next 12 years, playing a key role in the 
implementation of one of the largest recycling efforts of any state in the nation. 
 
The SWMA directed counties with populations greater than 50,000 (later increased to 
100,000) to reduce the disposal of municipal solid waste (MSW) by 30 percent. Counties 
under that population threshold were exempt from the goal as long as they provided 
their residents with an “opportunity to recycle.” The SWMA also set goals, which were 
revised over the years, for specific materials groups, including aluminum cans, steel 
cans, newspaper, plastic bottles, cardboard, office paper, and yard trash. 
 
The first ten years, 1988 to 1998, saw rapid growth in the state’s recycling rate, going 
from an estimated four percent to 28 percent. Florida’s progress roughly mirrored most 
other states, who were also establishing their own recycling goals during that time 
period. Since 1998, the state’s recycling rate has been relatively stable (again mirroring 
the experience in most other states). The 2007 recycling rate, the most recent available 
data, is 28 percent, which translates to about 9 million tons of MSW recycled for that 
year. 
 
The Legislature’s passage of the new 75% recycling goal in 2008 presents a unique 
challenge for Florida. It is currently the highest recycling goal of any state. An effective 
combination of policies, programs, and funding will be necessary to achieve the goal, as 
is discussed in more detail throughout this document. Key activities that will help 
enable success include: 
 
• Change how people think about waste and recycling by way of education and 
outreach. 
• Enhance who recycles by placing more focus on the commercial and multi-family 
sectors. 
• Change the pattern of final waste disposition by decreasing the amount of waste 
going to landfills. 
• Establish sufficient funding sources to assist local governments and keep a reporting 
system in place. 
• Help develop markets to make increased recycling a sustainable process. 
• Try innovative concepts such as “Pay As You Throw” and a bottle bill. 
• Most importantly, recognize that all of this will take time!  
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Preliminary Recommendations for Program Components Specifically 
Required by Section 403.7032, F.S. 

 
Section 403.7032(3), F.S., delineates eight specific program components that DEP must 
address: 

 
(3)  The Department of Environmental Protection shall develop a comprehensive 
recycling program that is designed to achieve the percentage under subsection 
(2) and submit the program to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives by January 1, 2010. The program may not be 
implemented until approved by the Legislature. The program must be developed 
in coordination with input from state and local entities, private businesses, and 
the public. Under the program, recyclable materials shall include, but are not 
limited to, metals, paper, glass, plastic, textile, rubber materials, and mulch. 
Components of the program shall include, but are not limited to:  
(a)  Programs to identify environmentally preferable purchasing practices to 
encourage the purchase of recycled, durable, and less toxic goods.  

(b)  Programs to educate students in grades K-12 in the benefits of, and proper 
techniques for, recycling.  

(c)  Programs for statewide recognition of successful recycling efforts by schools, 
businesses, public groups, and private citizens.  

(d)  Programs for municipalities and counties to develop and implement efficient 
recycling efforts to return valuable materials to productive use, conserve energy, 
and protect natural resources.  

(e)  Programs by which the department can provide technical assistance to 
municipalities and counties in support of their recycling efforts.  

(f)  Programs to educate and train the public in proper recycling efforts.  

(g)  Evaluation of how financial assistance can best be provided to municipalities 
and counties in support of their recycling efforts.  

(h)  Evaluation of why existing waste management and recycling programs in 
the state have not been better used.  

Following are discussions and preliminary recommendations for each of the individual 
program components. 
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(a) Programs to identify environmentally preferable purchasing practices to 
encourage the purchase of recycled, durable, and less toxic goods.  

Currently there are two statutes that address environmentally preferable purchasing: 
Section 287.045, F.S., and Section 403.7065, F.S.  Both statutes have been in place for 
many years. Both statutes define “recycled content,” allow for preference to be given to 
products made with recycled content, and encourage the purchase of such products.  In 
addition, Section 287.045, F.S.,  requires the Department of Management Services 
(DMS), in cooperation with the DEP and every other state agency, to review and revise 
its procurement procedures and specifications for the purchase of products and 
materials to eliminate any procedures and specifications that explicitly discriminate 
against products and materials with recycled content except where such procedures 
and specifications are necessary to protect the public health, safety, and welfare.   
 
This statute also requires that each agency report annually to DMS its total expenditures 
on, and use of, products with recycled content and the percentage of its budget that 
represents purchases of similar products made from virgin materials.  It directs DMS to 
design a uniform reporting mechanism and prepare annual summaries of statewide 
purchases delineating those with recycled content to be submitted to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

 
Section 286.29, F.S., created by House Bill 7135 in 2008, requires DMS to develop the  
Florida Climate Friendly Preferred Products List. The list was developed to increase the 
visibility and purchase of environmentally preferable products that are available on 
current Florida State Term Contracts.  There are over 10,000 products that current state 
term contract vendors have indicated meet one or more of the Florida approved green 
product labels/standards.  Government purchasers are encouraged to use this list to 
find potential green products that may meet their agency’s needs.  

 
Section 255.252, F.S., also created by House Bill 7135 in 2008, requires new buildings 
constructed and financed by the state and the renovation of existing state facilities be in 
accordance with the United States Green Building Council (USGBC) Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) rating system, the Green Building Initiative's 
Green Globes rating system, the Florida Green Building Coalition standards, or a 
nationally recognized, high-performance green building rating system as approved by 
the department. Environmentally preferable purchases are one of the many components 
of those programs. 
 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Per Section 287.045, F.S., each agency should report annually to the DMS its total 
expenditures on, and use of, products with recycled content and the percent of its 
budget that represents purchases of similar products made from virgin materials.  
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 Per Section 287.045, F.S., each state agency should review and revise its procedures 
and specifications on a continuing basis to encourage environmentally preferable 
purchasing. 

 DMS, in cooperation with DEP, should develop to the extent fiscally feasible an 
environmentally preferable purchasing best practices manual for state employees 
responsible for purchasing. 

 DMS should designate a single point of contact within each state agency to contact 
regarding environmentally preferable purchasing issues. 

 DMS and DEP should provide links to sample policies for local governments and 
organizations considering the adoption of environmentally preferable purchasing 
practices.  
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(b) Programs to educate students in grades K-12 in the benefits of, and proper 
techniques for, recycling. 

Section 403.714, F.S., states that the Department of Education (DOE) shall, in 
cooperation with the State University System and DEP, educate students in the 
recycling of waste.  It also requires the school board of each school district in the state to 
provide a program of student instruction in the recycling of waste materials.  In 
addition, DOE was directed to develop, from funds appropriated for environmental 
education, curriculum materials and resource guides for a recycling awareness program 
for instruction at the elementary, middle and high school levels. 
 
In response to those directives, from 1989-1997 DOE and DEP developed a curriculum 
called the “4Rs” (Reduce, Reuse, Recycle and Recover).  Copies of the curriculum were 
distributed to every public school in Florida from 1990-1991.  In 1999 the DOE’s Office 
of Environmental Education and five Regional Service Projects, funded by DEP grants, 
began working on a new solid waste curriculum called “Solid Choices”.  Funding was 
$117,743 per fiscal year for the period 1991- 1997 and $139,135 per fiscal year for the 
period 1997- 2002. The development of this curriculum, meant to succeed the “4Rs,” 
took three years during which time the DOE’s Office of Environmental Education was 
disbanded in June 2000 and funding for the Regional Service Projects ended in June 
2001. 
 
Schools are not required to teach the “Solid Choices” curriculum though much of the 
curriculum can be tied into the existing Sunshine State Standards. While all school 
districts in the State have access to the Solid Choices curriculum, there are a few 
school districts that have programs that have risen above and beyond and are worth 
noting and possibly emulating. 
 
The District School Board of Pasco County’s (DSBPC) recycling program began in 1991. 
They developed an aggressive resource conservation policy that promotes recycling. 
The DSBPC has one of the longest running recycling programs in the state and is a 
successful model for other school recycling programs.  Pasco County has earned many 
prestigious state and national awards for their recycling and waste reduction efforts. 
 
The Palm Beach County School District has a Recycling Program within the District’s 
Environmental Control Office.  The Recycling Program has a full time staff person and 
has started recycling in over 30 schools within the district.  The District has an 
Environmental Preferable Procurement Policy, Energy and Resource Conservation 
Policy and an Indoor Air Quality Policy.  In addition, Palm Beach County developed a 
Green School Recognition Program.  This program recognizes public and private 
schools that encourage cultures of sustainability within their school environments.  The 
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District has also recently completed building the first LEED certified school in the state 
of Florida. 
 
Broward County also has a strong recycling program within their school district.  The 
school recycling program is a partnership between the Broward County School Board, 
County Commissioners and the County Recycling and Contracts Administration 
Division.  Their program encompasses three major elements:  collection, education and 
tracking.  Since its inception in 1992, the Broward County Schools Recycling Program 
has been recognized nationally as an innovative example of excellence in recycling. 
 
Pinellas County recently launched the Green and Healthy Schools Certification 
Program.  The goal of the program is to increase participation in the creation of 
sustainable schools and to recognize the efforts to make Pinellas a greener school 
district and county. 
 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Recycling education in grades K-12 should be an eligible activity for any recycling 
grants that are created for local government. 

 DEP should develop a web page for K-12 school recycling.  It should include, but 
not be limited to the following:   
o Lesson plans that are grade specific and meet at least one of the Sunshine State 

Standard Objectives. 
o Recycling activity sheets. 
o Classroom presentations. 
o ABC’s of a School Recycling Program (how to implement a successful recycling 

program). 
o Links to various county school recycling programs. 
o Other resources such as brochures, flyers and press release templates. 

 DEP should encourage development of local Green Schools Program similar to the 
ones developed by Palm Beach County and Pinellas County.  This could be 
facilitated by the “Florida Green School Guide”, a Newspaper in Education piece 
that the Department’s Office of Environmental Education has produced. 

 The Legislature should provide funding for an additional staff person for DEP’s 
Office of Environmental Education to accomplish the following: 
o Assist with Green School Awards program and other statewide recognition 

programs that may be developed. 
o Develop and manage an online database that students can access and enter data 

to help them in tracking their school’s environmental efforts. 
o Moderate an online discussion forum. 
o Coordinate a grants program for green schools and nonprofit agencies. 
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(c) Programs for statewide recognition of successful recycling efforts by schools, 
businesses, public groups, and private citizens. 

Section 1000.08, F.S., enacted as part of House Bill 7135 in 2008, created the 
“Environmental Conservation Awards Program”. To implement that directive, 
Governor Crist launched the Governor’s Serve to Preserve: Green Schools Awards. This 
awards program recognizes the efforts of students, teachers, classrooms, schools and 
school districts in creating healthy, efficient and productive places for learning. Waste 
reduction is specifically included as one of the purposes of the program.  It is a 
partnership between DEP, the Department of Education, the Governor’s Energy Office, 
the Collins Center’s Sustainable Florida Program, the Florida Education Foundation, the 
Governor’s Volunteer Florida Foundation and the Florida Association of School 
Administrators.  The awards will be distributed annually to each of the following 
categories of recipients:  student, teacher, classroom, school (public or private), and 
school district. 

In addition, Recycle Florida Today (RFT) and the Florida chapter of the Solid Waste 
Association of North America (SWANA) are two trade organizations which have long 
running, widely recognized, and well respected recognition programs for recycling in 
both the public and private sector.  
 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 DEP should partner with the existing awards programs of Recycle Florida Today 
and the Florida Chapter of the Solid Waste Association of North America to broaden 
their statewide recognition programs. 
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(d) Programs for municipalities and counties to develop and implement efficient 
recycling efforts to return valuable materials to productive use, conserve energy, and 
protect natural resources. 

It should be noted that DEP interprets the new goal as a recycling goal rather than a 
waste diversion goal. DEP also intends to apply the new goal to MSW as has been 
defined by Section 403.706(5), F.S., for the last 20 years. 
 
When trying to determine where to most cost-effectively target efforts to increase 
recycling, a few key facts point the way: 

 
• C&D (construction and demolition debris), paper, and yard trash are the three largest 
materials groups in MSW, comprising a collective total of 61%. Their collective recycling 
rate is 29%. While the recycling rate of all materials in MSW needs to be increased to 
reach the recycling goal, these three materials groups are especially critical in that effort, 
given their large contribution to MSW. 
• The commercial sector generates 66% of MSW with a recycling rate of 30%. The 
recycling goal cannot be met without substantially increasing the recycling rate of this 
sector. 
• While the residential sector generates a smaller amount of MSW (34%) than the 
commercial sector, the recycling rate is only 27%. This recycling rate must also be 
substantially increased. 

 
There are a number of policy and program options available to assist in increasing 
recycling rates, some of which are already in effect in some Florida communities. 
Following is a discussion of those options. It should also be noted that public education 
and training about recycling is an important component of all of the options discussed 
below and is discussed in more detail later in this document. 
 
Construction and Demolition Debris (C&D) 
 
C&D is a significant component (25%) of MSW, with a recycling rate of only 27%. A 
major reason for the low recycling rate is the relatively cheap cost of disposal, though 
that cost tends to increase the further south one goes in the state.  
 
An option to significantly impact the C&D recycling rate would be to require that all 
C&D be processed at a materials recovery facility (MRF) prior to disposal.  A MRF 
basically separates recyclable from non-recyclable materials. 
 
Once C&D has gone through a MRF, it should become more cost-effective to recycle at 
least some of it rather than dispose it. This would also have significant environmental 
benefits, allowing removal of CCA lumber, prohibited wastes, and drywall. And it 
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should also have positive impacts on leachate quality and odor production by 
controlling what is ultimately disposed. Existing C&D disposal facilities can modify 
their permits to incorporate a MRF. 
 
Currently, no other states have enacted this policy, but some New England states and 
California are considering it. 
 
Commercial Sector 
 
Although the commercial sector generates about twice as much MSW as the residential 
sector, it is common practice to focus more attention and funding on residential 
recycling. Despite that, the commercial sector has a slightly higher recycling rate than 
the residential sector. However, it obviously has the potential for recycling of many 
more tons of materials than the residential sector. 
 
It should be noted that because of the way MSW is collected, the traditional definition 
of a commercial account includes multi-family residential units (apartments, 
condominiums, etc.). 
 
Only a very few local governments have mandatory commercial recycling programs 
and even fewer have been actively enforcing them. Because of the huge impact this 
sector has on the overall state recycling rate, it is time for the state to require recycling 
from both the commercial sector as well as multi-family residential units. 
 
Pay As You Throw (PAYT) 
 
Implementing a PAYT program is the single most important action most local 
governments could do to quickly increase the residential sector recycling rate and 
decrease waste. In a PAYT program, customers pay less for collection and disposal of 
MSW if they generate less MSW. This provides a financial incentive for the customer to 
put more recyclable materials in the recycling container rather than the waste container. 
 
While there are about 7,000 PAYT programs in the rest of the nation, there are only a 
handful of communities in Florida who have implemented the concept. Minnesota is 
the only state that has mandated PAYT for local governments.  
 
PAYT can also complement implementation of the RecycleBank program discussed 
below. Both programs together will result in more waste reduction and recycling than 
either program used by itself. 
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RecycleBank 
 
RecycleBank, another program for the residential sector, is similar to PAYT except it 
rewards customers for increased recycling with discount coupons supplied by local 
vendors of goods and services. The more items a customer places in the recycling 
container, the more discount coupons the customer can use in local retail 
establishments. 
 
RecycleBank is a private organization that works with interested communities in setting 
up its system. In March, 2009, it launched its first program in Florida with the city of 
North Miami. Early indications are substantial additional recycling has been occurring 
since then, where before there was very little recycling. 
 
As noted in the PAYT discussion above, RecycleBank and PAYT can complement each 
other by financially rewarding the customer for both increased recycling and decreased 
waste generation. 
 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The Legislature should specifically apply the new recycling goal to all counties over 
100,000 population and all cities over 50,000 population. Those local governments 
who do not make a good faith effort to achieve the goal should be ineligible for 
receiving grants from DEP. 

 The Legislature should specify that local governments under the population 
thresholds above will not be held to the goal, but shall at least provide the 
opportunity to recycle to their residents. 

 The Legislature should promote the adoption of PAYT by creating a grant program 
to assist local governments in the design and startup costs of implementing PAYT. 

 The Legislature should direct DEP to review in five years the number of local 
governments who have implemented PAYT and advise the Legislature as to 
whether additional measures should be taken to increase the adoption of PAYT. 

 The Legislature should require that all C&D be processed at a materials recovery 
facility prior to disposal. 

 The Legislature should require commercial recycling in counties over 100,000 
population and cities over 50,000 population. The Legislature should also provide 
grants to local governments to help implement this requirement. For purposes of 
this recommendation, utilize the traditional waste collection business definition of 
commercial, meaning that multi-family residential units (apartments, 
condominiums, etc.) are included in the sector. 

 The Legislature may wish to consider a phased approach to requiring commercial 
recycling, focusing first on office buildings and retail establishments, second on 
multi-family residential units. 
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(e) Programs by which the department can provide technical assistance to 
municipalities and counties in support of their recycling efforts.  

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1988 gave counties the responsibility to initiate 
recycling programs and to track local waste reduction and recycling activities.  All 
counties were required to initiate recycling programs by July 1, 1989. Counties were 
encouraged to work with their cities on recycling programs through interlocal 
agreements.  
 
For several years after the adoption of the 1988 Solid Waste Management Act, DEP 
annually provided an extensive week-long Recycling Coordinator Training course.  The 
training was provided to county/city recycling coordinators to provide quality 
technical training on recycling and waste reduction practices, clarify statutory 
obligations and share success stories of thriving local recycling programs.  
 
DEP stopped offering that course in the late 1990’s when the Solid Waste Association of 
North America developed a similar course at the national level. SWANA has an 
excellent course, but several Florida recycling professionals have told DEP that they 
would like to see a more extensive course that is more focused on Florida’s recycling 
environment, as was DEP’s course throughout the 1990’s. An added advantage of a 
DEP course is it would be held in Florida, not in some other part of the nation, as 
SWANA’s course most often is. 
 
All counties are required to submit annual solid waste management data to DEP. It 
should be noted that DEP is planning on counties to continue this reporting. 
 
With the exception of 2008, the DEP Recycling Program has provided two limited 
training opportunities per year for Solid Waste Management Data Training.  This half 
day training is for county recycling coordinators who are responsible for the annual 
reporting of solid waste management data to DEP.  The purpose of the training is to 
explain the benefits of reporting, demonstrate how to properly complete the report and 
how to analyze the results.  These reports are used in determining the success of 
existing recycling programs and where there is room for improvement.   
 
In an effort to help local governments with solid waste and recycling program planning 
and to assist with the annual county solid waste reporting requirements to DEP, the 
Legislature funded an Innovative Recycling Grant project in 2001 to develop WasteCalc. 
WasteCalc is an online advanced waste composition model that is used as a tool to 
estimate the composition of municipal solid waste generated in Florida Counties.  Due 
to the constant changes in the waste stream the model needs updating.  
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With the statutory inclusion of renewable energy counting towards the new recycling 
goal, how counties should measure renewable energy’s contribution towards the goal 
presents a challenge. DEP intends to appoint an ad hoc Technical Advisory Group to 
help develop a methodology for calculating that contribution. 
 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The Legislature should allocate funds for DEP to offer new extensive and detailed 
technical training for recycling coordinators and solid waste staff of local 
governments on a frequency of at least every other year. 

 The Legislature should create a Recycling Business Assistance Center, which would 
include the function of helping to provide technical assistance in recycling market 
development to local governments. (See more discussion about RBAC in the section 
in this document dealing with market development.) 
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(f) Programs to educate and train the public in proper recycling efforts.  

Educating and training the public in recycling is a critical component in all successful 
recycling programs. In a state as big and diverse as Florida, such education is most 
effectively done at the local level. Recycling programs are county/city specific and vary 
greatly across the state.  The type of service available, the collection, and the materials 
accepted are often different from county to county and in some cases different for 
county residents than it is for the city residents located within the same county. Public 
education needs to be tailored to the local recycling programs by the local recycling 
programs. This means that if state money is allocated for public education and training, 
the recipients should include local governments in addition to whatever DEP efforts are 
funded.  

From 1988 through 2003, DEP distributed approximately $247 million in Recycling and 
Education Grants to Florida counties.  Some of that money was used to “market” local 
recycling programs to residents via public education efforts. When the Legislature 
terminated those grants, many local recycling programs severely reduced their public 
education budgets, which tend to be among the first budget items to be adversely 
affected in many programs when budgets are reduced. That had a direct and negative 
impact on local recycling rates.  

At the state level, in 2001 Florida launched the Recycle Guys campaign.  The campaign 
was first developed by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control.  The Environmental Protection Agency gave DEP $8,000 to customize the 
campaign for Florida.  This statewide educational outreach program has been made 
available free to the counties via DEP’s website.  As a result, several counties, as well as 
school teachers, continue to use the Recycle Guys as part of their efforts to promote 
recycling in their area. 

 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The Legislature should create a Recycling Grants program to local governments to 
assist them in reaching a 75% recycling goal for their jurisdictions. Specify that a 
certain minimum percentage be used for public education and training. (This 
Recycling Grants recommendation is also discussed in the next section of this 
document, which covers financial assistance for local governments.) 
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(g) Evaluation of how financial assistance can best be provided to municipalities and 
counties in support of their recycling efforts 

Local governments have told DEP that while they are willing to help shoulder some of 
the financial costs of helping the state reach a 75% recycling goal, they will be unable to 
carry the entire cost. They will need some financial assistance for both capital and non-
capital expenses. 
 
Some county governments have also expressed concern about a significant loss of 
revenue if 75% of recyclable materials are diverted from landfills. They fear that the loss 
of revenue will impact their ability to fund programs and service debt and bonds. 
 
When the Legislature set the first recycling goals in 1988, it also created a Recycling and 
Education Grants program to help jump start local recycling programs, which were 
almost non-existent at that time. The strategy worked. Today, recycling has become 
institutionalized at the local level in much of the state, functioning as part of the local 
utilities infrastructure like water, sewer, and electricity. 
 
Over a period of twelve years the Legislature allocated approximately $250 million for 
the Recycling and Education grants. All counties received the grants, with the amount 
per county being based mainly on population size. But, the Legislature then severely 
reduced the grants and finally eliminated them. The rationale was that the grants were 
never intended to go on forever and they had accomplished their purpose, with many 
counties close to the 30% recycling goal set in 1988. Since then, the statewide recycling 
rate has fluctuated from year to year in the range of 24% to 28%. 
 
It is also important to realize that the federal government has never provided any 
significant amount of grant funds for recycling. That policy is almost certain to continue 
into the foreseeable future. 
 
Currently, there are very limited sources of state funding for local government recycling 
efforts. One such source is the Innovative Recycling and Waste Reduction Grants, created 
by the Legislature to focus on innovative projects that have the potential to significantly 
impact recycling and waste reduction. That is a much more limited focus than local 
governments will need to reach a 75% recycling rate. 
 
Also, these grants are competitive, meaning that not all applicants receive funding if the 
Legislature does not appropriate enough money to cover the amount sought by 
applicants in a particular year. Funding for these grants has varied over the years and 
was not provided in 2009.  
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The other source of funding is even more limited. The Small County Solid Waste Grants is 
only available to the 33 small counties (under 100,000 population) in the state. Those are 
about half of the counties but they contain only five percent of the state’s population 
and generate about five percent of the state’s municipal solid waste. These grants can be 
used for anything related to solid waste management, including, but not limited to, 
recycling. However, because of their financial situation, many small counties use the 
bulk of the grants for solid waste management activities other than recycling. The 
grants have been approximately $275,000 per county but were cut in 2009 to 
approximately $79,000 per county. 
 
Given the limited focus of the above grant programs, it appears the Legislature should 
consider creating a major grants program oriented towards assisting local governments 
with a broad range of capital and operational costs connected with increasing recycling 
rates. The question then becomes what revenue source to use to fund the grants? 

 
The first possibility is a landfill disposal surcharge. Thirty-five of the 50 states have 
enacted such surcharges. This revenue source is automatically self-limiting, because the 
better local governments get at recycling, the less waste will go to landfills, and the less 
revenue will come from a landfill disposal surcharge. 
 
Based on 2007 data from the counties, a surcharge for $1 per ton on waste disposed at 
landfills would result in approximately $17 million in revenue for the state per year. If 
the surcharge was also applied to waste to energy plants, an additional $4 million in 
revenue would accrue. 
 
Another possible revenue source is a bottle bill. Eleven states have beverage container 
deposits, also known as bottle bills. A bottle bill can be designed to increase recycling 
and use unredeemed deposits to help fund various recycling programs at the state and 
local level. In 2009, a bottle bill was introduced by Representative Rader and was heard 
in committee. 
 
The primary purpose of a bottle bill is not to raise revenue for the state, but to promote 
conservation and recycling of the materials and resources used to make bottles, in 
addition to reducing litter. However, because not everyone will return their bottles to 
get the deposit refunded, there will be unredeemed deposits. Even in Michigan, with 
the highest state bottle deposit of 10 cents and a 97.3 percent redemption rate, 2.7 
percent of the bottles are not returned for refunds. So, the question of what to do with 
those unredeemed deposits must be addressed when enacting a bottle bill. 
 
Based on Michigan’s experience, and extrapolating from that, we estimate that if Florida 
enacts a 10 cent bottle redemption fee, about 13.2 billion bottles will be redeemed 
annually, but there will still be about $43 million in unredeemed deposits. A lesser 
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bottle redemption fee would in all likelihood result in a higher amount of unredeemed 
deposits.  
 
A program that can have an indirect effect on local government finances is the Florida 
Recycling Loan Program. It was created in 1995 to provide capital to the private sector for 
the purchase of equipment and machinery in order to expand recycling capacity in 
Florida. The program offers long-term fixed-rate loans at interest rates up to 2% below 
Prime. The maximum loan amount is $200,000. Florida First Capitol Finance 
Corporation (FFCFC) manages the program and conducts applicant financial reviews.  
DEP staff conducts the project technical reviews. 

 
Eligibility for the program is limited to small businesses that are legally licensed and 
operating in Florida, creditworthy start-up companies or out-of-state firms considering 
expansions into Florida.  The companies must have the capacity to incur and repay the 
debt, have a net worth less than $6 million and have less than 100 employees. 

 
Even though local governments are not eligible for these loans, they can potentially 
financially benefit from companies receiving the loans in two ways, depending on 
where the loan recipients are geographically located. The first potential benefit is 
additional tax revenues from new or expanding companies receiving the loans. The 
second potential benefit is the creation or enhancement of markets for some of the 
recyclable materials collected by the recycling programs of local government. 
 
Since its inception the program, originally funded at $2.5 million, has entered into 
twenty-six loans totaling over $3.7 million.  As of March, 2009, $1.6 million was 
outstanding and $1.4 million was available for future loans.  The equipment purchased 
with loans ranged from extruders and conveyors to tub grinders, crushers and 
shredders.  

 
The loan limit on individual loans has not been raised since the inception of the 
program. Recycling technology has advanced. Equipment is now more sophisticated 
and expensive. An increase in the total amount in the fund and an increase in the loan 
limit to $500,000 would address this situation. An increase in the total amount of money 
in the program requires legislative action. An increase in the loan limit can be done 
administratively by FFCFC. 

 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The Legislature should create a state landfill disposal surcharge fee of at least $1 per 
ton of MSW disposed in landfills and then allocate a major portion of the revenues 
for the creation of a Recycling Grants program to local governments to assist them in 
reaching a 75% recycling goal for their jurisdictions.  



 

 

 

22 

 The Legislature should enact a bottle bill for the primary purpose of promoting 
increased recycling of beverage containers. 

 The Legislature should allocate some of the unredeemed deposits from a bottle bill 
for programs to support recycling, such as grants for local government recycling 
programs. 

 The Legislature should continue the Small County Solid Waste Grants and increase 
funding. 

 The Legislature should increase the state contribution to the Florida Recycling Loan 
Program. Contingent upon the amount of the funding increase, the Loan Program 
could then increase the maximum loan amount from $200,000 to $500,000.  
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(h) Evaluation of why existing waste management and recycling programs in the state 
have not been better used 

In discussing this issue, an important public misconception must first be addressed. In 
1998 DEP adjusted the state recycling rate downward to account for components of 
C&D that should not have been counted in the MSW calculations for earlier years. 
Before the adjustment, the state appeared to have a 38% recycling rate. After that 
adjustment, the recycling rate went down to 28%.  
 
Many members of the public, when viewing that rather significant decrease, assume 
that local governments must have substantially reduced their recycling efforts. 
However, that is not the case. Almost all of that decrease is attributable to the 
accounting change made by DEP. It is not a reflection of the efforts of local recycling 
programs.  
 
Since then, the state recycling rate has fluctuated between 24% and 28%, essentially 
plateauing. This same plateauing phenomenon has occurred in most other states during 
that time period, regardless of the magnitude of their recycling rate. 
 
 It is also important to realize that it is much more difficult to achieve high recycling 
rates in small counties, under 100,000 people, than in large counties. In most instances, 
their small population density precludes cost effective use of curbside collection 
programs, leaving them to rely on citizens willing to drive, often several miles, to drop 
off their recyclable materials. That level of inconvenience discourages citizen 
participation. For those reasons, small counties generally have a much lower recycling 
rate than large counties. That is also why the Legislature exempted small counties from 
having to reach the original 30% county recycling goal. 
 
About half the counties in Florida are small counties, but they contain only about five 
percent of the population and generate only about five percent of the MSW. While it is 
important that residents in small counties have the opportunity to recycle, it is clear that 
the responsibility for achieving the 75% recycling goal will, by necessity, fall mostly on 
the large counties. Several of the large counties have come close to or exceeded the 
original 30% recycling goal set in 1988. But, even in those counties, more recycling could 
be done. 
 
To get a sense of why existing recycling programs in the state have not been better used, 
one need only to review many of the preliminary recommendations made throughout 
this document, which yields the following observations: 
 
• Public education and training for recycling has been generally underfunded at both 
the state and local level for the last ten years. 
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• There has not been enough emphasis by local programs on organics recycling and 
C&D recycling. 
• There has not been enough emphasis by local programs on the commercial sector 
and multi-family units. 
• Incentive programs for the residential sector, such as PAYT and RecycleBank, have 
not been used to any great extent. 
• The state has allocated almost no resources to developing markets for recyclable 
materials. 
• The state has not provided effective financial assistance to assist local governments 
in increasing their recycling rates for the last ten years. 
 
It should also be noted that in 2002 the Legislature reduced one of the recycling 
requirements on counties. From 1988 to 2002, one of the goals for counties was a 50% 
recycling rate for newspaper, aluminum cans, steel cans, glass, and plastic bottles. After 
2002, that goal was changed to “recover a significant portion of at least four of the 
following materials:  newspaper, aluminum cans, steel cans, glass, plastic bottles, 
cardboard, office paper, and yard trash.” [Emphasis added.]  
 
Florida’s recycling rate is often compared to those of other states. When doing that, it 
should be remembered that hardly any two states measure their recycling rate the same 
way, so it is more often than not like comparing apples to oranges. A high recycling rate 
in one state may actually turn out to be a much lower recycling rate if calculated using 
another state’s definitions and methodology. And vice versa. If the preliminary 
recommendations made throughout this document are implemented, Florida will once again 
become a national leader in recycling.  
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Preliminary Recommendations for Additional Components 
 
In addition to the eight program components delineated in Section 403.7032(3), F.S., 
discussed in the previous section, there are other components and issues that should be 
addressed which are critical in determining how the new recycling goal will be 
implemented. This section discusses those items. 
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Organics recycling 

Organics recycling facilities provide a number of potential environmental benefits 
including diversion of organic waste from incineration and landfill, treatment of 
pathogenic organisms, stabilization of nutrients and organic compounds, and 
phosphorus recycling.  Use of recycled organics has numerous potential benefits, 
including erosion control, moisture retention, improved soil texture, improved soil 
ecology, increased soil organic matter content, and production of alternate fuels.  At the 
same time, poorly operated organics recycling facilities can cause various negative 
environmental impacts such as water contamination, odors, dust, and noise. 
 
Florida counties reported collecting 32.5 million tons of MSW for calendar year 2007.  
The organic fraction (i.e., food waste, yard trash and paper) was reported to be about 
13.1 million tons, or 40% of the MSW stream, and could potentially yield about 6.5 
million tons of compost, assuming a 50% weight loss due to decomposition.  The yard 
trash component accounted for about 3.6 million tons, or 11% of the MSW, with about 
1.4 million tons, or about 37%, of the yard trash stream reported as recycled.  It should 
be noted that some uses for yard trash, such as daily landfill cover, are not counted as 
recycled.  Food waste accounted for about 1.7 million tons, or about 5.2% of the MSW, 
with about 23,000 tons reported as recycled or about 1.4% of the food waste stream. 
 
Backyard composting and in-situ grass clipping management should be encouraged, as 
they are the best methods for managing residential organic wastes.  However, local 
governments must still handle large amounts of organic wastes from all sources.  For 
less putrescible wastes such as yard trash and clean wood, processing them into fuel or 
mulch may be the predominant method for recycling this component of the municipal 
solid waste stream.  The recyclable organic fraction in the municipal solid waste stream 
includes food, paper, clean wood and yard trash. 
 
One major goal of state legislation and regulation is to strike the right balance between 
protecting human health and the environment while encouraging continued 
development of the organics recycling industry.  State regulations have a significant 
impact on the organics recycling industry.  Regulatory developers must balance the 
level of regulatory control to the level of risk as well as consider the nature of the waste 
stream and the capabilities of the waste management industry in the state.  While 
regulations are part of the picture, economics also impact organics recycling.  In 
addition to implementing regulations, state programs can stimulate development of 
new technologies and uses through market development and procurement policies.  
This leads to the conclusion that combined efforts, progressive regulations plus 
promotion and development are essential to creating an environment that supports a 
healthy and growing organics recycling industry. 
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PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The Legislature should change the authority for developing rules on compost, 

composting and compost product parameters to developing rules on organics, 
organics processing, recycled organic product parameters and product use as they 
impact the environment. This would broaden DEP’s authority and would allow it to 
develop rules and criteria for other organic waste processing technologies, other 
than solely composting, and the resulting organic materials.  By establishing 
inorganic constituent levels consistent with biosolids requirements, a level playing 
field would be created for all organics recycling. 

 The Legislature should allow DEP to reduce or modify the compost goal in Section 
403.706(2)(d), F.S., if other organic recycling technologies are being used to recycle at 
least 5% of the organic waste in the municipal solid waste stream.  This would 
acknowledge that there are other technologies, such as anaerobic digestion, that can 
be used to recycle organic waste and should be considered as acceptable alternatives 
to composting. 

 The Legislature should specify that the Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services (DACS) investigate the potential markets for recycled organic materials and 
submit its findings biennially to the department. This would broaden the existing 
requirement for DACS to investigate markets for compost, and will assist in market 
development. 

 The Legislature should replace the term “compost” or “composted” with “recycled 
organic(s)” in Section 403.714(2), (3) and (4), F.S., per the text box, below. This 
broadens the scope of these requirements to recycled organic materials, other than 
solely compost, and will assist in market development. 

 The Legislature should clarify in Section 403.714(3), F.S., that product procurement 
language applies to state and local agency contractors as well as the agencies 
themselves, as indicated in the text box below. This will assist in market 
development. 

 

403.714 Duties of State Agencies 

(2)  The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services shall investigate the 
potential markets for recycled organic composted materials and shall submit its 
findings biennially to the department for the waste registry informational program 
administered by the department in order to stimulate absorption of available recycled 
organic 

(3)  All state agencies 

composted materials into such markets.  

and their contractors, including, but not limited to, the 
Department of Transportation, the department, and the Department of Management 
Services and local governments, are required to procure recycled organic materials 
compost products when they can be substituted for, and cost no more than, regular soil 
amendment products, provided the recycled organic materials compost products meet 
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all applicable state standards, specifications, and regulations.  
(4)  The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, in consultation with the 
Department of Transportation and the department, and appropriate trade associations, 
shall undertake to stimulate the development of sustainable state markets for recycled 
organics compost through demonstration projects and other approaches the 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services may develop. 

 
 The Legislature should retain the landfill ban on yard trash going to lined landfills 

found in Section 403.708(12)(c), F.S., unless a case can be made that energy is created 
by using yard trash. The landfill ban diverted about 3.6 million tons of yard trash or 
about 11% of the municipal solid waste stream during calendar year 2007 according 
to county reports.  Retaining this ban forces yard trash to be available for organic 
recycling.  Retaining this ban may also assist counties in achieving the compost goal 
in Section 403.706(2)(d), F.S. 

 The Legislature should fund development and implementation of outreach, 
education, promotion, demonstration, and market development efforts targeted at 
increasing recovery and beneficial use of organic materials statewide. 
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Recycling/waste reduction in state agencies/universities 
 
Section 403.714, F.S., requires all state agencies, the judicial branch, and the state 
university system to implement recycling programs in their facilities throughout the 
state. This has been state law for approximately 20 years.  
 
However, with the exception of some state owned buildings in Tallahassee, which are 
managed by the Department of Management Services (DMS) and which do have 
recycling programs, no one knows how much recycling is happening in state owned 
buildings outside of Tallahassee, where most state owned buildings are located. As the 
largest employer in Florida, state government uses the following amount of space: 
 
• 19,301 buildings (127.7 million square feet) = all state owned buildings, including 
universities and junior colleges. 
• 13,730 buildings (66.4 million square feet) = all state owned buildings, excluding 
universities and junior colleges. 
• 3,789 buildings (53.9 million square feet) = all state owned buildings greater than 
3,000 square feet, and excluding universities and junior colleges. 
 
State agency buildings are classified as commercial by waste haulers. As noted 
elsewhere in this document, the commercial sector is where the majority of MSW 
emanates from, and if that sector does not greatly increase its recycling rate, the 75% 
recycling goal will not be achieved. Therefore, it is critical that state government lead by 
example in this important sector by improving recycling in state owned buildings. To 
know whether that is happening will require some kind of reporting system to DMS. 
  
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The Legislature should amend Section 403.714, F.S., to require state agencies of the 
executive, legislative, and judicial branches of state government and all state-
supported institutions of higher education to report to DMS the estimated materials 
recycled during the prior fiscal year, starting with data collected during the 2010-
2011 fiscal year. The materials should include, at a minimum, office paper, 
corrugated cardboard, plastic bottles, and aluminum cans. DMS should then report 
that data to DEP, the Governor, and the Legislature. 

 DMS has the authority to implement, revise and manage solid waste programs at 
their facilities. Therefore, we recommend DMS designate one FTE whose duty is to 
coordinate the state office recycling program for the buildings they manage. DEP 
can provide technical assistance. 

 DMS should designate a single point of contact within each state agency to contact 
regarding recycling.  This person would oversee distribution of recycling materials 
and information throughout the agency. 
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Market development for recyclable materials 
 
Though Florida has had recycling goals for over 20 years, the state has never invested 
more than a very minimal amount of money or personnel into market development for 
recyclable materials. Most traditional residential and office recyclables, such as plastic 
bottles, steel cans, aluminum cans, and paper, end up going out of state for processing 
into new products, with a minimal amount of paper staying in state. That means states 
other than Florida reap the financial benefits of adding value to those recyclable 
materials.  
 
The primary focus of market development should be on finding good markets for 
recyclables wherever they may exist, in or out of state. However, from a state economic 
development perspective, the ideal would be to create and build markets in Florida, if 
possible.  
 
There are two basic sectors of recyclable materials which require two different 
approaches to market development: 
 

• Traditional residential and business recyclables, including bottles, aluminum 
and steel cans, paper, plastic, and glass. Out of state markets exist. The challenge 
is to improve markets within the state. 

 
• Organics, including yard trash, compost, mulch, and food waste. Markets for 

these materials are not well developed. Because of the nature of organics, 
markets need to be developed within the state, much closer to the source of the 
organics recyclables. Out of state markets do not exist and are not really feasible. 

 
Those very few states which have allocated funding and personnel towards developing 
recyclables markets have had some success. It is reasonable to expect that a similar 
effort in Florida would also yield positive results. A partnership between a state 
environmental agency, such as DEP, and a state economic development agency, such as 
the Office of Tourism, Trade, and Economic Development, would work best.  
 
Another part of the market development effort would be to gauge the economic impact 
of recycling in Florida. A study examining that issue was done in the year 2000. The 
Florida Recycling Economic Information Study estimated that Florida hosted 3,700 
recycling and reuse establishments employing approximately 32,000 people generating 
an annual payroll of $765 million and $4.4 billion in annual revenues. No doubt those 
numbers would be larger today, but just how much larger is unknown and the data 
needs updating, since it is ten years old. 
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PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The Legislature should create a Recycling Business Assistance Center (RBAC) 

similar to what was proposed in Senate Bill 1462 during the 2009 session. RBAC’s 
focus should be on promoting markets for the entire spectrum of recyclable MSW 
materials, organic and inorganic. Also, the state’s economic development agency, 
OTTED, should be actively involved in partnership with DEP in implementing 
RBAC’s efforts. 

 The Legislature should allocate funding for an update to the 2000 Florida Recycling 
Economic Information Study to determine the current impact of the recycling 
industry on Florida’s economy. 

 



 

 

 

33 

Product stewardship 
 
Product stewardship, also referred to as Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR), 
extends the role and responsibility of the producer of a product or package to include 
the entire life cycle, including ultimate disposition of that product or package at the end 
of its useful life.  In these programs, producers must take either physical or fiscal 
responsibility for the recycling or proper disposal of products.  An example of product 
stewardship legislation in Florida is subsection 403.7192(4), F.S., dealing with 
rechargeable batteries, enacted in 1993.   

Product stewardship programs reduce the financial burden on local communities.  
Product stewardship works to shift a local government waste management system from 
one focused on government funded and ratepayer financed waste disposal to one that 
relies on producer responsibility in order to reduce public costs, increase accessibility to 
services, attain higher environmental benefits and drive improvements in product 
design that promote environmental sustainability. Instead of requiring local 
governments to fund collection and recovery programs for discarded products, product 
stewardship programs incorporate the cost of disposal or recovery into the cost of the 
product, so those costs are borne jointly by the producer and the consumer, not by local 
government and taxpayers.  This not only reduces the financial burden on communities, 
but it also ensures that consumers get proper price signals—materials that are easier to 
recycle or dispose of at the end of life should be cheaper.   

Product stewardship can be a powerful driver for the reduction of waste volume and 
toxicity.  By placing responsibility for end-of-life management costs on the producer, 
these programs ensure that producers consider the end-of-life impacts of their product 
during the earliest stages of design.  As such, stewardship programs create incentives 
for producers to redesign products and packaging to be less toxic, less bulky, and 
lighter, as well as more recyclable.  

A major policy issue is how to designate items in product stewardship programs: 
product-by-product or via framework legislation? Products that will be managed under 
product stewardship systems can be designated by individual pieces of legislation 
specific to a single product or product group.  This is the historic approach and is 
illustrated by Florida’s product stewardship system for rechargeable batteries per 
subsection 403.7192(4) and (6), F.S.   

A more recent and more efficient mechanism for designating products or product 
groups to be managed under product stewardship systems is known as a framework 
approach. Product stewardship framework legislation provides the general 
requirements for product stewardship systems, a list of products or product groups 
designated for management under product stewardship systems and a process by 
which products or product groups can be designated or added to the list over time.   
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Under product stewardship framework legislation, products can be designated by 
simply amending the statute to add products or product groups to the list.  Typically, 
the framework legislation authorizes rulemaking to provide any product specific 
requirements that are not spelled out in the framework legislation.   Sometimes, 
framework legislation allows additional products to be designated by rule using the 
specific process that is laid out in the framework legislation.  Designating additional 
products via legislation is more resource intensive, less certain, and can take more time 
to achieve than rulemaking. 

To ensure consistency and that priority products are addressed, the framework should 
articulate a transparent, inclusive, and objective process for designating products.  It 
should include public availability of product evaluation information, input from 
impacted stakeholders, specific decision points and timelines, an opportunity to appeal 
recommendations and a designated decision-making body.   

Regarding financing mechanisms, in product stewardship systems producers have 
primary responsibility to design, implement, and pay for a collection and recycling 
system.  The costs of collecting and recycling the product are incorporated 
(internalized) into the cost of the product just as all other costs associated with 
producing and selling the product.  Typically, there is no visible fee to the consumer or 
retailer but the fee could be itemized to the consumer at the point of sale as an “eco-
fee.” This allows companies to make their own pricing decisions internally, and to 
distribute the costs according to their own business model and interests.  It also gives 
producers the option of working independently or partnering with other producers.   

Visible eco-fees should not be confused with government managed consumer fees often 
referred to as Advance Recycling Fees or Advance Disposal Fees.  In these systems the 
government agency is responsible for collecting and managing the fees as well as 
implementing and managing the collection and recycling program. Because the 
responsibilities lie with the government agency, these fees are not a form of extended 
producer responsibility or product stewardship, but rather a means to fund a 
government run program. 

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION  
 The Legislature should enact product stewardship framework legislation with 

electronics, carpet, fluorescent lamps and paint designated as the initial products 
covered by the legislation. 
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Greenhouse gas benefits of recycling 
 

Recycling provides a range of environmental benefits at every stage of a consumer 
product’s life cycle, from mining of raw materials through use and final disposal. These 
benefits have been studied extensively and include the following: 

• Production of less pollution than caused by manufacturing products from virgin 
materials 

• Conservation of natural resources, such as timber, water and minerals 
• Energy savings 
• Reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that contribute to global warming 

 
The energy savings associated with recycling varies by material and is driven largely by 
the difference between manufacturing a product using virgin versus recycled inputs. 
Variations in the energy use associated with collection and transportation of recyclables 
do not significantly affect energy savings.  The graph below depicts the per-ton energy 
savings derived from recycling some of the more commonly collected recyclables.  The 
wide range of energy impacts is evident, but recycling results in some level of energy 
savings for all of these materials. 

 

Energy Savings per Ton Recycled 

 

Source: Waste Management and Energy Savings: Benefits by the Numbers, EPA, September 2005. 
 

Perhaps less evident but of equal or greater importance is the impact recycling has on 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Solid waste management choices and policies affect 
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the production of heat-trapping greenhouse gas emissions, which in turn impact global 
warming.  A key contributor to global warming is the emission of methane from 
landfills.  As organic materials break down in a landfill’s anaerobic environment, they 
generate methane, a potent greenhouse gas.  EPA estimates that landfill methane 
emissions represent 2% of the nation’s greenhouse gas emissions on a 100-year time 
horizon.  Emissions from waste to energy facilities represent another 0.3% of the 
national greenhouse gas inventory and are primarily CO2.   

Florida currently has 45 Class I landfills that accept MSW. About 13 of them have active 
gas collections systems that beneficially use the gas.  

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS   
 The Legislature should enact a requirement that by 2020 all active landfills capture 

and use or flare landfill gas unless the applicant demonstrates to DEP that it is not 
practicable or economical. This would promote the use of flaring and minimize 
venting methane directly to the atmosphere. Flaring would convert all or most of the 
methane to CO2, a much less potent greenhouse gas than methane. It should be 
noted that Title V of federal clean air regulations requires that when a landfill 
reaches a certain size, then landfill gas must be captured. 
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presentation and any other aspects of the new recycling goal statute (which is 
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Section 403.7032, Florida Statutes 

 

403.7032 Recycling.-- 

(1) The Legislature finds that the failure or inability to economically recover material and energy 

resources from solid waste results in the unnecessary waste and depletion of our natural 

resources. As the state continues to grow, so will the potential amount of discarded material 

that must be treated and disposed of, necessitating the improvement of solid waste collection 

and disposal. Therefore, the maximum recycling and reuse of such resources are considered 

high-priority goals of the state. 

(2) By the year 2020, the long-term goal for the recycling efforts of state and local governmental 

entities, private companies and organizations, and the general public is to reduce the amount 

of recyclable solid waste disposed of in waste management facilities, landfills, or incineration 

facilities by a statewide average of at least 75 percent. However, any solid waste used for the 

production of renewable energy shall count toward the long term recycling goal as set forth 

in this section. 

(3) The Department of Environmental Protection shall develop a comprehensive recycling 

program that is designed to achieve the percentage under subsection (2) and submit the 

program to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives by 

January 1, 2010. The program may not be implemented until approved by the 

Legislature. The program must be developed in coordination with input from state and local 

entities, private businesses, and the public. Under the program, recyclable materials shall 

include, but are not limited to, metals, paper, glass, plastic, textile, rubber materials, and 

mulch. Components of the program shall include, but are not limited to: 

(a) Programs to identify environmentally preferable purchasing practices to encourage the 

purchase of recycled, durable, and less toxic goods. 

(b) Programs to educate students in grades K-12 in the benefits of, and proper techniques for, 

recycling. 

(c) Programs for statewide recognition of successful recycling efforts by schools, businesses, 

public groups, and private citizens. 

(d) Programs for municipalities and counties to develop and implement efficient recycling 

efforts to return valuable materials to productive use, conserve energy, and protect natural 

resources. 

(e) Programs by which the department can provide technical assistance to municipalities and 

counties in support of their recycling efforts. 

(f) Programs to educate and train the public in proper recycling efforts; 

(g) Evaluation of how financial assistance can best be provided to municipalities and 

counties in support of their recycling efforts. 

(h) Evaluation of why existing waste management and recycling programs in the state have 

not been better used. 

 

[Note: emphasis added] 

 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/recyclinggoal75



