
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION (P&Z) 

Donna A. Keys-District 1 Craig Fletcher-District 3 
Gregory W. Smith-District 4 George H. C. Lawrence-District 5 
Richard H. Baker-Member at Large Gerard A. Weick-District 2 

Ann Reuter - Non-voting liaison School Board 

George Hamner, Jr., Chairman 

The Planning and Zoning Commission will meet at 7:00 p.m. ON THURSDAY, January 24, 2008, in the 
County Commission Chambers of the County Administration Building, 1801 27th Street, Vero Beach. 

THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION SHALL ADJOURN NO LATER THAN 11:00 P.M. UNLESS THE 
MEETING IS EXTENDED OR CONTINUED TO A TIME CERTAIN BY A COMMISSION VOTE. 

ITEM#l 

ITEM#2 

ITEM#3 

ITEM#4 

ITEM#5 

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. January 10, 2008 

ITEM NOT ON CONSENT 

A. The Landings: Request for Preliminary Plat Approval for a Commercial Subdivision 
to be known as The Landings. NAP Indian River II, LLC, Owner. Carter Associates, 
Inc., Agent. Located at the northeast corner of US Highway 1 and 53rd Street, the 
current site of the Whisper Lakes driving range. Zoning Classification: CG, General 
Commercial. Land Use Designation: C/I, Commercial Industrial. [SD-07-12-10/ 
98060121-60009] [Quasi-Judicial] 

COMMISSIONERS MATTERS 

PLANNING MATTERS 

A. Planning Information Package 
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ITEM#6 

ITEM#7 

B. Staff presentation of background information on mining 

C. Presentation on historic mining and restoration practices in Indian River County; Tom 
Lockwood, President of Sawmill Ridge Trucking Company (no back-up provided) 

ATTORNEY'S MATTERS 

ADJOURNMENT 

ANYONE WHO MAY WISH TO APPEAL ANY DECISION WHICH MAY BE MADE AT THIS MEETING WILL 
NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS IS MADE, WHICH INCLUDES 
THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE ON WHICH THE APPEAL IS BASED. 

ANYONE WHO NEEDS A SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION FOR THIS MEETING MUST CONTACT THE 
COUNTY'S AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA) COO RD INA TOR AT 772-226-1223, (TDD #772-770-
5215) AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING. 

Meeting may be broadcast live on Comcast Cable Channel 27 - may be rebroadcast continuously Saturday 7:00 p.m. 
until Sunday morning 7 :00 a.m. Meeting broadcast same as above on Comcast Broadband, Channel 27 in Sebastian. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

There was a meeting of the Indian River County {IRC) Planning and 
Zoning Commission (P&Z) on Thursday, January 10, 2008 at 7:00 p.m. in 
the Commission Chambers of the County Administration Building, 1801 
2?1h Street, Vero Beach, Florida. You may hear an audio of the meeting; 
review the meeting agenda, backup material and the minutes on Indian 
River County website www.ircgov.com/Boards/PZC/2007. 

Present were members: Vice Chairman George Hamner, Member
at-Large; Donna Keys, District 1 Appointee; Gerard Weick, District 2 
Appointee; Craig Fletcher, District 3 Appointee; Greg Smith, District 4 
Appointee; George Lawrence, District 5 Appointee; Dr. Richard Baker, 
Member-at-Large; and Ann Reuter, non-voting School Board Liaison. 

Also present was IRC staff: George Glenn, Assistant County 
Attorney; Bob Keating, Community Development Director; Brian Freeman 
and Steven Deardeuff, Senior Planners; and Reta Smith, Recording 
Secretary. 

Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance (7:30:28) 

Vice Chairman Hamner called the meeting to order and Mr. Weick 
led all in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman (7:30:52) 

ON MOTION BY Ms. Keys, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Smith, the members voted unanimously (7-0) 
to elect Mr. George Hamner as Chairman. 

ON MOTION BY Ms. Keys, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Smith, the members voted unanimously (7-0) 
to elect Mr. Craig Fletcher as Vice Chairman. 

Approval of Minutes (7:31 :37) 

ON MOTION BY Mr. Fletcher, SECONDED BY 
Mr. Smith, the members voted unanimously 
(7-0) to approve the minutes of the meeting of 
December 13, 2007, as presented. 
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Item on Consent (7:32:00) 

Chairman Hamner read the following into the record: 

A. RCMA Day Care Facility: Request for administrative permit 
approval for a pre-school/day care facility to be known as 
RCMA day care. Redlands Christian Migrant Association, 
Owner. Knight, McGuire & Associates, Inc., Agent. Located 
at 7625 85th Street (CR510), between 66th Avenue and 82nd 
Avenue. Zoning Classification: A-1, Agricultural 1 (up to 1 
unit per 5 acres). Land Use Designation: AG-1, Agricultural 1 
(up to 1 unit per 5 acres). (SP-MA-07-12-45/2001110154-
60157) [Quasi-Judicial] 

Mr. Fletcher wondered if a slow-down lane would be required when 
the road was paved or widened. Mr. Bob Keating, IRC Community 
Development Director, advised during the design phase it would be 
decided where it would be appropriate to have median cuts. 

(7:33:47) 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Lawrence, SECONDED BY 
Dr. Baker, the members voted unanimously (7-
0) to approve the Consent Agenda. 

Public Discussion (7:34:20) 

The secretary administered the testimonial oath to those present 
who wished to speak at tonight's meeting on any quasi-judicial items. 

Chairman Hamner read the following into the record: 

A. Ocean Concrete: Appeal of a decision by community 
development staff to deny a request for a one year extension 
of a site plan application to construct a concrete batch plant. 
Located on the west side of Old Dixie Highway, south of 
County Road 512. Ocean Concrete, Inc., Owner. Todd Smith, 
Agent. Zoning Classification: IL, Light Industrial. Land Use 
Designation: C/1, Commercial/Industrial. (SP-MA-07-03-15 / 
2004110124-57127] [Quasi-Judicial] 

Attorney George Glenn, IRC Assistant County Attorney, clarified the 
appeal was to determine whether IRC staff improperly denied the 
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applicant's request for a site plan extension, and questions of merit and 
whether it was a good project or not were irrelevant. 

Mr. Brian Freeman, IRC Senior Planner, reviewed the information 
contained in his memorandum dated December 31, 2007, a copy of which 
is on file in the Commission Office (7:36:27). 

The applicant's representative, Attorney Geoffrey Smith, Smith & 
Associates, Tallahassee, Florida (7:43:23), maintained IRC staff was 
maneuvering to try and create the pretext that the project had expired. He 
stated a group known as Stop Ocean Concrete had posted the date of 
tonight's public hearing on its web site on December 22, 2007 before it 
was ever publicly announced, and submitted a copy of the Sebastian 
Concerned Citizens' web page which is on file in the Commission Office. 

Attorney Smith discussed a letter dated December 4, 2007 to Mr. 
Todd Smith, P.E. from Mr. Brian Freeman, a copy of which is on file in the 
Commission Office. He cited LOR Section 914.06(4)(d) regarding 
extensions of site plan applications and gave his reason why the four 
criteria were not followed by IRC staff. 

Attorney Smith related if staff was applying the changed LDRs they 
should straight forwardly say it was on the merits and not try to make it into 
a procedural matter that the permit had expired. He explained the legal 
principal of equitable estoppel. 

Mr. Keating took issue with Attorney Smith's claim that staff changed 
the rules in the middle of the game because when looking at an extension 
request they were looking at a new game and adding another period to the 
game. He stated there were new rules and if staff extended the site plan it 
should be subject to those new rules. Mr. Keating pointed out the criteria 
regarding extension of site plan applications was discretionary on the part 
of the Community Development Director, and IRC staff had applied the 
criteria of looking at the impacts of changed LDRs in deciding whether or 
not to grant the extension request. He added IRC staff had gone to great 
lengths to make sure the application was reviewed under only the rules 
that were in effect without any changes when it was submitted, and had 
only applied the impacts of the zoning district changes in looking at an 
extension. 

Attorney Smith asked Mr. Keating if, setting aside the change in the 
LDRs, the applicant's request for an extension would be granted. Mr. 
Keating replied it would if there was no change in the LDRs. 
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Discussion followed. 

Mr. Todd Smith P.E., the applicant's Engineer (8:21 :09), wanted to 
go on record that the applicant had been moving forward as diligently as 
possible, and talked about all the different agencies they had to deal with. 
He maintained, regardless of any extension or comment letters, there was 
no way the applicant could have secured an approval on the site plan 
within the twelve month period of 2007. He took issue with criteria #3 and 
#4 of LOR Section 914.06(4){d). 

Stormwater data was discussed. 

The applicant, Mr. George Maib (8:37:44), stated the decision would 
inevitably be decided by a judge in a court of law and he asked the P&Z to 
allow him the opportunity to see his work come to fruition. He noted if the 
courts decided against him he would find another use to implement on the 
property and much of data concerning future road improvements, etc. 
would be utilized in another acceptable design which would be presented 
to staff. 

Attorney Glenn discussed the factors and the reasoning associated 
with staff's denial of the extension. 

Chairman Hamner opened the public discussion at 8:18 p.m. He 
asked if anyone present today was in favor of the appeal, with the 
assumption being anyone not in favor would support IRC staff's case. 

Mr. Charles Wilson, 1935 19th Avenue, Vero Beach (8:49:34) 
disclosed he had worked with the applicant regarding the designation of 
Old Dixie Highway as a historic roadway, but did not represent him in this 
action. He was concerned it would be the policy of the County where a 
project could be delayed long enough that it then became a single person's 
decision whether the project could go forward or not. Mr. Wilson outlined 
why he did not believe staff had followed item #4 of the criteria. 

Mr. Kelly Matherne (8:53:45) stated Sebastian Concerned Citizens 
did not have advanced information of tonight's meeting ahead of anyone 
else. 

Mr. William Cox, River Run Drive, Sebastian (8:54:34), did not 
believe the extension should be granted. 
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Attorney Smith reiterated his arguments against denial of the 
extension (8:56:16). 

Chairman Hamner closed the public discussion at 8:27 p.m. 

A member of the audience who had arrived after the swearing in of 
those who wished to speak asked to be heard. Chairman Hamner 
reopened the public discussion at 8:31 p.m., and the secretary 
administered the testimonial oath. 

Mr. Al Manzi, 742 Holden Avenue, Sebastian (9:00:06), spoke 
against the extension being granted. 

Chairman Hamner closed the public discussion at 8:35 p.m. 

(9:02:48) 
ON MOTION BY Ms. Keys, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Lawrence, the members voted unanimously 
(7-0) to find staff did not fail in regard to any 
of the four appeal criteria and to uphold denial 
of the extension. 

Chairman Hamner called a recess at 8:35 p.m. and reconvened the 
meeting at 8:37 p.m. 

Public Hearing (9:03:38) 

Chairman Hamner read the following into the record: 

A. Indian River Estates Phase Ill: Request for major site plan 
and special exception approval to construct a total care facility 
addition to be known as Indian River Estates Phase Ill. Adult 
Community Total Services, Inc., Owner. Carter Associates, 
Inc., Agent. Located at 7500 26th Street. Zoning 
Classification: RM-8, Residential Multi-Family (up to 8 
units/acre). Land Use Designation: M-1, Medium Density (up 
to 8 units/acre). Density: 7.45 units per acre. (SP-MA-08-02-
06/2007040082-60628) [Quasi-Judicial] 

Mr. Steven Deardeuff, IRC Senior Planner, reviewed the information 
contained in his memorandum dated December 10, 2007, a copy of which 
is on file in the Commission Office (9:03:01 ). 
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Mr. George Simons, P.E., Carter Associates, Inc., 1708 21 st Street, 
Vero Beach (9:07:53), representing the applicant, explained how the 
density had been calculated. 

Access, traffic, and the landscape plan were discussed. 

Chairman Hamner opened the public hearing at 8:50 p.m., and since 
no one wished to speak, the public hearing was closed. 

(9:15:06) 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Fletcher, SECONDED BY 
Mr. Weick, the members voted unanimously 
(7-0) to approve the applicant's request for 
Major Site Plan and Special Exception 
Approval. 

Commissioners Matters (9:15:34) 

There were none. 

Planning Matters (9:15:36) 

Mr. Keating reviewed recent actions taken by the Board of County 
Commissioners. He related while the mining moratorium was in effect, he 
had recommended the P&Z be the lead group working with IRC staff to 
come up with criteria for a new mining ordinance, and outlined what this 
might entail. 

Attorney's Matters (9:24:24) 

Attorney Glenn wondered if there was also consideration of areas in 
the County where mining would be allowed in the future. 

Mr. Keating noted the focus of the moratorium should not be on 
prohibiting mining in certain areas because that would subject the County 
to potential lawsuits and damages. He clarified the potential impacts of 
mining and mitigation should be considered. 

Discussion ensued. 
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Adjournment (9:27:39) 

The meeting adjourned at 9:01 p.m. 

George Hamner, Chairman Date 

Reta Smith, Recording Secretary Date 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

IT€('() 3A 
PRELIMINARY PLAT 

(QUASI-JUDICIAL) 

TO: The Honorable Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

elopment Director 

THROUGH: Stan Boling, AICP; Planning Director 

FROM: John W. McCoy, AICP; Senior Planner, ci~n~evelopment 

DATE: January 14, 2008 

SUBJECT: NAP Indian River II, LLC's Request for Preliminary Plat Approval for a 
Commercial Subdivision to be known as The Landings [SD-07-12-10/98060121-
60009] 

It is requested that the data herein presented be given formal consideration by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission at its regular meeting of January 24, 2008. 

DESCRIPTION & CONDITIONS 

The Landings is a proposed subdivision of a 14.215 acre parcel of property. Zoned commercial and 
located at the northeast comer of US Highway I and 53rd Street, the site is the current location of 
the Whisper Lakes driving range. 

Through this preliminary plat, the applicant proposes 3 commercial lots and I large tract for future 
commercial development. An accompanying site plan has been submitted for infrastructure and 
landscaping that will serve future development on the commercial lots and tract. Via the subject 
preliminary plat, the applicant proposes to "plat over" the previously referenced infrastructure and 
landscaping site plan. That site plan application is concurrently being reviewed by staff and can be 
approved at a staff level. The site plan will control development of overall infrastructure and 
landscaping for the subdivision, while the plat will establish lots, access and utility easements to 
service the site. Development on each lot will be regulated via separate site plan applications. 

Subdivision Data: 

• Project Area: 14.215 acres 

• Number of Lots: 3 lots (plus a future development tract and I roadway tract) 
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• Minimum Lot Size: Required: 
Proposed: 

10,000 sq. ft. 
49,179 sq. ft. 

NAP Indian River II, LLC, through its agent Carter Associates, Inc., is now requesting preliminary 
plat approval. 

ANALYSIS 

1. Utilities: The project will have public water and sewer service provided by County Utilities 
Services. The County Department of Utility Services and the Department of Health have 
approved these project utility provisions. 

2. Traffic Circulation: The applicant is proposing three driveways to access the subdivision, 
with two driveways on 53rd Street and one driveway on US Highway 1. The easternmost 
driveway on 53rd Street will be a full movement driveway with left and right tum lanes 
constructed on 53rd Street at the proposed driveway. The westernmost driveway on 53rd 
Street will be limited to right-in/right-out movements and served by a right tum lane. The 
US Highway 1 driveway will be limited to right-in/right-out movements and be served by a 
right tum lane. 

A traffic impact analysis has been reviewed and approved by the county Traffic Engineering 
Division. Based on that analysis, the following off-site improvements are required: 

a) A northbound right-tum lane on US Highway 1 at the project entrance. 

b) A westbound right-tum lane on 53rd Street to serve both project entrances. 

c) An eastbound left-tum lane on 53rd Street at the east project entrance. 

A developer's agreement will be required for the widening of 53rd Street in the area of the 
subdivision. Items b and c will be covered by the developer's agreement, which will set the 
timing for completion of the turn lanes. The US Highway 1 tum lane (item a) will need to be 
constructed prior to issuance of a certificate of completion for the infrastructure site plan. 

In addition to the off-site improvements, the developer shall, prior to site plan release: 

a) Contribute $75,000 for the signalization of the east project entrance on 53rd Street, 
and 

b) Obtain approval from the Board of County Commissioners for the developer's 
agreement related to the above referenced widening of 53rd Street, and 

c) Contribute $20,730.24 toward the construction of dual southbound left-tum lanes on 
US Highway 1 at 53rd Street. 
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3. Stormwater Management: The public works department has approved a preliminary 
drainage plan for the subdivision. That plan proposes use of existing stormwater ponds 
located on the adjacent property to the east, which is owned by Grand Harbor. The applicant 
has an agreement with Grand Harbor to use these ponds and is in the process of obtaining 
easements to formalize the legal right to use the ponds. The easements must be established 
by recorded instrument and copies provided to the County prior to issuance of a land 
development permit (LDP)or an LDP waiver for the subdivision improvements. 

4. Dedications and Improvements: 

• Sidewalks: Sidewalks along the site's 53rd Street and US Highway 1 frontages, as well as a 
sidewalk along the proposed internal driveway that will connect to US Highway 1, must be 
constructed or bonded prior to final plat approval. Internal sidewalks will be constructed 
with the individual lot improvements, and will be addressed in future site plan applications. 

• Ultimate Right-of-Way for US Highway I and 53rd Street: The preliminary plat 
accommodates the thoroughfare plan right-of-way for both streets. The County and the 
applicant have agreed on a right-of-way purchase price, and the right-of-way purchase 
details will be covered in a developer's agreement to be approved by the Board of County 
Commissioners. 

• Landscape: The proposed landscape plan has been reviewed by staff and meets the 
requirements of Chapter 926 and the US Highway 1 corridor plan. The landscape plan 
provides for perimeter landscape improvements for the three proposed lots, and includes a 
Type "C" buffer with a 6' opaque feature along the site's east boundary. A portion of the 6' 
opaque feature will be located on the adjacent Grand Harbor property. The applicant will 
need to obtain a landscape easement from Grand Harbor, prior to LDP approval or LDP 
waiver. 

5. Environmental Issues: Since the existing site was cleared a number of years ago, there are 
no environmental issues within the area of development that trigger special requirements, 
with the exception of some specimen trees on the site which will be impacted by the 
proposed development. There are three specimen oaks and 21 palms that will require 
mitigation. The oaks will be mitigated at a 2: 1 ratio and the palms at a 1: 1 ratio. The 
applicant will plant mitigation trees on site. 

6. Surrounding Land Uses and Zoning: 
North: North Relief Canal, Vacant/PD Residential 
East: Vacant (Grand Harbor)/RM-6 
South: 53rd Street, Vacant/CG 
West: US Highway 1, Gas Station, Mini-storage/CG, IL 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the analysis performed, staff recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission grant 
preliminary plat approval, with the following conditions: 

I. Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall: 

a) Obtain approval and release of the infrastructure/landscaping site plan. 

b) Build or bond out the sidewalks required along the site's US Highway I and 53rd 
Street frontages, and along the internal driveway that connects to US Highway I. 

2. Prior to issuance of an LDP or waiver, the applicant shall: 

a) Provide the County recorded easements for the off-site drainage areas and off-site 
landscape buffer areas. 

b) Obtain approval from the Board of County Commissioners for a developer's 
agreement for the previously described 53rd Street improvements. 

c) Contribute $75,000 for the signalization of the east project entrance. 

d) Contribute $20,730.24 toward the construction of dual southbound left tum lanes on 
US Highway I and 53rd Street. 

3. Prior to issuance of a certificate of completion for the infrastructure improvements as shown 
on the infrastructure/landscape plan, the US Highway I right tum lane at the project entrance 
shall be constructed. 

ATTACHMENTS 

I. Application 
2. Location Map 
3. Traffic Summary 
4. Preliminary Plat 
5. Tree Mitigation Plan 
6. Landscape Plan 
7. Aerial 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
AND LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 

~y;~J¼:: 
GEORGE A. GLENN 

ASSISTANT COUNTY ATTORNEY 

F:\Community Development\Users\CurDev\P&Z\2008\The Landings pzc staff report.rtf 4 



• 1 

COMPUTER ASSIGNED PROJECT#: 

PRELIMINARY PLAT 
APPLICATION FORM 

(PLTP) 

980 0121 - b!JD/0 
/, 

ASSIGNED FILE#: PLTP - b -. O 7- I c9. - 'f",;;, 
< ?9, 

CORRESPONDING PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE PROJECT NAME AND IRC ASSIGi~· l'Wli¥:rf""' 
NUMBER: SD- 07 - /cl.. - /0 US1&53rd ShoppJngCenterNorth 

OWNER: (PRIN1) 
AGENT: (PRINT) 

NAP Indian River IL LLC 
NAME 

7500 College Parkway 
NAME 

ADDRESS 
Fort Myers FL ADDRESS 

CITY STATE 
33907 (239) 278-1121 

CITY STATE 

ZIP PHONE ZIP PHONE 

(239)278-0036 Phil.Fiscbler@naproperties.com 
FAX E-MAIL 

Phil Fischler 
FAX E-MAIL 

CONTACTPI,~".. (l 
~;A~NT.) 

CONTACT PERSON 

PROJECT ENGINEER: (PRIN1) 
Carter Associates, Inc. 

NAME 
1708 21'' Street 

ADDRESS 
Vero Beach FL 

CITY STATE 
32960 (772) 562-4191 
ZIP PHONE 
(772) 562-7180 keng@carterassaoc.com 
FAX E-MAIL 

Kenneth M. Good, P.E. 
CONTACT PERSON 

SITETAXID#'S: 
32-39-14-00000-sooo.00004.o 

PROJECTSURVEYOR:(PRJNT) 
Carter Associates. Inc. 

NAME 
1708 21'1 Street 

ADDRESS 
Vero Beach 

CITY 
32960 (772) 562-4191 
ZIP PHONE 

FL 
STATE 

(772) 562-7180 davidl@carterassaoc.com 
FAX . E-MAIL 

David E. Luethje, P.S.M. 
CONTACT PERSON 

• PROJECTUSE:._---2R.,,ea,,ta.,n._ _________________ _ 

• IS ALL OR A PORTION OF PROJECT IN "ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE" AREA AS ADDRESSED 
IN THE PROJECT PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE? 

YES,____ NO X 
• ZONING: CG CLUP:. ___ _,c.,,_11.._ ___________ _ 
• TOTAL (GROSS ACREAGE OF PARCEL:. _______ 14,5"'.3,,,8,,_0 __________ _ 
• AREA OF DEVELOPMENT (NET) ACREAGE:. _____ £14,..2,c,1.,,5 __________ _ 
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,...-_,. Kirnfey-Hom ....._ •r ~ and Associates, Inc, 

HARBOR WALK- EXECUTIVE TRAFFIC IMPACT SUMMARY 
(September 2007) 

1. Location: Northeast quadrant of the intersection of US 1 / 53"' Street 

2. Size: 15,000 square-foot shopping center 
17,050 square-foot sit-down restaurant 
85 room hotel 
16 vehicle fueling position convenience market with gas pumps 
1,280 square-foot automated car wash 
14,593 square-foot pharmacy with drive-thru 

3. Trip Generation: Net New Daily Trip Volume = 5,623 vehicular trips 
Net New A.M. Peak-Hour Volume= 302 vehicular trips 
Net New Plv1. Peak-I four Volume= 385 vehicular trips 

4. Area of Influence Boundaries: 

• North- 65"' Street 

• South - W. VB City Line 
• East - Indian River Boulevard 
• West - 66"' Avenue 

5. Significant Roads: 
• Indian River Boulevard - W. VB City L. to US 1 @ 53"' Street 

• US 1 - 45"' Street to 65"' Street 
• 65'" Street - 66"' Avenue to US 1 

• 49"' Street - 43"' Avenue to US 1 
• 43'" Avenue - 45"' Street to 49"' Street 

6. Significant Intersections: 
• Indian River Boulevard / 53"' Street 
• Indian River Boulevard / (',rand Harbor Boulevard 

• US 1 / 49"' Street 

• US 1 / 53"' Street 
• US 1 / 65"' Street 
• Old Dixie Highway / 49"' Street 
• Old Dixie Highway / 53"' Street 

• Old Dixie Highway / 65"' Street 

7. Trip Distribution: See Appendix A 

TEL 772 562 7931 
FAX 772 562 9689 

" Suite B-100 
120119'>Plae& 
Vero Beach, Florida 
32960 



.,.... ._n Kimley-Horn 

..._ r -, and Associates, Inc. 

8. Intcrrtal Caprure: 1 % 

9. Pass-by Capture: Shopping Center 51 % 
Sit-Down Restaurant 21 % 
Hotel 29% 
Convenience Market with Gas Pumps 75% 
Automated Car Wash 33% 
Pharmacy /Drugstore with Drive-Thro 51 % 

10. A.M. Peak Hour Directional% (ingress/cgtess): 
Shopping Center 61 % in/39% out 
Sit-Down Restaurant 52% in/48% out 
Hotel 58% in/ 42% out 
Convenience Market with Gas Pumps 50% in/50% out 
Automated Car Wash 50% in/50% out 
Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive--'lbru 57% in/43% out 

11. P.M. Peak Hour Directional% (tngress/cgtess): 
Shopping Center 48% in/52% out 
Sit-Down Restaurant 61% in/39% out 
Hotel 49% in/51% out 
Convenience Market with Gas Pumps 50% in/50% out 
Automated Car Wash 50% in/50% out 
Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive-Thru 49% in/55% out 

12. Traffic Count Factors Applied: 5.00% annual growth rate 

13. Off-Site Improvements: (II For VAC # designation refer to Appendix 1\ 

• VAC #1 - Auxiliary northbound right tum lane 
• VAC #3 -Auxiliary westbound right and eastbound left turn lane 
• US 1/53"' Stteet Dual Southbound Left Turn Lane Proportionate Pair 

Share Contribution: $20,730.24 

14. Roadway Capacities (IRC Link Sheets): See Appendix B 

15. Assume roadway and / or intersection improvements: 
• 53"' Street extension from 58"' Avenue to Indian River Boulevard 
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.,,,... •-n Kimiey-Horn .... r i and Associates, Inc. 

16. Significant Dates 
a) Pre-study conference: June 2007 

b) Traffic counts: 

Intersection AM Count AM Peak Peak Season PM Count 
Date Hour Factor Date 

Indian River Boulevard/ 53'" 
4/17/07 7:30-8:30 1.02 4/17 /07 Street (unsiPnalized) 

Indian River Boulevard/Grand 
Harbor Boulevard 8/16/07 7:30-8:30 1.07 8/15/07 

(unsiimalized) 
US 1/49"' Street 

4/18/07 7:15-8:15 1.02 4/24/07 (unsiimalized) 
US 1 / 53"' Street 

4/19/07 7:15 -8:15 1.02 4/24/07 (unsionalized) 
US 1 / 65"' Street 

4/26/07 7:15 - 8:15 1.03 4/11/07 (unsi<>n<>J;7,ed) 
Old Dixie Highway/ 49"' Street 

4/19/07 7:30-8:30 1.02 4/17/07 (unsiunali-zed) 
Old Dixie Highway/53"' Street 

4/24/07 7:30-8:30 1.03 4/25/07 (unsiimalized) 
Old Dixie Highway/65'h Street 

4/18/07 7:15 -8:15 1.02 4/18/07 
(unsiiroalized) 

c) Study approval: J/ 1/0S 

17. SR 60 Interest Share Special Fee 
• SR 60 westbound between 82nd Avenue to 66"' Avenue: 

0. 7% assigned to link x 179 trips = 1.253 trips 
1.253 trips X $7,677 pet trip = $9,619.28 

PM Peak Peak Season 
Hour Factor 

4:00-5:00 1.02 

4:30-5:30 1.07 

4:30-5:30 1.03 

4:30-5:30 1.03 

4:30-5:30 1.02 

4:00-5:00 1.02 

4:00-5:00 1.03 

4:30-5:30 1.02 

7,:\Downtown\47963000\10-24--07 w hotel occupied rooms\Hata1a- Traffic Impact Executive Summary.doc 
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HARBOR WALK 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING colmm were cottected ln2006 

Trlpa lndlcalltd In the VESTED c:olmnn are u of Ol/1l)'2007 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
WI PROJECT 

·o· 

1010N S.R. A1A S. COUNTY LINE S. VBCITYL 9&l 325 21' 0 ... .,.. 
l010S- S.R, A1A S. COUNTY LINE S, VBCITYL 050 '96 14 0 ... -1020N S.R, A1A S. VBCITYL 17THsrREE1' 930 83) 18 0 ., 91% 

10205 S.R.A1A S. VBCITYL 17THSTREET 930 900 29 0 1 1-

1030N S.R. A1A 17THSTREET S.R,60 860 604 .. 0 197 77% 

"''"" S.R. A1A 1m-lSTREET S.R. 60 860 635 • 0 220 74" 

"'"" S.R. A1A S.R.60 N. VBCITYL B60 838 12 0 12 .... 
1""'5 S.R.A1A S.R.60 N. VBCITYL 860 910 • 0 ... 1""' 
1050N S.Fl,A1A N. VBCJTYL FRE0TUEflK RD. 860 836 0 0 24 .,,. 
1050$ S.R. A1A N. VBCllY.L FREOTUERK RO, "" 910 0 -51 

,_ 
!Olla< S.R. A1A FRED TUERK RO. OlDWINTEFI BEACH RD 860 590 0 0 ... .,.. 
10$05 S.R. A1A FREDTUERKRD. OLD WINTER BEACH AD "" ... 0 0 ... ... 
1070< S.R.A1A OLD WINTER BEACH RD N.JFISL 860 634 3 0 "" .... 
10705 S.R. A1A OLOWINTERBEACHRD N.IRSL 860 '72 2 0 ... -1000N S.R. AlA N. IRS LN. C.R. 510 860 634 44 0 ... "" 10$05 S.R.A1A N. IRSLN, C.R. 510 860 '72 18 0 370 "" 1090N S.R. A1A C.R.510 N. COUNTY LINE 998 "54 .. 0 ... -109()5 S.R. A1A C.R.510 N. COUNTY LINE 998 513 .. 0 401 .... 
111(111 INDIAN RIVER BL.VD. 4THST. O US1 1:m<STREET 1,880 740 82 0 1"'8 -11105 INDJAN RIVER BL.VO. 4TH ST. Cl US1 12THSTREET 1,880 1,366 95 0 ""' 

,.,. 
1120N INDIAN RIVE_R BLVD. 12THSTREET S. VBCJTYL 1,880 ... .. 0 ... "" 1120S lNDIAN RIVER BLVD. 12THSTREET S. VB CITYL. 1,860 1,425 .. 0 331 .... 
1130N INOIAN RIVER BLVD. S. VSCITYL 171l-l STREET 1,860 ... .. 0 "" "" 
"'""' INDIAN RIVER BLVD. S. VBCITYL 17THSTREET 1,880 1,425 105 0 ... ..,. 
1140N INDIAN RNER BLVO. l7THSTREET 21STSTREET 1,860 1,024 141 0 ... 63% 
11405 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 17TH 5'TFlEET 215TSTREET 1,860 1,395 243 0 222 ""' 1150N INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 21STSTREET S.R. 80 1,860 1,420 182 0 ... ""' 1150S INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 21STSTREET S.R. 60 1,880 1,681 244 0 ... ,,..,. 
1 tll0N lNDIAN RIVER BLVD. S.R,60 W. VBCITYL 1,880 1,049 139 0 872 ... 
1100S INDIAN RIVER BLVD. S.R.tiO W. VBCITYL. 1,860 1,120 83 0 857 ""' 1170N INDIAN RIVER BLVD. W. VBCITYL US 1 C 53RD ST. 1,860 ... 186 82 ... 47% 
1170S INDIAN RIVER BLVD. W. VB CITYL US1O53AOST. 1,880 ... 130 106 790 ... 
1210N , ... N. COUNTY LINE C.R. 512 2,740 1,504 • 0 1231 -1210S ..., N. OOUNTY LINE C.R..512 2,740 1,509 10 0 ,.., 

""' 1220N 1-55 C.R. 512 S.R.60 2,740 1,510 23 0 1207 ... 
12:!llS , ... C.R. 612 S.R.60 2,740 1,519 "' 0 1118 ""' 1= l-95 S.R.00 OSLO ROAD 2,B!JO 1,726 50 0 1114 .,,, 
12308 l-95 S.R. 60 OSLOROAll 2,890 1,712 ,. 0 1142 ""' 1240N l-95 OSLO ROAD S. COUNTY LINE 2,B90 1,716 ,. 0 1131 .,,. 
12408 , ... OSLO ROAD S-. COUNTY LINE 2,890 1,707 29 0 1184 .... 
1305N U.S,1 S. COUNTY UfE OSLOROAll 1,860 1,197 .. 0 ... ..,. 
1305$ U.S.I S.COUNTYUN: OSlOROAO 1,880 1,590 " 0 217 .... 
1310N U.S.t OSlDROAO. 4TH ST. 0 IR BLVD. 2,790 1.412 40 0 , ... 82% 
1310S u.s.1 OSLOROAO 4TI-I ST. 9' IR BLVD. 2,790 1,749 107 0 934 "" 1315N U.S.1 4TH ST. 0 IA BLVD. BTHSTREET 1,860 1,195 7 0 ... ""' 13-15S U.S.I 4TH ST. 0 IR st.VO. BTH STREET 1,860 1,484 18 0 ... 11% 
1920N u.s.1 lJTH STilEET 12TH STREET 1,860 1.,.. 22 0 ... 70% 
132!1S U.S.1 BTHSTAEET 1:m< 5'TFlEET 1,860 1,472 41 0 .,,, .,,. 
1325N U.S.1 1:miSTREET S.VBCITYL 1,710 1,221 "' 0 .. 1 74% 
13258 U.$.1 121HSTREET S.VBCITYL 1,710 1,301 78 0 '31 11% 



HARBOR WALK 
Traffic counts bt the EXISTIN~ column were collllc:led In 2006 

1rfps lndlcated In the VES1ED column are as of0&"11112D117 

REMAINING %of LOS 
LINK ONSTREEf FROMSTREEf TOSTREEf CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT W/PROJECT 'O' 

1330N U,S.1 S. VBCOYL 17THSTREET ,,no 1,120 ., • ... ""' 13305 U.5.1 $. VBCilTI'L 17THSTREET 1,710 1.329 71 0 ... .... 
1335N U.S.1 17'1li STREET 6.R. 80 1,510 1,175 61 0 274 ..,. 
1335S U.S.1 17TH 5TREEf 5.R.00 1,510 1.207 .. 0 213 -1340N U.S. i S.A.60 ROYAL PALM PL 1,820 .. , .. 0 11Zl ""' 13408 U.S.1 S.R. .. ROYAL PAI.M PL 1,510 1,124 196 0 190 ""' 1345N U.S,1 ROYAL PALM PL A'TLANTIC BLVD. 2,116 1.08< 112 a ... &7% 

1345$ U.S.1 ROYALPAlMPL ATLANTIC BL.VD. 1,710 970 162 a "" "" 1350N U.S.1 ATt.AHTIC BLVD. N. VBCJTYL 2.322 1.506 129 a ... ""' 13506 U.S.1 ATLANTIC Bl.VD, N. VBCllYL 2.010 1,612 156 a 242 .... 
1350N u.s., N. YBCITYL OLD DIXIE HWY 2.320 1,634 80 0 1116 74" 
13558 U.S.1 N. VBOITYL. OLD DIXIE HW'f 2,010 ,.,.. 118 • ... .,.,. 
1ll80N u.s.1 OLD DIXIE HWY 41STSTREET ..... 1,712 87 0 ,., -1350S U.S.1 OLOCIXI.EHWY 41STSTREET 2,010 1,079 72 • ... .... 
1385N U.S.1 41STSTREET 45THSTREET 2.352 1,451 124 0 m 67% 
1385S U.S.1 41STSTREET 45THSTREET 2,010 1,021 108 0 181 51l'J1, 

1370N U.5.1 45THSTREET 4S1li STREET 2.384 1,425 137 20 ... "" 1S70S U.5.1 45TH STREET 4STHSTREET 2,01{) 930 119 17 ... "" '""" U.S.1 4STH5TREEf B5T1i STREET 2.566 1.728 252 47 !31 71% 
13758 U.S.1 4STHSTREET SSTHSlflEET 2.010 1,0"7 220 45 ... 67% 
1390N U.S.1 65TH STREET "9TH STiaEET 2.631 1,711 167 0 , .. 71% 
13606 US.1 BSTHSTREET 89THSTREET 1,860 1,070 163 0 127 -1'85N U.S.1 89THSTREET OLDDOOEHWY ..... 1.675 1811 0 813 ..,. 
1385S U.S,1 9STHSTREET OLDODC!EHNY 1,860 1.034 136 0 ... ..,. 
1990N u.s.1 OW DIXIE HWY SCHUMANN DR. 2.210 1,411 132 0 1117 """ 13908 U.S.1 OLDOOOEHWV SCHUMANN DR. 1,960 ... 1l13 0 ... .. .. 
139SN U.S.1 SCHIJIMNN DR. C.R. 512 1.860 1.800 .. 0 .., ,.,. 
13958 U.S.1 SCHUMANN DR. C.1\.512 1,800 973 89 0 .,. ..,. 
1400N US.1 C.R.-512 N. SEB. Cl"TY L 1,710 1,272 ., 0 .., 71% 
14005 U.S.1 C.R. 512 N. SEB. CITY L 1,TIO 1,m 89 0 .... 72% 
1405N U.S.1 N.SE!B.CITYL ROSEl.ANO RD. 1.S,O 1,318 42 0 ... ,.... 
1405$ U,$.1 N.SEB. CIT'fL ROSELAND RD. 1,860 1.323 .. 0 481 ,.,. 
1410N U.S.1 RQSE:LAND RO. N. COUNTY LINE ,..., 1,168 8 0 ... .. ,. 
14106 U.S,1 ROSELANORD. N. COUNTY UlllE 1,860 ... 33 0 ... ..... 
1510N SOHUMAf\111 DR. C.R. 510 0 86TH AVE, S. SEB. CITY L 861) "" 11 0 144 .... 
15106 SCHUMANN DR. O.R. 510 0 66TH AVE. S. SEB. CITY L ... ..,, 18 0 001 41" 
1620N SCHUMANN DR. S. SEE:, CITY L US.1 860 118 7 0 ,.. 1 .. 
1S20S SCHUMANN DR. S. SEB. CITY L u.s:.t 860 .. 12 0 7112 ... 
1810E ROSELAND RD. S.R. 512 N. see. CITY L 880 325 14 0 021 .... 
1610W ROSEt.ANDRD. S.R. 512 N. SEB. CITY L 860 335 18 0 ... .,,. ,_ 

ROSELAND RD. N. SES. CITY L U.S,1 ... 301 15 0 ... 37" 
1620W F';OSEL.AND RD. N. SEB. OJTY L u.s.1 ... m • 0 .,, -1710E C.R. S12 S.R. 60 ,.., BIO ... 82 0 412 .... 
1710W C.R. 512 S.R. 60 ,... 860 704 11 0 140 .... 
1720E cr.R. s12. , ... C.R. 510 , .... 656 136 0 11JOI -1720W C.R. 512 , ... C.R.510 1.860 823 2B 0 1009 .... 
1730E C.R.512 C.R'.510 W. SEB. CITY L 1.860 7'0 41 0 108& ., .. 
1700W C.R. 512 C.R. 510 w. see. ·CITY L 1,860 ,,. 4S 0 .... .. ,. 
1740E O.R.512 W.SEa. CITY L ROSELAND RD. 1.S,O 952 40 0 ... -1740W C.R. 6"12 W. SE:B. CllY L ROSELAND RD. 1.860 732 44 0 1084 42% 



HARBOR WALK 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING COIUmn were coUecled In 2006 

Trlpa lmllaled In the VESTED colwnn are as or 0911W'2007 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROMSTREl!T TOSTREl!T CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT W/PROJECT ·o· 
175Ce C.R.512 ROSELAND RO, U.S.1 ,...,, .,, 25 D 1224 ,.,. 
1750W C.R. 512 ':'!OSELAND RD. U.S.1 1,116D 700 24 D ,, .. -18tDE C.R. 510 C.R. 512 66TH AVE. '·"" ... ... D IOOll -f8-10W C.R. 510 C.R. 512 66TH AVE. 1,860 776 94 D ... 47% 

1820E C.R. 510 66THAVE, '8THAVE. 1,eeo 512 87 D 1211 "" 
1820W C.R. 510 ..,,., AVE. IM!TH AVE. 1,860 718 106 D 1036 -!SODE C.R. 510 581'HAVE. U.S.1 

,_ ... 110 D 12'0 ...,. 
183CNV C.R. 510 68THAVE. U.5.1 1,860 774 7B 0 1008 -,...,. C.R.510 U.S.1 S.R.A1A 1,900 571 172 0 1157 -1840W C.R. 510 u.s.1 S.R..A1A t900 1,021 152 D m ..,. ,..,. 

"'"'° W.COUNTYUNE C.R.512 1,e10 217 • 0 , ... 12% 

1905W S.R. 80 W. COUNTY LINE C.R.512 1,810 254 11 D 1545 ""' 1007E S.R. 60 C.R.512 TOOTH AVE. 1,B:10 258 1 0 , ... , ... 
1907W S.R. 60 C.R.512 10CITH AVE. 1,810 257 3 0 1000 ,.,. 
1910E S.R. 60 100THAVE. ,..,. 1,860 "25 121 0 1414 -1S10W S.R. 60 1001HAVE. ,..,. 1,860 216 196 0 1378 -191'iE 

"'" 60 

,..,. 82ND AVE. 1,860 1,391 """ 0 ... .... 
1815W S.R, 60 , ... 82NDAVE. 2,000 U93 2'0 0 157 .... 
1S20E S.Fl 80 82NOAVE. ...... VE. '2,790 1,550 212 D 1ma .... 
1920W S.R 60 82NOAVE. 66THAVE. 2,790 1,865 18' 0 739 ,.,. 
192SE S.R. 60 66THAVE SSTHAVE. 2,790 1,641 258 0 893 .... 
1925W S,R. 60 65THAVE. tiSTI-1 AVE 2,790 '·""" 254 0 ... -,.,.. S,R.60 66THAVE. 43RDAVE. 2,790 , ... , 224 0 1187 .... 
193QW S.R.60 58THAVE. 43ADAVE. 2.790 1,497 340 0 ... -1930e S.Fl 60 43RDAVE. 271HAVE. Z790 1,315 210 0 1215 -193SW S.R. 60 43ROAVE. 271HAVE 2,790 1,544 332 0 014 87% 

19'0E S.R. tlO 271HAVE. 201HAVE. 2,790 1,158 196 0 1 ... -1940W S.R.60 fflHAVE 201HAVE. Z790 ,.an 294 0 1125 -1"5E S.R. 60 20THAVE OLD OIXIE HWY 3,252 1,135 , .. 0 ""' -1945W S.R. tlO 20THAVE. OLDDIXIEHWY 3,202 1.268 2llll 0 1770 -1950E S.R. 60 OLe DIXIE HWY 10TiiAVE. a2S? 1,268 109 D , ... .... 
195QW S.R. 60 OlD DIXIE HWY 10THAVE. 3,202 1,051 171 0 .... ..,. , .... S.R.60 10THAVE. u.a, 3,252 1,100 100 0 - 37% 
1855W S.R. 60 10THAVE. U.S.1 ·a212 757 157 0 2338 -196DE S.R.60 US.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 3,202 7B9 .. 0 .... ""' 1980W S.R. 60 U.S.1 INDtAN RIVER BLVD. 3,202 513 104 D - 18" ,...,, S.R. 90 J.NDIAN RIVER BI..VD. ICWW 1,360 ""' • 0 ... -1985W S.R. 80 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. ,r::ww , .... 1,203 1 D ... .... 
1970E $.Fl GO ,cww 8.R.AIA 1.880 ... • 0 ,,. 

""' 1970W S.R. 80 ,cww S.R. A1A 1,860 991 • D "' 
..,. 

2Q2ilE 16TH 5'mEET 5BTHAVE. ""'° AVE. 960 "" 44 • ... .... 
2020W 16THSTREET 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 880 .., 30 0 ... 32% 
2<l30E 1BTHSTREET 43RDAVE. 27THAVE. 860 ""' 45 0 4ST .... 
""""' 16THS'mEET 43RDAVE. 271HAVE 960 507 30 0 317 .... 
2040E 16TH SlFIEET 2TrHAVE. 20THAVE. 960 '90 32 0 ... -2040W 1e::J"HSTREET 27THAVE. 20THAVE. 880 579 51 0 ... '"" 2050E 16TH Bn'lEET 20THAVE. OlC CJXJE HWY .,, .., 29 0 184 77% 
20&0Y/ 16TH STREET 20THAVE.. OLD CIXIE: HWY 810 770 42 0 •7 101% 
2060E 15rHff7TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY u.s.1 1,710 862 50 0 107I .,.. 
2000W 16TH/17TH STR~ 01.DOIXIEI-NIY U.S.1 1,710 624 45 0 1041 ""' 



HARBORWALK 
T.rafflc c;ounts In lhe EXIST1NG column were coflected In 2008 

Trfps lncflcated In the VESTED column are • of OSMDl20D7 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ONSTREEf FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT W/PROJECT 
·o· 

2110£ i7TH STREET U.S.1 INDIAN RIVEASLVC. 1,710 560 28 0 1122 ""' 2110W 17THSTFIEET u.s;1 INDIAN RIVER aLVD. 1,710 754 15 0 141 .... 
2120£ 17THSTREET INDiAN FUVER BLVD. S:R.A1A 1,880 1,G49 24 0 "" .... 
2120W 17TH STREEr INDIAN RIVEFI BLVD. S.R. A1A 1,880 1,2911 ,. 0 547 "" ""'" 12THSTREEr 82NDAVE. S!JlliAVE. 870 15 3 0 152 .,. 
2210W 12THSTREET 82NDAVE. 5BTHAVE. 070 17 0 0 ... ... 
=· 12THSTREET 68TH AVE. ...,,,,.ve. 000 180 34 0 ... 25% 

= 12THSTREEr 01ITH AVE. 43RDAVE. 880 254 25 0 581 32% 

.'230E 12TH STAEET 43RDAVE. 27THAVE. ... 313 17 0 .., ..,. 
zmw 12THSTREET 43RDAVE 27THAVE. 050 471 14 0 375 -"""'" 12THSTREET 27THAVE. 20THAVE. . ., "" 16 0 ... -22AOW 12TI-I STREET 27THAVE. 2CJT'HAVE, 880 562 14 0 214 ""' 
'250E 121HSTREET 20THAVE OiDOOOEHWY 880 ... 14 0 '57 -- 12THSTREET 30THAVE OLD DIXIE HWY 880 711 13 0 136 ""' 2'!60E 12THSTREET OLD DIXIE HWY US.1 1 .... 221 14 0 1127 11% -12THSTREEr OLD DIXIE H'NY US.1 1,388 780 ,. 0 ... .,,. 
2305N OLD DIXIE HWY S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD ... ... 43 0 .. 1 -230SS· OLD DJXlt: HWY S. COlMTY LINE OSLOAOAO BOO 491 12 0 ..,. .... 
2310N OLDOIXIE HWY OSI..OROAO 4TI<STAEET ... 328 .. 0 ... "" 2310$ OLD CIXIE HWY OSLO ROAD 4THSTREET ... 483 41 0 ... "'" 2315" OU, DIXIE HWY 4THSTAEET llTHSTREET BIO ... 39 0 267 ..,. 
23f5S OLD DIXIE HWY 4TI<STREET BTHSTAEET 810 830 39 0 141 -2330N OLD DIXIE HWY BTH'STAEET 12THSTREET 810 529 21 0 260 -2ll20S 01.D DIXIE HWY e;rHSTAEET 12THBTREEr 810 .,.,. 24 0 12 ..,. 
2325N OLD DIXIE HWY 12THSTReET B. VBCITYL 810 ... 10 0 - .... 
2335S OLD DIXIE HWY 12THsmEET S. VBCfTYL 810 361 14 0 ... -2330N OLD DIXIE HWY S.VBCl'TYL 16THSTREET 850 398 11 0 ... ..,. 
2380S OLDOIXIEHWY S. VBCl1YL 16THSTREET .,. 

'"" 12 0 .., 47% 

2335N OLD DIXIE HWY 16THSTREET ~R.60 
.., 

284 ' 0 ... -2335S OLD DIXIE HWY le;rHSTREEr S.R,60 ... 238 " 0 ... ""' 2345N 01.,D DIXIE HWY 41STSTREET 48THSTREEr ... 178 8 0 ""' ., .. 
234SS OLOOOOEHWY 41STSTREET 43TH smarr ... 181 a 0 078 21% 

2350N OLD DIXIE HWY 48THSTREET 48THSTREET 880 136 ' 0 721 18" 

23SCS OLD CJXIE HWY 43TH smEET 4BTHSTAEET ... 114 2 0 744 ,.,. 
2355N OLD DIXIE HWY 43THSTREET BSTHSTREEr 880 132 103 0 ... ""' 
2355S OLD DIXIE HWY 4STHSTREET BSTH amarr ... 148 82 0 828 27% 

2360N OLD CIXIE HWY 85TH smEET 09lH STREET 8BO 218 ., 0 611 -2380S QLD DIXIE HWV """ smeer BIITH STREET ... 87 24 0 7411 1 ... 

23S5N OI.DDIXl6HWV 88THSTREET C.R. 510 880 145 17 0 ... 1 ... 

2365S OLD DIXIE HWY 88THSTREET C,R.510 BOO ,,. 12 0 710 1 ... 

2410N 27THAVENUE S. COUNTY UNE OSI.OFIOAO 1,008 51S 296 0 ... 7 ... 

24106 27THAVENUE S. OOUNlYUNE OSLOFIOAO 1,710 500 ... 0 • 1 .... 

2420N 27THAVENUE 061Df.lOAD 4THS1f!EET 1,068 548 196 0 ... -2420$ 27TH AVENUE OSLO ROAD 4THSTREET 1,710 788 282 0 17 .... 
2430N 27THAVENUE 4THSTREET OlHSTREET 1,020 ""' 141 0 417 .... 
2420S 27THAVENUE 4TI<STREET OlH·STREEr 1,710 811 , .. • 11 ..,. 
2440N 27THAVENUE STHSTREET 12TI-ISTAEET 1,020 447 .. 0 474 .... ...... 27fHAVENUE 0TH STREEr 12Tii STREET 1,020 ""' 

,., 0 12 "'' 24BON 27TH.AVENUE 12THSTREET S. VBCtTYL 1,020 456 81 0 .... .... 
2450S 27THAVENUE 12THSTREET S. VBCfTYL 1,020 ,.. 136 0 1D0 ..,. 



HARBOR WALK 
Traffic counll In the EXISTING c:ohnnn ware coUemd In 2006 

Trips Indicated In 1he VES1ED column are. II Of O!lll«wooT 

REMAINING %of LOS 
LINK ONSTREEr FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 

W/PAWECT 
·o-

"""" 27THAVENUE S, VBCITYL 1&11-tSTilfET 1,020 ... 73 0 .., .... 
24EOS 27THAVENUE S. VBCJTYL 16THSTREET 1,020 ,.. 130 0 106 .... 
2470N 2TTHAVENUE 16THSTAEET S.R. 60 1,020 411 "' 0 672 .... 
24706 27TH AVENUE 16THSTAEET S.R.60 1,020 704 .. 0 ... 75% 

2460N 27TH AIIENUE $.R."' ATLANTlC BLVD. B10 251 " 0 537 .... 
2480S 27THAVENUE S.R. 80 ATl.ANllC BLVD. 810 439 24 0 ,.,. 57% 
2510111 Z7TH AVENUE ATlANTIC BLVD. AVIAllON BLVD. 610 - • 0 - .... 
25105 27THAVE>IJE ATIANTIC BLVD. AVIATION BLVD. 810 758 10 0 .. .... 
2530E OSLO ROAD 112NDAVE. 58THAVE. 870 245 1 0 124 .... 
2530W OSLO ROAD 82NOAVE. 58THAVS". 870 197 0 0 ... 2"' 
2540E OSLO ROAD 58TH AVE. 43ROAVE. 1,953 561 210 0 1112 "" 2540W OSLO ROAD 58THAVE: 43RDAVE. 1,953 4113 109 0 1Sl1 .... 
2550E OSLOROAO 43RD AVE. 27THAVE. 1.,.; 741 175 0 1037 47% 

2560W OSU)ROAD 43RDAVE. 27THAVE. 1,853 703 193 0 1067 -'"'"" OSLOROAO 27THAVE. 20THAVE. 1,953 564 123 0 1211 .... 
2560W OSLO ROAD 27THAVE. l!IIDlAVE. 1,903 ... BO 0 1171 -2570E OSJ.OROAD 2!JTHAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 1,853 595 210 0 ,,.. 41% 

2S70W OSLO ROAD 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 1,853 B05 125 0 1D21 -25ll0E OSLO ROAD OLD DtXJE HWY U.S.1 1,953 519 67 0 1117 .... 
25BOW OSLO-RQAO OLD DIXIE HWV u.s.1 1,953 631 71 0 1251 "" ..,,. 6THAVEMJE 17THSTAEEr S. VBCITYL ... 299 0 ... 85% 

2610N 6THAVEM.JE 17THSTREET S. VBCITYL ... 450 0 ... .... 
26105 61HAVENUE 17rHSTAEET S. VBCITYL """ 7'l/2 1 0 127 .... 
2620N 6THAVENUE S. VBCITYL S.R. BO 850 470 2 0 m -...,. 6THAVENUE s.VBCITYL S.R.50 B50 5B7 0 ... .,,. 
Z110N 1GTHAVENUE $.R. 60 ROYAL PALM BLVD. BIO 76 23 0 711 "'" ZitOS 10THAVENUE S.-R.SO ROYAL PALM BLVD, B10 73 23 0 714 , ... 
2720N 10THAVENLE ROYAL PALM BLVD. 17rHSTREET B10 .,. 24 0 .,. -27205 fOTHAVENUE ROYAL PALM BLVD. 17THSTREET B10 236 Zl 0 ... ""' 2610N 20THAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4THSTREET 860 402 .. 0 3711 ""' 28106 201'HAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4THSTREET 660 563 136 0 181 81% 

2820N 20THAVENUE 411iSTREET &11-timiEET BIO 360 5B 0 ... .... 
2il20S 20THAVENUE 4THSTRE:ET BTHSTREET BIO ... 77 0 40 .... 
211:lON 2.0THAVENUE 8THSTREET 12THSTREET B10 4!5 40 0 ... -26305 201HAVENUE '8TH STREET 12THSTREET 810 .., .. 0 .. .... 
2640N 20TH AVENUE 1'!11-i STREET S. VBCITYL 1,710 442 27 0 1241 ""' 2B40S 2CJTHA.VENUE 1:m-tSTAEET S. VBCITYL 1,710 ... "' 0 1m1 ""' 2850N 20THAVENUE S. VSCITYL UiTH$TREET 1,B00 442 1B 0 1342 -2660S 20lHAVENUE S. VBCITIL 16TH STilfET 1,600 ... ,. 0 1112 ""' 2860N 20lHAVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1,800 332 22 0 I ... "" 2BBOS 2QTHAVENUE 1tmiSTREET &R.80 1,800 430 39 0 1331 .... 
2070N 20THAVENUE s.R.60 ATlANTIC BLVD. B60 168 21 e ... .... 
28705 20THAVENUE $.R. 60 AnANTIC BLVD, B60 130 52 0 ... 21% 

2900N 43ROAVENUE s. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD ... 3'4 168 0 ... -29058 43ROAVENl,JE S. COUNTY UNE OSLO ROAD 950 .311 315 0 ... -2S10N 43AOAVENLIE OSLO ROAD 4THST1'EET , .... 439 223 0 ... .... 
""os 43ROAVENLE OSlOROAD 4THSTREET 1,(lGS 541 236 0 ... -281tiN 43P'ICAVENUE 4TH STftEEf IITHSTREET 1,020 473 , .. 0 412 ""' 29165 43ROAVENUE 4THSTRfET IITHSIREET 1,020 B71 208 ' 141 -2920N 43RCAVENUE STHSTREET 12THSTREET 1,071 ... "'" 0 ... .,,. 



HARBOR WALK 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING column were COiiected In 2008 

Trip$ lnellcated In the VESTED column an: u of 09/1"'2007 

REMAINING %ofLOS 
LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 

W/PAOJECT 
·o· 

292(1$ 43RDAVENUE 8lHSTI!EET 12TH STI!EET 1,071 "" 192 0 ... ""' """" 43ROAVENUE 12TH STI!EET 16THBTAEET 1,071 502 100 0 ... .,.. 
2'126S 43RDAVENUE 12TH STI!EET 16TH STREET 1,071 658 164 0 ... m; 
2930N 43RDAVENUE 18TH STI!EET S.R. 60 1,798 581 "' 0 1118 .... ..... 43ADAVENUE 16THSTREET S.A.60 1,706 ... 165 0 838 ..,. 
2935N 43RDAVENUE S.R.00 26TH STREET 1,796 '67 102 0 1227 ... ...... 43RDAVl:NUE 5.R. 60 26THSTREET 1,706 612 114 0 ,.,. ..,. 
"'40N 43RDAVENUE 26TH S'TREET 41STSTREET ... ... 168 0 ... -2'1403 43RD AVENUE 28lHSTREET 41STSTREET 680 488 179 0 103 "" 2945N 43RDAVENUE 41ST-STREET 45THSTREET 860 332 122 0 406 ""' 29456 43RDAVENUE 41STSTREET 46THSTREET 860 "" .. 0 ... ..,. 
2S50N 43ROAVENUE 45TH S'TREET 49THSTREET ... 245 77 10 ... ""' 29506 43RDAVENUE 45TH STI!OET '91MST11SET ... 180 58 • 613 .... 
300!;N 58THAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4THSTREET '·'"" 363 .. 0 1414 .. ,. 
3005S BlrrH AVENUE OSLDROAD 4THSTREET 1,060 411 123 0 1321 ""' 3010N 68THAVENUE 4THSTREET 8'THSTRSET 1,710 ..., .. 0 634 ..,. 
3010$ 58THAVENUE 4l1-iSTREET mtSTRSET 1,710 712 .. 0 ... ""' 301ffl 58THAVENUE 6THSTREET 12THSTREET 1,710 815 " 0 tm ..,,. 
301,S 58THAVENUE 8THSTREET 12TH ST11SET 1,710 1,138 so 0 ... 72% 

3020N fitJl'HAVENUE 12THSTREET 16TH ST11SET 1,710 944 f/7 0 ... .,,. 
3020$ 58THAVENUE 1ZTH STI!EET 16THSTREET 1,710 1,046 125 0 ... ..., 
3025N 511THAVENUE 16THSTREET S.R.60 1,710 , .. 1"1 0 ... ..., 
30265 58THAVENUE 16TH STI!EET S.R .. 60 1,710 1,005 231 0 ... 74% 
3030N 55THAVENUE S.R. 80 41STSTREET 1,860 1,137 170 0 ... ""' 3030$ 5BTHAVENUE S.R. 60 41STSTREET 1,860 1,109 141 0 .,. .,.. 
3005N 58THAVENUE 41STSTREET 46THSTREET "" 

..,. .. 0 175 -30355 5BTHAVENUE 41STSTREET 46THSl'REE1' 860 ... "" D 219 .... 
3D4CN omtAVENUE 4STHSTREET '91MSTFIEE1' ... 458 .. 0 299 .... 
"""" 6BTHAVENUE 4STH STI!6Er 407HSTREET 880 487 18 0 ... -"""' 59THAVENUE fflHSTREEr 

"""' Sl'REE1' 
... 419 44 0 337 "" ..... 56TH AVENUE 48THS1REET 05'1HSTREET 080 402 19 0 ... .... 

3050N 58THAVENUE 115TH STREET 697HSTREET 880 '32 28 0 ... "" 3050$ 58THAVENUE 85THSTREET 697HSTREET 880 ... 11 0 ... .... 
305m SSTHAVENUE 09THSTAEET C.R.510 880 "" ... 0 ... -..... SBTHAVENUE 69THSTREET C,R.51D 880 292 Z1 0 ... .,.,. 
··- 61JTHAVENUE $.R.00 ..,,., STREET 880 ... 94 0 ... ... 
31206 6IJTH AVENUE S.R. 60 26TH STFIEE1' ... <32 77 0 351 -3130N BDTHAVENUE 26TH STI!EET 41STSt"REET "" 548 46 0 .,,,. 

"" 3130$ 88THAVENUE 28lHSTREET 41STSTREET ... 398 35 0 427 -··- BBTHAVENUE 4fSTSTREET 461HSTREET ... ... 15 0 ffl -S140S BBTHAVENUE 41STSTREET 46TH Sl'REE1' 950 ..,. Z1 0 ... 41% 
315<1N GSTHAVENUE 45THSTREET OSTHSTREET .,. 531 17 0 ... ..,. 
315CS 61JTHAVENUE 4STH STREET "'1HS1'"""1" 870 .., 28 0 ... .... 
3160N 651"HAVENUE 

""" STI!EET 
697H STI!EET 870 ..,. 41 0 292 -31605 88THAVENUE "'1H STREET 69THSl'REET 870 301 .. 0 ... -3170N 65THAVENUE 69THSTREET C.FUS10 .,. '61 .. 0 254 71% 

317(1S BeTHAVENUE e9THSTREET C.R. 61D 870 314 .. 0 510 41% 
3310N 82NOAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4THSTREET ... 180 3 0 ffl "" 33105 82NOAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4THS'll!EET 950 "'' 7 0 777 16" ...... 82NDAVENUE 4THSTREET 12THSTREET 950 1ll6 11 0 743 ,.,. 



HARBOR WALK 
name counts In 1tle EXISTING CDIUltl'I were C0llec1ed In 2006 

Trips 1ndlcaled tn the VESTED column are as Df oencwoar 

REMAINING %of LOS 
LINK ONsmEET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT WI PROJECT 

'D' 

33205 82NOAVENUE -mt STREET 12THSTREET 950 184 18 0 748 21% 

3330N 82NDAVENUE 1Zll1 STREET S.R. eo 860 239 57 0 ... .... 
3330$ 821'11D AVENUE 12THSTREET 8.R. 60 860 144 25 0 .., 

""" - 82NDA\IEMJE s.R. 60 88TH5TREET 410 18 2 0 ... "" 
33405 e2NDAVENUE S.R. 60 BBTHSTREET 410 78 2 0 ... 1"' 

3350N 82NDAVENIJE 65THSTREET "9TH 5TREET 410 19 1 0 "" .. ..... 82N'DAVENUE 66THSTREET OSTH5TREET 410 z, 0 0 387 "" 
3360N 98l'HAYENUE 8THSTREET 1ZTHST!lEET 860 13 "' 0 ... 7" 

3380S saTHAYENVE 8THS1HSE1" 12TH5TREET 860 13 79 0 718 "" 3370N 86THAVENUE 1ZTH5TREET 161HSTREET 860 72 108 0 ... "" 3370S SSTHAVENUE 1ZTHSTREET 161H51'11EET 800 50 197 0 ... .... - Sffi'HAYENUE 161H5TREET .... 860 73 108 0 m "" 33806 SSTHAVENUE 1BTHSTREET 8"80 860 .. 197 0 ... ... 
3390N SSTHAVENUE SRBO 26TH 5TREET 880 24 0 0 ... '"' 
3390S S8THAVENUE .... 26THSTREET 860 14 0 0 ... '"' ..... 77THSTREET 66lHAVE, U.S.1 820 70 11 0 739 10% 

3610W 77THSTR.EET 861HAVE. U.$.1 B2il 174 • 0 .., .... 
"710E ll91li STREEr 82NDAVF!.. 116TH AVE. 410 15 18 0 ... '"' 3711lW 159TH STREET 82NDAVE. 66T1i AVE, 410 .. 18 g 344 15". 

3""E "1TH STREEr 861HAVE. BBTHAVE. 870 .. 14 0 817 ... 
3720W "9TH S1HSEr 861HAVE. 88THAVE. 870 68 18 0 7M ''"' 3730E STHSTRE~ 58THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 870 ,. 21 0 ,.. 

"" 3730W 69TH STRE.ET 58THAVE. OLO DIXIE HWY 870 70 16 0 7M 10% 

3740E 69THSTREE1" OLDCIXIEHWY U.S.1 870 47 9 0 ... .,. 
3740W 69TH STREET OlOCXXIE.HWY U,$.1 870 .. ' 0 1112 '"' 
3820E 05THSTR6Er 66THAVE. 5STHAVE. 870 44 20 0 11111 7" 

8820W 65TH STREET 66THAVE. 68THAVE. 870 32 12 0 ... "" 31J30E 65TH STREET 58THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 870 .. :ao 18 738 15" 

3830W 65TH STREET 58THAVE. 01.0 DIXIE HWY 870 9D .. 18 7311 1 ... 

38406 661H STREEr OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 870 51 • 1B 793 '"' 3B4oW e5TH STREET OlODtXIEHWY u.s.1 870 66 8 16 780 10% 

4220E 49TH STR6Er 6611-fAVE. 68THAVE 880 2B 0 0 832 '"' 4220W 49TH STREET 58TH AVE. 58THAVE. 860 31 0 D ... ... 
4230E 49TH STREET 58THAVE. 43ROAVE. 880 1:,S .. 0 .., 

1'"' 
4230\Y 49TH STREEr 58THAVE. ,43ROAVE. 880 200 Z1 0 688 ... 
4240E 49TH STREET 43RDAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 810 216 61 30 ... -4240W 49TH STREET 43RDAYE. OLD DIXII; HWY 810 144 75 26 ... -4250E 49Tii STREET OLD DIXIE HWY u.s.t 810 221 • 28 ... .... 
42:SOW 49TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 157 17 "' 613 -4320E 461H STREEr 6STHAVE. 58THA1/E. 880 157 10 0 ... ''"' 4S2DW 45TH STFIEET 66THAVE. SBTHAVE. 860 136 • 0 718 "" 4330E 461HSTREEr 58THAVE. <311DAVE. 860 177 .. 0 ... -4390W 461H STREEr 5BTHAVE. 43ROAVE. ... 207 20 0 688 28'll, 

4340E 461H STREEr 43RO.AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 860 321 39 0 ... ..,. 
4340W 45T1i STREET 43RDAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 680 '32 21 0 407 .... 
'380E 461H STREEr OLD DIXIE HWY INOIAN AIVER BLVD. ... 188 49 0 ... ... 
4350W 461H STREEr OLD DlXIE HWY IIIDIAN RIVER BLVD. 880 273 61 0 ... 3'"' 
442.0E 41STSTREET fflHAVE 88THAVE 870 102 10 0 788 "" 4420W 4.1ST STREcT eerHAVE. 5BTiiAVE. 870 141 • 0 720 17" 
443CE -i;1 ST STREET 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 680 181 45 0 ... -



HARBOR WALK 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING c:alumn were colleeted In 2006 

Trtp;s lndlcated In the VES1ED COiumn are u at 09/1W2DIJ7 

AEMAJNING %of LOS 
LINK ONSTREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACfrY EXIST. VESTieo PROJECT W/PROJECT 'D" 

"'80W 41STSTREET 6311-1 AVE. .43ROAVE. 860 262 59 0 ... ""' -· 41STSTREET 43RDAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY llllll 205 85 0 &70 .. ,. 
...iw 41STSTREET 43RDAVE, OW DIXIE HWY ... 212 40 0 ... .... -· 41ST$TREET OLD DIXIE HWY INDIAN RIVER BLVD, 801) 133 10 0 717 , .. 
"50\V 41STSTREET OLD DIXIE HWY INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 860 59 35 0 7G5 "" -37THSIBEET U.S.1 IND!AN RIVER BLVD. "° 44B 0 0 .,, .... _,. 37TH5TREET U.S.1 IND!AN RIVER BLVD. 860 638 7 0 215 ""' 4720E 2STHSIBEET BSTHAVE. 51JTHAVE. ... 852 114 0 ... .. ,. 
"12!NI 2STH STREET 68THAVE. 5!ITHAVE. 860 600 91 0 ... ..,. 
fflOE 2STH STREET 58THAVE. 4SADAVE. """ 405 40 0 415 .... 
473GW 2STHsmm- 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 990 907 53 0 ... "" 4740E 2STHsmm- -4SRDAVE. AVIATION BLVD. 990 508 .. 0 ... .... 
4740W 2STH STREET 43RDAVE. AVIATION st.VO. 860 ... "' 0 184 .,,. 
4750E 2STHSIBEET AVIA110N BLVD. 27THAVE. 860 197 9 0 ... .. .. 
4750W 2STHST>!EET AVIATION BLVD. 21THAVE. "" 190 ,. 0 ... ..,. 
"890E BTHSIBEET 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 860 292 16 0 "" -....,,., 8TH ST>!EET '8THAVE. 43RDAVE. 660 213 10 0 U7 "'"' 
- 8TH ST>!EET 

43RDAVE. mHAVE. 660 852 53 0 ... ... 
4840W BTHSTREET 43ROAVE. mHAVE. ll60 521 35 0 304 .... 
4850E BTHSTREET 271HAVE. 20T"HAVE. 660 354 13 0 .., .... 
4660W BTHSTREET 27111 AVE. 20THAVE. 060 ... 12 0 213 ..,. ....,. BTHSTREET 20TH AVE. OW DIXIE HWY 810 359 20 0 431 ... - sn, SmEEf 21JTHAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 810 711 23 0 76 81" 
4871JE 111M5TREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 ... 19 0 ... .... -BTHSTFIEET OLDDIXIE HWY u.s.1 810 n, 2B 0 "' ..,. 
""""' 61ltSTREET U,S.1 INDIAN FDVER BLVD. ll60 2ll7 0 ... ..,. 
'880W 111M5TREET U.S.1 INCi.AN RIVER BLVD, 061) 577 2 0 .. , 67% 
4810E 4THSTREET 82NDAVE. 58THAVE. !RO 80 17 0 m 11% 
49\0W 4TH STREET '82NDAVE. 5STHAVE. !RO 121 4 0 745 ,.,. 
4930E 4TH5TREET 58THAVE. 43ROAVE. 890 22' 14 0 .,. ..,. 
"""" •TH STREET 5BTHAve. 43RDAVE. 850 288 10 0 .., -4940E 4TH STREET 43RDAVE. mHAVE. 860 293 29 0 .., .,.,. 
4940W 4THSTREET 4SROAVE. 27THAVE. 890 365 22 0 473 .... 
4950E 4TH S'mEET mHAVE. 20TiiAVE. ... 339 7 0 514 .... 
4950W "4THSTAf;ET 27THAVE 2MHAVE. 860 505 10 0 ... -49SOE 4TH STREET 21JTHAIIE OLD DIXI.EHWY 890 383 32 0 ... .... 
4&60W 4lHSI'REET 2<ITTtAVE. OLD Dl>OE HWY 860 575 50 0 ... -4970E 4TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY u.s., a10 ... 14 0 .., 72% - 4THSTREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.$.1 B10 532 23 0 ... ..,. 
5610E FRED TUERK DA. A\A W.OFCOCONUTDR. 660 115 0 0 745 , ... 
5810W FRED TUERK DR. A1A W. OF COCONUT OR. 860 92 0 0 718 m, 
snoe WINTERE!EACHRD. A\A JI.JICLE TRAIL ... .. 0 0 7'HI 7% 
snow WINTER BEACH RO. A1A J\JNC3LE TIWL 860 .. 0 0 ... ... 
68111E All.AN'TIC: .BLVD, 27THAVE. ·20THAVE. 860 141 • 0 714 17" 
5810W ATLANTIC BLVD. 271HAVE. 20THAVE. "" 257 • 0 ..., .,,. 
5820E ATlANTIC Bl.VD. 20THAVE. US.1 ll1iO 123 40 0 197 ,.,. 
5820W ATLANTIC BLVD, 20TH AVE. U.S.1 eao 171 101 0 ... ..,. 
'9\0E AVIATION BLVD. 2BTH 9TREl;T mHAVE 1.280 547 8 0 725 -0910W AVIAliON BlVD. 2BTH S\llEET 27THAVE. 1,ZIO 732 39 0 ... .... 
60\0E ROYAL PALM BLVD. ROYALPALMPL INDfAN RIVER BLVD. ..,, 394 • 0 477 -60\0W ROYAL PALM BLVD. ROYAL PALM PL INOIAN RIVER BLVD. 890 1'7 33 0 ... -811QE ROYAL PALM PL U.S.\ INOIAN RIVER BLVO. 890 223 15 0 ... .,,. 
8110W ROYAL PALM PL U.S.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVO. 880 444 42 0 384 -

Z:\Downtown\47963000\9-26-07\f.Llnk Tables 09-10-07.xli]Unk Percent 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

.7TEIY\ 5A 
PLANNING 
MATTERS 

TO: The Honorable Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

Robert M. Keating, AICP 
Communi~elopment Director 

FROM: Stan Boling, AICP 
Planning Director 

DATE: January 18, 2008 

SUBJECT: Planning Information Package for the January 24, 2008 Planning and Zoning 
Commission Meeting 

For this meeting's packet, the following articles are provided: 

(1) "Marketing campaign sweet on resurgent grapefruit", Palm Beach Post, January 17, 2008, Susan 
Salisbury. 

(2) "Water agency to tap Lake O nearly to limit to help growers", Florida Trend, January 9, 2008. 

(3) "City, once ignored, envied for biotechs", Palm Beach Post, January 14, 2008, Eve Samples and 
Stephen Pounds. 

(4) "County seeks more precaution for rock mining in Everglades", January 16, 2008, Palm Beach 
Post, Mitra Malek. 

(5) "Study says Keys workforce leaving county", January 5, 2008, The Keynoter, Kyle Teal. 

cc: Board of County Commissioners 
Joe Baird 
Michael Zito 

F:\Community Development\Users\CurDev\P&Z\ARTICLES\Articles for 2008\1-24-08.doc 
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Paln1BeachPost.co1n 
G@ PRINTTHIS 

Marketing campaign sweet on resurgent grapefruit 

By SUSAN SALISBURY 

Palm Beach Post Staff Writer 

Thursday, January 17, 2008 

After years of slumping sales, grapefruit juice is experiencing a renaissance of sorts, 
and the Florida citrus industry has put its money where it wants your mouth to be. 

The Lakeland-based Florida Department of Citrus launched a $2.4 million 

Browse 
Special~ 
&Deals 

From Loc:al 
[)eaterships 

marketing campaign this month centered on grapefruit's benefits. A Web site at 
www.gofloridagrapefruit.com is packed with everything from beauty tips to recipes aimed at women 
ages 25 to 44, said Leigh Killeen, the department's deputy director of domestic marketing. 

More Business "The Web site is totally dedicated to grapefruit and grapefruit juice," Killeen 

Latest news, columnists, said. 
stocks, market tools 
• Mm:tg<1gexates hWebb s1d· tde visitorks are 

1
gr~edtedflby _Rubyb, a y~u~ghwo1:1
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adnEcartoo
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ndch,~achter and 

er u y Fran , a F on a ammgo om m t e w1 verg a es w o 
Business Biogs 

introduces himself as "mayor of Grapefruitland." They also can view recipes 
Share This Story such as "grapefruit yogurt pops," and even enter the "How Sweet is Your 

Love?" recipe contest, running from Jan. 21 to Feb. 29. 

Recipes must contain one half of a Florida grapefruit or 8 ounces of 100 percent grapefruit juice. The 
grand prize is $1,000 cash and a trip to West Palm Beach, where the winner will cook his grapefruit
inspired recipe at the Florida Culinary Institute. 

In recent years, grapefruit juice sales have been hurt by high prices, competition with other beverages 
and concerns about grapefruit-drug interactions. 

But growers heard some good news during a Florida Citrus Commission meeting Wednesday in 
Lakeland. 

From October through December, grapefruit juice per-gallon sales - at groceries doing $2 million or 
more a year in business - increased 9.4 percent in 2007 from 2006, said Bob Norberg, the commission's 
deputy executive director of research. Volume jumped to 3.84 million gallons from 3.51 million gallons, 
he said, citing Nielsen Scantrack data. 

http ://palmbeachpost. printthis.clickability .com/pt/ cpt?action=cpt&title=Marketing+campai... 1/17/2008 
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The number of households buying grapefruit juice went up 70 percent last year, too, Norberg said. 

"It is some of the first positive signs in the grapefruit juice market we have seen in a while," said Doug 
Boumique, executive vice president of the Indian River Citrus League in Vero Beach. 

This year's Florida grapefruit crop is forecast at 25 million 85-pound boxes. 

Florida grapefruit was featured Monday on Martha, in which household guru Martha Stewart sipped 
grapefruit tea and raved about it. Each guest in the audience received a ruby red grapefruit. 

GolinHarris, the Citrus Department's Dallas-based advertising agency, wanted to emphasize on the new 
Web site how good grapefruit is for people. 

"The design was geared to appeal to our target audience, women interested in health and wellness," said 
Rebecca Barry, an account supervisor at GolinHarris. "We wanted to raise awareness of the health 
aspect of grapefruit and grapefruit juice." 

Find this article at: 
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/business/content/business/epaper/2008/01 /17/a 1 d _ citruscomm _ 0117 .html 

I Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 
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Water agency to tap Lake O nearly to limit to help growers 
By Palm Beach Post - 1/9/2008 

In their latest salvo against drought, water managers are preparing to drain Lake Okeechobee almost to the dregs to keep 
irrigation supplies flowing to neighboring farms. 

The South Florida Water Management District's strategy could allow the state's largest lake to drop to as low as 6 feet above 
sea level before the managers have to cut off agriculture entirely. That's nearly 3 feet lower than the record for the lake set 
last summer - so low, in fact, that the lake may not have experienced anything like it for thousands of years. 

"There may be fish flipping and flopping on the bottom of the lake as the water goes down," district board Chairman Eric 
Buermann said Tuesday. 

Then the board voted 7-0 to endorse a $25 million emergency plan that could include $1.4 million for the lake-draining 
pumps. The emergency plan also includes quick repairs for floodgates and other canal structures north of the lake that could 
become vulnerable to erosion or collapse once heavy rains return. 

Even with new pumps, the flow of water from the lake will be only a fraction of what the district typically supplies to the 
farms. It also may be tiny compared with what the 730-square-mile lake loses to evaporation. 

Still, Buermann said the district must meet its obligations to the sugar, citrus and vegetable growers who rely on the state's 
largest lake as their prime reservoir. That's especially true because the district refused last summer to augment the lake with 
polluted farm runoff from the Glades, angering the growers but pleasing environmental groups, he said. 

Now, the environmentalists may have to live with an ever-shrinking lake, even though they're wary about the ecological cost. 

Read Stp_ry __ fn:,_1_11 Palm Beach Po_s;_t 
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City, once ignored, envied for biotechs 

By EVE SAMPLES and STEPHEN POUNDS 

Palm Beach Post Staff Writers 

Monday, January 14, 2008 

Port St. Lucie used to be a pass-through. 

Out-of-towners cruised through it on the way down to South Florida or up to 
Orlando, giving little more than a glance to the miles of gnarly citrus groves that 
lined Interstate 95. Often, they didn't even realize they had rolled across the St. 
Lucie County line, said Robert Rohrlack, vice president of Enterprise Florida, the state's economic 
development arm. 

!(,)Special audio report Now a 120-acre section of those citrus groves is 
sprouting a respectable biotechnology community. 

Map:Florida_Cen!er for Innovation at Tradition That's prompting other counties and cities across the 
state to call Rohrlack's office and ask: 

!:E!TorreyYines video tour 

Growth in biotech 
---- Post coverage of the 

growth in 
biotechnology in PB 

L....:~~ll=aalJ' County and the 
TCoast. 

Issues in biotech 
Archive I Scripps 

Science 
canbeinteresting, intriguing and 

"How did Port St. Lucie do it? What's going on? How 
are they able to be so successful in this area?" he said. 

Suddenly, the city's Tradition community is looking like 
the ready-made biotech destination that was envisioned 
but never realized at Mecca Farms and Vavrus Ranch in 
Palm Beach County. 

At Tradition, the La Jolla, Calif.-based Torrey Pines 
Institute for Molecular Studies is building a 100,000-
square-foot lab that's scheduled to open by early next 
year. 

Another West Coast outfit, Oregon Health & Science 
University Vaccine & Gene Therapy Institute, 
announced last week that it would move into 130,000 
square feet next door within three years. 
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And one of the country's best-known medical-device 
inventors, billionaire Alfred E. Mann, has bought 22 
acres where he plans to invest $100 million into 
developing 400,000 square feet oflabs and offices 
within walking distance of the two institutes. 

All three of the projects have materialized in less than 
two years, with the help of more than $200 million in 
state and local incentives. 

Gov. Charlie Crist's office, which signed off on $60 million of the incentives for Beaverton, Ore.-based 
VGTI, estimates that institute alone will create 1,446 positions - directly and indirectly - over 20 years, 
plus $2 billion in payroll and $4.2 billion in gross state product, during its first 20 years in Florida. 

One developer at helm 

Meanwhile, St. Lucie County recruiters say they're in talks on another life sciences deal that could come 
together in about six months. Several Ivy League medical schools have visited the city. Restaurants and 
shops recently opened at Tradition, and a regional mall is expected to open there by 2011. 

"That's what we wanted to do at Mecca and Vavrus ... create a research triangle where you'd have people 
living, working and playing in the same location," said Larry Pelton, president of the Economic 
Development Council of St. Lucie County and former president of the Business Development Board of 
Palm Beach County. "And that's precisely what Tradition does." 

Before he left Palm Beach County, Pelton helped craft a deal to bring The Scripps Research Institute to 
the 1,900-acre Mecca property where homes, shops and businesses were to sprout around the La Jolla
based institute. But the deal underestimated environmental concerns and amplified political clashes. In 
2006, county commissioners moved Scripps to Jupiter. 

In Port St. Lucie, VGTI found political will - and it found a private developer, Core Communities LLC, 
that would spend upward of $50 million to build a facility for the institute to lease. The arrangement was 
part of VGTI's package of incentives, which included another $117.8 million in perks. 

Russell Allen, president of the industry group BioFlorida, is not surprised at the quick start in Port St. 
Lucie. That's in part because one developer - again, Core Communities - handled the biotech cluster's 
master plan. Plus, Port St. Lucie and St. Lucie County have made biotechnology their focal point. 

Scripps in Jupiter is a different animal. 

"It's on a college campus, and it has its partners, the Business Development Board, but they have a 
whole county to cover," Allen said. "You have multiple developers and economic development folks 
who are targeting biotech as only one of their key industries." 

Scripps President Richard Lerner, who is working to build a biotech cluster of his own in Palm Beach 
County, is not fazed by Port St. Lucie's early success in attracting another research institution. 

Lerner sees a biotech region that stretches from Miami's Institute for Human Genomics to Torrey Pines 
in Port St. Lucie. It will have ample lab space, with a 40,000-square-foot incubator in Jupiter renovated 
by Alexandria Real Estate Equities, the nation's largest biotech real estate developer, and 400,000 square 
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feet developed by the Mann Research Center in Port St. Lucie. 

"I consider it one cluster, basically," he said. 

Many believe Scripps blazed a trail that others followed. Scripps faced contentious land and contract 
issues in Palm Beach County before settling in Jupiter and nailing $510 million from local and state 
coffers. 

"It's easier to jump on a bus that's already moving. There were a lot of battles that had to be fought. In 
chemistry, we call it activation energy," Lerner said. "Once you see a Scripps or a Max Planck settled, 
then people are less timid." 

Kelly Smallridge, president of the Business Development Board of Palm Beach County, blamed the 
slow start for the cluster around Scripps Florida on dealing with a huge and complex undertaking with 
no formula to follow. 

"We were the first county to pursue a research institute of that magnitude," Smallridge said. "I don't 
think anyone is doing a 1,900-acre research and development park. That by itself was a massive 
undertaking." 

The Florida Center for Innovation at Tradition won't be that large, but it likely will grow. It's planned for 
120 acres but could expand to about 800 acres, Core Communities President Pete Hegener said. All of 
the property hugs a 4-mile stretch of Interstate 95, a major selling point. 

With Torrey Pines, Mann and now VGTI, the center has several essential elements for success, 
especially since Mann has strong start-up investment connections. 

"Look at the components: venture capital, medical devices and pharma," Hegener said. "Unbelievable." 

Lerner and Smallridge say something similar will happen near Scripps. 

"Market forces will build incubator space in Palm Beach County," Lerner said. "A lot of people are 
thinking about it now. This rock is beginning to roll downhill." 

What ultimately may help Palm Beach County is its state-of-the-art technology. There are only five labs 
across the country with the same robotic system for testing compounds as Scripps, and the Max Planck 
Society is known globally for its bio-imaging capabilities. 

"We may be able to bring in companies that are looking for that technology, maybe ( creating) a niche 
market that will help recruiting to our area," Smallridge said. 

'Uniquely positioned' 

Though the competitive nature of economic development makes sometimes-rivals of St. Lucie and Palm 
Beach counties, they're also likely partners as they compete with other life-science clusters across the 
state in Gainesville, Orlando, Miami, Tampa and Jacksonville. 

The University of Florida, which has the Sid Martin Biotechnology Incubator, has reached an agreement 
with Alexandria to build a 160,000-square-foot laboratory in Gainesville. 
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Orlando is gaining a reputation as a medical city. At the Lake Nona development there, the Burnham 
Institute for Medical Research is building a lab. The University of Central Florida medical school and a 
veterans hospital are planned there, as are branch operations for Nemours Children's Clinic and UF. 

The University of Miami has a genomics institute under development; Tampa has the H. Lee Moffitt 
Cancer Center & Research Institute and a new working deal with Merck & Co.; and Jacksonville is a 
major center for clinical trials with the Mayo Clinic. 

"Port St. Lucie is uniquely positioned. You have easy access to Scripps and Max Planck and to Burnham 
and Lake Nona, and that might be seen as an asset," Allen said. "On the other hand, Scripps and Max 
Planck are a couple of the best institutions in the world, and people may want to be closer to them." 

Torrey Pines President Richard Houghten appears determined to sell Port St. Lucie to the biotech world. 

He said Port St. Lucie has the feel of San Diego 30 years ago when executives with Hybertech branched 
out to spawn the first wave ofbiotech firms there. 

He credits Port St. Lucie's entrepreneurial spirit and close-knit community with getting things done 
quickly. 

"There are less barriers put in front of development in Port St. Lucie than in other areas. That's a 
function of the people in charge," Hough ten said. 

He has shopped the area and Florida's strategy to several research organizations, he said. Not all were 
takers. 

"VGTI saw a benefit to it. Some don't. Some don't want to think out of the box," Houghten said. 
"There's a pathway that people take so often that they don't even think about it. That's not what's 
happening in Florida." 

Find this article at: 
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/business/content/business/epaper/2008/01/14/m1a_biocluster_0114.html 

r Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 
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County seeks more precaution for rock mining in 
Everglades 

By MITRA MALEK 

Palm Beach Post Staff Writer 

Wednesday, January 16, 2008 

Palm Beach County plans to add another layer of scrutiny to try to ensure that rock 
mining in the Everglades Agricultural Area won't harm the environment or water 

Page I of2 
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County commissioners unanimously directed staff on Tuesday to work on an enhanced review process 
that would include greater input from Florida's Department of Environmental Protection. 

More local news Extra reviews couldn't hurt, environmental 

Latest brnaking news, photos and all of today's Post stories. groups said. 

Share This Story But they stressed that the modifications 
discussed Tuesday shouldn't replace a comprehensive and cumulative study of mining's impact on the 
vast agricultural area. 

The county considers mining applications on a case-by-case basis. 

Commissioners last year decided not to accept anymore applications for mines until a study evaluated 
the overall and long-term effects of rock blasting. 

The analysis is expected to be finished at the end of the year. 

The study's first phase determined that the current permitting processes would reveal whether a 
proposed mine would hurt the environment. 

Critics were doubtful. They called for a second phase: the cumulative-impact study. 

"We could have to pay for billions of dollars in remedial work instead of spending a few months now on 
a comprehensive study," said Lisa Interlandi of the Everglades Law Center. 
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In Miami-Dade County, a federal judge stopped mining in one area because of concerns that it could 
possibly contaminate public drinking water. 

County staffs first-phase study said Palm Beach County's rock isn't porous the way it is farther south. 
But environmentalists have questioned that. 

Matthew Schwartz, political chairman of Sierra Club's Broward Group, told commissioners that the only 
nonporous rock in Palm Beach County is that at Palm Beach Aggregates. 

Ultimately, potential changes in state law could outdo any restrictions or modifications the county 
makes to its mining approval process. 

A state mining task force is working on changes that would make the state Department of Environmental 
Protection the lead agency for all mine permits statewide. 

Commissioners are expected to discuss staffs suggested changes to the review process during a 
workshop, and then vote on them in future. 

Find this article at: 
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/localnews/contenUsouth/epaper/2008/01 /16/s4b _mining_ 0116.html 

C Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 
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''The required signatures have been obtained," County Attorney Stephen DeMarsh informed Sarasota 
County Commissioners today. 

County voters overwhelmingly approved an amendment in November to require permajority vote on 
changes that would allow an increase the residential density to the coun ' aster land-use plan. The 
same group behind that amendment, Citizens for Sensible Growt · pushing the Urban Service 
Boundary amendment. 

County commissioners are debating whet spend about $400,000 to hold a special election in April 
ould be cheaper to put the issue on the Aug. 26 primary ballot. 

Bill Earl, a founder o · Izens for Sensible Growth, expects the commission to move quickly on the 
pecial election sometime in April or May. 

Study says Keys workforce leaving county 
By Kyle Teal, The Keynoter, 1/5 

Final report confirms initial November stats 

The final report of a detailed $40,000 housing study for Monroe County confirms much of its original 
findings released in November. 

And that's that from 2000 to 2006, housing inventory increased by 3 percent but 14 percent of working 
people ages 20 to 54 have left the Keys. And while the rest of Florida's population grew 22.2 percent, 
the Keys have been hit with a 6.3 percent net decline, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. 

The study released this week by Florida International University's Metropolitan Center was prepared for 
the Rodel Foundation of Key West and the Partnership for Community Housing. Rodel paid for the 
study. 

The study focuses on the four largest population centers in Monroe County, where 70 percent of its 
population lives: Key West, Marathon, lslamorada and Key Largo. 

Among other findings: 

The affordable purchase price of a single-family home in those areas needs to be below $200,000, 
based on the reported salaries of the workforce. 

The Florida Keys' median single-family home sale price is $700,000, while the average renter is paying 
$1,800. 

While the workforce continues to leave the Keys, there's been a 15 percent increase in residents 55 
years or older since 2000. 

A total of 2,024 workers, or 5 percent, left the Keys within that same time frame. 
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The ratio of median home value to median household income is 12: 1. Palm Beach and Miami-Dade 
counties are 7: 1. 

About 60 percent of Monroe County's housing stock is older than 25 years. 

"Municipalities with existing or planned affordable housing units include Key West (1,726 units), 
Marathon (233 units) and lslamorada (129 units)," the study states. 

The county went from 51,617 housing units to 53,398 the past six years. 

57 percent of owners and 85 percent of renters bring in less than the area median income, $26,700. 

There's been a 28 percent decline in issued building permits due to spiking property values. 

From 2004 to 2006, the number of single-family home sales plummeted 51 percent - a stark contrast 
from the 30 percent increase in sales from 1990 to 2003. 

Monroe County jobs are 91 percent retail trade, social services, health care, accommodations and food 
services. 

The unemployment rate in November was 3 percent. 

The associate director of the study team, Ned Murray, said he thinks the details to focus on include the 
loss of rental inventory, spatial relationships and seasonal homes. 

"You now have 20,000 homes, [30 percent] sitting vacant," he said. "That's really substantial." 

Commission to regulate use of storage uni 
Orlando Sentinel, 1/10 

Deltona officials plan to start monitoring residents' use of portabl orage units. 

The City Commission this week gave tentative approv a new ordinance that allows residents to keep 
the containers for 30 days at a time without a per · . ut the containers, which are typically delivered to 
homes and used as temporary storage while odeling or moving, cannot be used more than twice a 
year under the proposal. 

And residents may not be abl use more than two at once. 

Residents may, how r, be able to request extensions so they can use the portable units from 30 to 60 
consecutive da . 

Under proposal, violators may face a summons to appear before a special magistrate or they may 
ed to get them to comply. 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

I -tc(Y) 5..6 
MINING 

BACKGROUND 
INFORMATION 

TO: The Honorable Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Robert . Keating, AI 

Stan Boli~CP 
Planning Director 

January 16, 2008 

Background Information on Mining 

On January 7, 2008, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) enacted a six month moratorium on 
accepting and processing mining applications. During the moratorium, the county will review and 
revise its mining regulations. To implement this mining regulation review/revision process, the 
BCC directed the Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC), with staff's assistance, to review research, 
conduct workshops, and make recommendations to the BCC regarding county mining regulations. 
Staff herein provides some initial background information for PZC members to review. 

In Indian River County, sand mining has been occurring for decades, and the county has regulated 
mining activity for many years. Initially, the coastal sand ridge was the primary location for sand 
and fill material mining operations. In the 1980's, the county addressed concerns with the impacts of 
mining on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge. As a result, the county limited the depth of mining on the 
ridge to preserve its surficial aquifer recharge characteristics. 

Since the l 980's, most new mines have been located off the ridge on former grove sites. Although 
most new mines are located in the rural areas of the county, many former mining sites are located 
inside the Urban Service Area on industrially zoned property and on properties formerly zoned 
agricultural that are now zoned residential. Most older mining sites on the ridge simply resulted in a 
lowered and flattened land elevation and a former mining area that was re-vegetated and developed 
as golf courses and residential projects. Most older non-ridge mining sites were restored as lakes 
and integrated into residential projects as stormwater tracts and lake amenities. 

Existing county comprehensive plan policies and zoning regulations allow mining operations within 
the county's 3 agricultural zoning districts (A-1, A-2, and A-3). Currently, such mining operations 
are regulated by Chapter 934 (Excavation and Mining) and the mining criteria found in the specific 
land use regulations of971.22. Over the past several weeks, staff has gathered general information 
on mining, especially information relating to activities, policies, and regulations at both the state and 
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local levels. In so doing, staff sifted through a significant amount of information to provide the 
excerpts and highlights in the attached items described below. The information, though not 
exhaustive, provides a primer on mining issues relevant to Indian River County. 

Attachments are as follows: 

A. LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

1. Comparison of Mining Regulations in 26 Counties, Including Indian River 

Note: This information and the next 2 items were provided by Lee County staff. Lee County 
is under a mining moratorium ( expires September 2008) and recently collected and 
created these data as part of its planning study efforts. 

2. Mining Regulations Comparison, Including Fees and Notes (26 counties). 

3. Mining Regulations Comparison, Post-reclamation Policies (26 counties). 

4. Indian River County Mining and Incidental to Construction Excavation Projects 
1986 to 2007. 

B. DADE COUNTY LAKE BELT CASE 

The Dade County "Lake Belt" area, located just east of the Everglades, is the state's number 
one area for the mining and production ofhigh quality aggregates. Since the 1990's, the Lake 
Belt area has been the subject of intensive planning efforts by various stakeholders. In the 
Lake Belt area, court decisions in March 2006 and July 2007 significantly affected the 
prospects of continued and future mining and raised concerns about environmental impacts 
and the credibility of Army Corps permitting and oversight of Lake Belt mining activities. 

1. "Judge Hoeveler issues ruling- halts Miami-Dade mining permits" Corkscrew Road 
Rural Community 

Note: The Corkscrew Road organization represents residents in a mining area of Lee County. 
Lee County is second only to the Lake Belt area for mining and production of 
aggregates in Florida. 

2. "Ruling Strikes a Blow to Florida's Economy, Environmental Projects and Critical 
Highway Construction". 

Note: This article is from a mining industry representative. 

3. Excerpts and Highlights from July 2007 Lake Belt Decision. 

Note: Excerpts and highlighting by Indian River County planning staff. 
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C. STATE GOVERNMENT 

In response to the 2006 and 2007 Lake Belt decisions, the state legislature recognized the 
potential adverse impacts of aggregate shortages and price increases on state road projects, and 
construction in general, that may result from a shut down of Lake Belt mining. The state now 
recognizes aggregates as a strategic resource for the state and, in 2007, established the 
Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force (SARTF) to address various issues related to mining, 
transporting, and importing aggregates. The 2007 legislation that established the Task Force 
also restricted local government mining moratoria to a maximum period of 12 months. 

The Task Force is also reviewing the proper role of state and local regnlation of aggregate
related activities, and is scheduled to report back to the state by February 1, 2008. During its 
2008 session, the legislature could enact state laws affecting various activities related to 
aggregates, including state laws that pre-empt or restrict local government regulation of 
activities related to aggregates. 

1. Excerpts of Strategic Aggregates Study: Sources, Constraints, and Economic Value 
of Limestone and Sand in Florida Part 1 and Part 2. Lamp/Herbert Consultants. 
March 12, 2007. 

2. The 2007 Florida Statutes: FS 337.0261 

3. SARTF Organization and Members Biographical Information. 

4. SARTF Meeting 1 (Tampa; December 18 - 20, 2007): Excerpts of background and 
information from Meeting 1. 

5. SARTF Meeting 1: Stan Boling's synopsis and highlights from December 19, 2007 
meeting. (Note: Stan Boling and Co111111issioner Peter O'Bryan attended this meeting) 

6. SARTF Meeting 2 (Miami; January 8 - 10, 2008): Agenda and information from 
Meeting 2. 

7. Letter to SARTF from the Florida Association of Counties (January 14, 2008). 

Staff will be available to discuss this background information at the January 24, 2008 Planning & 
Zoning Co111111ission. 

ATTACHMENTS 

As stated 
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Comparison of Mining Regulations in 26 Counties, Including Indian River 

ALACHUA COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Unified Development Code (UDC), Chapter 404, Use Regulations, Article 

23, Mining or Excavation and Fill Operations] and [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 400, Land Development 

Regulations, Article XXIV, Mining or Excavation and Fill Operations] Mining or excavation and fill 

operations are permitted only within areas designated Rural/Agriculture on the FLUM and require a 

special use permit. [Comprehensive Plan, Conservation & Open Space Element, Goal 4.3, Mineral 

Resources] addresses the regulation of extraction activities so that they do not adversely affect the 

quality of air, groundwater, surface water, land and wildlife. This element requires that mining, land 

excavation and filling activities be consistent with the County Excavation and Fill Ordinance and Surface 

Mining and Land Reclamation Ordinance. 

FEES: [Unified Land Development Code, Chapter 404, Use Regulations, Article 23, Mining or 

Excavation and Fill Operations, Section 404.102.5 (Annual Inspection), Section 404.103 (Bond and Surety 

Requirements)] Fees are required for processing the special use permits and final site plans, and annual 

permit fees for all fill and excavation operations. The owner and operator of the mining operation shall 

have absolute liability and financial responsibility for any damages to public and private property, 

human, animal or plant life, or any mineral or water-bearing geologic formation incurred due to mining 

or excavation and fill operations, failure of any dam, spillway or outlet structure of a settling or 

thickening pond, or failure to properly reclaim mined-out lands. As a condition of special use permit 

approval, the BOCC shall require a posting of a reclamation bond in the amount of 110% of the 

estimated cost to complete all required reclamation, but this amount may be increased to ensure the 

financial resources to complete reclamation, including placement of a soil cap and revegetation. The 

schedule of fees and charges are established by the BOCC, and appears in the fee schedules for Code 

Enforcement, Environmental Protection, and Planning and Development. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Unified Land Development Code, Chapter 404, Use Regulations, 

Article 23, Mining or Excavation and Fill Operations, Section 404.101 (e) and Section 404.98 (c), 

Continuous Reclamation] Reclamation shall be continuous, and shall commence immediately after 

activity within an area of the site. Revegetation of all areas shall be accomplished no later than 90 days 

after the completion of other aspects of reclamation. Permanent vegetative cover shall be established in 

five and ten acre increments. Upon filling of five acres of the site, a soil cap shall be placed and 

permanent vegetative cover shall be established so that not more than ten acres of the site is actively 

being filled. 

BROWARD COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Comprehensive Plan, Objective 9.06.00- Mining and Minerals amended 

through Ordinance 2006-58] Mining is permitted in the following Future Unincorporated Area Land Use 

Element Map Series: Agricultural Use if the mining operation is consistent with existing local regulations 
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and permits as of December 31, 1993, and thereafter with extended, amended or renewed permits; 

Industrial Use; and Mining Use which is designated on the Future Broward County Land Use Plan Map 

(Series) to identify mining uses consistent with Objective 9.06.00. [Chapter 12, Article II of the Code of 

Ordinances] deals with Explosives. [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 27, Article VI, Solid Waste and Article 

XI, Aquatic and Wetland Resources Protection] includes provisions for borrow pit reclamation and 

quarries. There are currently no longer mining or pit operations in Broward County. Mining was 

discontinued in urban areas years ago. However, Broward may be in the process of annexing a parcel of 

neighboring property from Palm Beach County that contains at least one minimally active quarry and 

one borrow pit that could possibly become active again. 

FEES: Construction/Operation License Fees for borrow pit reclamation and dredge or fill based 

on cubic yards of fill are found in Chapter 27 of the Broward County Code of Ordinances and the 

Broward County Administrative Code, Environmental Department Fee Schedule, Section 40.23 (recently 

revised by Resolution 2007-678 on September 25, 2007). 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Comprehensive Plan, Land Use, Policies 9.06.02 and 9.06.03 and 

Conservation Element, Objective 13.4 amended through Ordinance 2006-69] These policies state the 

need for the Comprehensive Plan and/or Land Development regulations to address reclamation of 

completed mining operations. [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 27, Article VI, Solid Waste, Section 27-216 

(c)] discusses borrow pit reclamation using clean debris as fill material. 

CHARLOTTE COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Ordinance No. 2007-054 (adopted July 17, 2007) amends Article XXIII, 

Excavation and Earthmoving, Code of Laws and Ordinances of Charlotte County]. The new Ordinance 

provides for the following: a new Category Group IV tied to an irrigation facility participating in one of 

the State's Water Quality programs; revised definition of Group II excavations; revised setback and 

variance criteria; cumulative impact requirements; species list requirement; revised fees; revised 

exemption thresholds; new design standards for Reclamation Plan; scale area weighing requirements for 

most permits; and revised Traffic Impact Analysis. There are four categories of excavation: Group I (for 

noncommercial purposes) and Group II (off-site transport for commercial purposes in furtherance of a 

Development Review Committee final approved development activity) are permissible in any zoning 

district; Group Ill (excavation and off-site transport for commercial purposes, consisting of extracting 

material) and Group IV (excavation and off-site transport of material for agricultural purposes) are 

permissible only in agricultural zoning districts (AE and AG}. The Natural Resource and Coastal Planning 

Element in Comprehensive Plan discusses mining in relation to water resources. On November 20, 2007 

the Charlotte County Board of County Commissioners approved a tentative compact regarding 

phosphate mining. On November 27, 2007 the Sarasota County Board of County Commissioners voted 

to reject the same compact. The compact is an agreement among Charlotte, Sarasota, Lee, the Peace 



River Water Authority, and Mosaic regarding safeguards for protecting water quality and environmental 

impacts. 

FEES: [Resolution No. 2007-096, Section 3-5-486 (b) (9) (c)] This Resolution covers the 

Administrative Fee for excavation and earth moving activities by requiring the following: Performance 

Assurance for Land Reclamation (secured cash deposit of $3000 per acre of littoral zone); Roadway 

Service Life Reduction Fee ($1 per truckload of excavated material); Permit Application Fees; Monitoring 

Fee; Administrative Amendment or Permit Transfer Fee based on Permit Class (Group 1-IV). 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Section 3-4-483 of Ordinance 2007-054] A Reclamation Plan must 

be submitted with an Application and Environmental Impact Statement. 

CITRUS COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: Staff recently proposed moving the mining setback from the Noise 

Ordinance back to the Land Development Code, but instead was directed to develop a comprehensive 

mining ordinance and bring it back by year's end. Until then, there is a moratorium on permitting new or 

expanding mines through March 2008. The Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Element, Objective 17.13, 

Mining and Mine Reclamation have a specific Extractive Land Use District (EXT) for mining with some 

associated Goals, Objectives and Policies as well. Mining and reclamation is also referred to in the 

Conservation Element, Objective 3.13, Commercial Uses of Natural Resources. The Land Development 

Code, Chapter 4, includes Section 4632 which defines the EXT District, and Section 4659, Mining and 

Excavation Standards which requires that mineral extraction uses comply with the County's separate 

Mining Ordinance, codified as Section 66-1 of the Code of Ordinances. The Citrus County Code (Chapter 

66) predominantly deals with blasting which is now pre-empted by the State. According to a May 2006 

publication by Duncan Associates titled "Land Development Code Critique: Citrus County, Florida", one 

issue that is lacking is access to an extractive industry site. 

FEES: No mining fees, but impact fees will be applied to any new or expanding mine. 

[Administrative Regulation AR:13.04°2, Administrative Guidelines, Ill (E), Uses Not Requiring a Building 

Permit] addresses the issue of fees for mines. The fee will be calculated by an individual assessment in 

accordance with the procedures outlined in the Ordinance. 

RECLAMATION STANDARDS: None. The county relies on the State to oversee reclamation. 

COLLIER COUNTY 



TYPE OF REGULATION: [Code of Laws and Ordinances, Chapter 22, Buildings and Building 

Regulations, Article IV, Excavation, Sections 22-106 to 22-120] Excavations are defined as the removal of 

any material to a depth greater than three feet below the existing grade, or one foot below existing 

grade over an area greater than 10,000 square feet. Commercial excavations are distinguished from 

private and development excavations. Excavations can be an accessory use in Rural Agriculture or Estate 

Zoning. Earthmining can be an accessory use in Rural Agriculture and Public Use, or a conditional use in 

Rural Agriculture, Estate, Conservation, and Public Use. Chapter 55, Article I of the Code of Laws and 

Ordinances deals with "Regulation of Explosives and Certain Explosions". 

FEES: [Code of Laws and Ordinances, Chapter 22, Buildings and Building Regulations, Article IV, 

Excavation, Section 22-114] Resolution 2007-160 recently amended the Collier County Community 

Development and Environmental Services Fee Schedule which lists fees under blasting and excavation 

for applications, permit/reviews, time extensions, reapplications, annual renewals, and monthly 

inspections. The Damage Fee was challenged and the County discontinued it. The County no longer 

collects Impact Fees. Section 22-115 of the Code of Laws and Ordinances requires Performance 

Guarantees for excavations performed in conjunction with a planned unit developments or subdivisions 

or an independent special-purpose government such as a CDD. All other excavations shall have a 

Performance Guarantee which shall not act to limit any guarantees required for off-site road impacts 

that may be necessary in accordance with subsection 22-lll(a)(3)(f). 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Comprehensive Plan, Conservation and Coastal Management, Policy 

5.1.2] and [Code of Laws and Ordinances, Chapter 22, Buildings and Building Regulations, Article IV, 

Excavation, Section 22-114] Reclamations standards for mineral extraction activities shall be as required 

by the 1986 State of Florida Resource Extraction Reclamation Act, and as referenced in Section 22-112 

(6) of Collier County Code of Ordinances, as amended. 

DESOTO COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: Ordinance 2007-10, adopted by the Desoto County Board of County 

Commissioners on May 22, 2007, known as the "Desoto County Excavation Ordinance," amends and 

replaces Sections 14700 through 14719 of the Desoto County Land Development Regulations in its 

entirety. Elements in the Desoto County Comprehensive Plan that discuss mining and/or minerals are 

Future Land Use, Drainage and Conservation. [Ordinance 2007-10, Article IX. Type IV Bonus Excavation 

Areas] lists seven elements that qualify the applicant/owner for bonus excavation area/density. The 

elements having applicable bonuses are: donation of public right of way; donation of property after 

Reclamation (excluding jurisdictional wetlands); provision of at least 20% of the storm water capacity of 

the post-Excavation pond for public purposes; a donation of $0.10 per cubic yard for all material 

excavated from the project to be used for roadway upgrading and maintenance; approval of an 

applicant's project as a valid SWFWMD "FARMS" project; approval of a post-Excavation project for the 

approval of a development subdivision project incorporating at least 75% of the potential development 



density for the site; and certified use of at least 75% of the excavated material for projects within the 

County. [Ordinance 2007-10, Article XII. Type II, Ill & IV Minimum Design Standards and Requirements 

(H) Entrance/Access Improvements] lists public road improvements which vary according to Type of 

Excavation. The County Engineer may alter the requirements based on information submitted or his/her 

own analysis. Improvements include buffers, entrance roads, right hand decal/turn lanes, left turn lanes, 

entrances, limited access, additional improvements, shoulders, bridges, box culverts, and drainage pipe 

improvements. 

FEES: [Ordinance 2007-10, Article XVII. Fees] lists fees for Applications, Annual Excavation 

Reports, Administration/Enforcement ($0.03 per cubic yard), Transfer of Ownership or Operator, 

Revisions to Type IV Excavation Permits, Extensions of Excavation Area, Voluntary Bonus Excavation, and 

Voluntary Amounts in Lieu of Sureties. [Ordinance 2007-10, Article XI. Type II, Ill & IV Construction Plan 

Submittal, (C) and (D)] covers Reclamation Fees which can take the form of cash escrow, construction 

bond or irrevocable letter of credit in the amount of $7,500 for each acre of land approved within the 

Excavation Limits. Improvements outside the Excavation Site shall be in the amount of 150% of the 

applicant's engineer's estimate to repair or replace said improvements. [Ordinance 2007-10, Article XII. 

Type II, Ill & IV Minimum Design Standards and Requirements, (N) Road Improvements] requires that a 

surety bond shall be provided equal to 150% of the cost of road improvements prior to the issuance of 

the Excavation Permit. In lieu of surety bonds, the applicant may pay an additional amount of $0.10 per 

cubic yard of excavated material removed for each road mile or fraction thereof as a fee to aid in the 

repair and upkeep of local roads. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Ordinance 2007-10, Article XII. Type II, Ill & IV Minimum Design 

Standards and Requirements (P) Minimum Reclamation Standards] addresses side slopes, ground 

surfaces above the Seasonal High Water Table, stormwater management, debris, fences, and timeframe 

for Reclamation. The latter states that Reclamation should be, to the extent practical, carried out 

concurrently with Excavation, however, Reclamation shall begin no later than when 50% of the 

excavated Area has been excavated or 50% of the permit life has expired, whichever occurs first. The 

latter also stipulates that Reclamation shall be completed within 6 months from the expiration of the 

Excavation Permit, cessation of Excavation for 180 days, or permanent cessation of Excavation, 

whichever occurs first. [Ordinance 2007-10, Article VIII. Type 11, Ill & IV Preliminary Application Submittal 

(7) Reclamation Plan and (8) Narrative to Reclamation Plan] includes an Assurance Agreement with the 

County to assure complete Reclamation of the excavation site and required external improvements. 

DIXIE COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Section 14.8, Special Permits for Land and Water Fills, 

Dredging, Excavation, and Mining] Mining, borrow pit operations, excavation and activities which 

involve the dredging and filling of land and water areas of½ acre or more must proceed to obtain a 



Special Permit from the BOCC. As stated In the Comprehensive Plan ( Policy 1.6.3), the County will limit 

mining activity to those areas designated on the FLUM as Agricultural. 

FEES: [Land Development Code, Section 1.8] Requests for Special Permits shall be submitted to 

the Land Development Review Administrator with payment of such reasonable costs as the BOCC may 

determine through action in setting fees. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: There is not a reclamation standard at this time. 

ESCAMBIA COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Code of Ordinances, Part I, Chapter 42, Article VIII, Borrow Pits and 

Reclamation; Code of Ordinances, Part II, Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 11, Policy 11.B.3.3, Mineral 

Extraction; Codes of Ordinances, Part Ill, Land Development Code, Article 7, Sections 7.07 & 7.11-

Borrow Pits and Reclamation Activities]. Borrow pits and/or reclamation are a permitted use in the 

following: AG (Agricultural District, Low Density); RR (Rural Residential District, Low Density); AMU-1 

(Airfield Mixed Use-1 District); R-1 (Single Family District, Low Density); C-2 (General Commercial and 

Light Manufacturing District); 10-1 (Light Industrial District); 10-2 (General Industrial District); 5-1 and 5-

lPK (Outdoor Recreation District); VAG (Villages Agriculture District); VR (Villages Rural Residential 

Districts); VR (Villages Single-Family Residential District); V-4 (Villages Multi-Family Residential District); 

V-5 (Villages Clustered Residential District); VM-1 (Villages Mixed Residential/Neighborhood Commercial 

District); GMO (Gateway Business District); GID (Gateway Industrial District); and GMO (Gateway Mixed

Use District). Mineral Extraction is a conditional use in the following: AG and VAG. Borrow pits and/or 

reclamation are a conditional use in the following: RR; C-1 (Retail Commercial District); VAG and VR. 

Mining resource extraction and/or reclamation activities constituting unique nonresidential uses may be 

allowed in Agriculture, Mixed Use-1, Mixed Use-2, Mixed Use-6, Commercial, Industrial, and Public 

Lands subject to the provisions of Policies 7.A.2.2 and 7.A.2.3. Reclamation activities to restore 

previously mined lands to intended post-mining land uses are allowed in Rural Residential, Low Density 

Residential, Residential, Urban Residential, and Rural Activity Areas (#1 to #12, #14 and #17) subject to 

the provisions of Policies 7.A2.2 and 7.A.2.3. Borrow pit access shall be limited to routes having the least 

impact on residential areas and the use shall be subject to all traffic concurrency requirements. Traffic 

requirements are waived for existing pits when strict application would deny access to pit operations. 

An application for mining, borrow pit operations and/or reclamation activities will be processed as a 

major development site plan review requiring an approved county development order. 

FEES: Fees are described in Code of Ordinances, Part I, and include a general permit surety, and 

a reclamation surety equal to 110 percent of the reclamation cost. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: The Reclamation Plan for all excavation/mining activities, including 

borrow pits, must meet all state and local requirements (reference state requirements or reclamation 



standards in F.A.C. ch. 62C-39, and F.S. chs. 378 and 403). Reclamation involving land clearing debris 

disposal shall only be permitted to the minimum height above ground level that allows for 

environmental safety and storm water runoff consistent with the surrounding environment and 

intended post-mining land use not to exceed six feet. The reclamation plan shall be consistent with 

intended post-mining land use. The reclamation plan shall include a prncess for reclaiming mined-out 

land in reclamation units so that no more than five acres of mined-out land are exposed at any one 

excavation site, unless the terms of the development order provide for an exception. Reclamation of 

mined-out lands shall commence within one year of cessation of mining activities. Future land use 

and/or zoning changes, if required for reclamation activities, shall be obtained prior to the issuance of a 

development order. 

FLAGLER COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Section 3.03.02 (C) 7] The Code allows for 

mining as a Special Exception in the AC (Agriculture) District. As a condition of the Special Exception 

approval, the Planning Board may and has usually applied conditions such as responsibility for the 

maintenance/repair of roadway at intersections with driveways to mining activity. The Comprehensive 

Plan (Conservation Element, Objective 8) provides guidance for mining operations as well. 

FEES: Application Fee and Site Plan Fee. No regulation fees, no annual growth fees. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: Does not have a Reclamation Standard nor has one been applied as 

a condition of approval. 

GLADES COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Regulation, Zoning] Mining is a conditional use in AG 

and Industrial Zoning designations. 

FEES: Only Special Exception Fees 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: None 

HENDRY COUNTY 



TYPE OF REGULATION: Mining regulations are found in the Future Land Use Element of the 

Comprehensive Plan (Policy 2.7.4, Minerals) which also covers restoration. As per the Land 

Development Code, Chapter 1-53, mining is permitted by special exception in A-2 and 1-2, and a PUD/3 

following an approved PUD development plan. Chapter 1-53, Zoning, 1-53-5.5 provides the standards 

for mining. 

FEES: Currently no fees are assessed. The [Land Development Code ,Chapter 1-53, Zoning, 1-53-

5.5 (e)] requires that mine operators post a performance bond or issue a letter of credit when a mining 

operation is approved for improvements to roads that may be damaged by trucks. The performance 

guarantee shall be in the amount of no less than $10,000 and for excavations in excess of 50,000 cubic 

yards shall be computed at the rate of $0.20 per cubic yard. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: The [Land Development Code, Chapter 1-53, Zoning, 1-53-5.5 (13)] 

states that upon completion of the excavation, the property shall be restored as required by the 1986 

State of Florida Resource Extraction Reclamation Act (F.S. ch. 378, pt. IV). 

HERNANDO COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 19, Mining Regulations] The Code covers 

mining, permitting, reclamation and enforcement. In the Code, Appendix A, Zoning, Article IV, Zoning 

District Regulations, Section 7, Mining District (M) gives the uses and regulations governing the Mining 

District. The Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 1, Future Land Use includes Objectives 1.11 (Analyzing Fiscal 

Impacts of Mining) and Goal 1.12 (Transition of Mining Lands to Other Land Uses upon Completion of 

Mining). The entire Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan is dedicated to mining including earthen dam 

standards, mining setbacks, berms and buffers, reclamation, surface mining permits, mining plans, 

blasting standards, and protection of ecological features and natural resources. Mining is also covered in 

elements concerning Drainage and Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Policy 4.10C (3), Coastal 

Management (Goal 5.02C, Policy 5.04F (4)) and Conservation (Goal 6.03, Policy 6.06C (3)). 

FEES: Special Exception Use Permit Fees are found in the Planning Department Fee Schedule. 

The Development Department Fee Schedule establishes the following fees for mining: Master Mining 

Plan (MAMPA) Permit Fees are $2.00 per acre or $1,500 minimum and the plan is good for 25 years; 

Master Operation Plan (MOPA) Fees are $50 per acre or a minimum charge of $2,000. The mining 

permit is renewable every 5 years; Annual inspections are conducted for a $450 fee; and Excavation 

Permits for mining of less than 40 acres require a Conditional Use Permit and a $500 fee which covers 5 

years. The excavation permit process sometimes requires either the contractor to maintain any affected 

roadways, usually lime rock roads, or charge up to 15 cents per cubic yard for road maintenance. The 

Maintenance Fee is set by the Department of Public Works through the County Clerk's Office. Most 

contractors elect to do the roads themselves. Mining operators must deposit with the County an 

acceptable form of security for reclamation. 



RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 19, Mining Regulations, Article IV, 

Reclamation] and [Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 2, Objective 1.08D] Reclamation activities shall be 

completed within 3 years after mining has been completed on any segment of the mining area. 

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Part 8.01.00 (Land Excavation) and Part 

8.02.00 (Phosphate Mining Regulations)] Excavation requires a Special Use Permit for Land Excavation. 

Every three years after issuance of the operating permit, the Administrator shall review the land 

excavation for compliance with the conditions of the operating permit. A phosphate mining permit will 

be issued only after submission and review of a completed application to the Administrator, reviewed by 

the Phosphate Mining Hearing Master or Zoning Hearing Master, and approved by the Board. A 

phosphate mining unit shall not exceed 2,500 acres in size. If an offsite haul route contains a dirt 

segment of a public road, the land excavation property owner shall pave the dirt segment in accordance 

with the County Highway and Bridge Technical Manual; and shall control dust generated by the land 

excavation's trucks within 500 feet of any residence. Ingress/Egress aprons are required for all land 

excavations from which material is excavated and transported on a public road(s). 

FEES: Fees for land excavation and phosphate mining are covered in detail in the Planning & 

Growth Management Department Fee Schedule established by resolution of the Board. Fees for the 

Phosphate Mining Permit, Amendment to the Phosphate Mining Permit, and Annual Review Related to 

Permitted Phosphate Mining are based on a fixed amount plus $.10/acre or portion thereof plus cost of 

Legal Ads. Land excavation fees include the application fee and a fee based on the number of cubic 

yards of material removed from the excavation. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: Financial security is required for the Reclamation Plans for both land 

excavation and phosphate mining. Land Excavation shall comply with the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection Reclamation Requirements for Solid Resources other than Phosphate, 

Limestone, Heavy Minerals, and Fuller's Earth. Prior to permit issuance, the applicant must show proof 

of notification to DEP in accordance with Florida Statutes Chapter 378. Disturbed land as a result of 

phosphate mining will be reclaimed in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of the Department of 

Environmental Protection (Florida Administrative Code, Chapter 62C-16) unless more strict standards 

are established by the.County. The reclamation schedule for phosphate mining varies with the beginning 

and completion of mining involving settling ponds, sand tailings piles, recirculating water systems, 

backfilling soil, vegetation, etc. One of the purposes of the Phosphate Mining Regulations is to ensure 

that phosphate mining, a temporary land use, is carried out so as to not preclude future normal uses of 

mined-out lands. Upon termination of phosphate mining or processing operations, The Board may 

request the deeding of a percentage of reclaimed lands or any permanent roads or other transportation 

rights-of-way or drainage easements or rights-of-way to the County for public uses. 



INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Regulations (LDR), Chapter 934 (Excavation and 

Mining); Section 971.22 (Administrative Permit Requirements] Any request for a mining permit is 

considered an application for site plan approval. Mining activities shall not exceed 20 acres per phase. 

Currently, all mines are classified as Administrative Permit use in all Agricultural Districts. An 

Administrative Permit Use is a conditional use requiring approval by the Planning and Zoning 

Commission (not a public hearing). Any additional LDR changes will likely include reclassifying mines as a 

special exception use; which would require approval of the Board of County Commissioners via a public 

hearing process. No mining excavation shall occur within 150 feet of a proposed public road. In addition, 

there must be a 300 foot setback from adjacent occupied structures to mining pits and on-site haul 

roads. All mining permit applications must identify an authorized fill hauling route. All mining sites shall 

have direct access to a collector or arterial roadway or local road that only serves nonresidential uses in 

an area designated for nonresidential uses. If private roads or easements are to be used, written 

permission shall be submitted from the person(s) owning said road or easement. No load limits shall be 

exceeded along the haul route. Where deemed necessary by the county engineer, mats, culvert, ramps, 

or paved drives shall be placed at entrances and/or exists of haul sites to prevent damage to pavement 

edges, shoulders, curbs and sidewalks. If any of the hauling route is over county maintained, unpaved 

roads, the permittee must maintain that section of the hauling route during the hauling operation, and 

security based on the number and frequency of trips not to exceed $10,000 per mile of unpaved 

roadway may be required. Currently, the County is contemplating a 6-month moratorium on sand mine 

applications in order to update the Code requirements. 

FEES: Bond amounts are specified in 934.07 and 934.09 of the Land Development Code. They 

include compliance, reclamation bonds of $1,000 per acre with a $5,000 minimum, and permit fees. 

Mines are also subject to an impact fee of $1,277.18 per acre. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: The reclamation plan must include littoral zones and water quality 

management plans as indicated in 934.05 of the Land Development Code. The restoration plan must 

i'nclude a description of the eventual future use of the site. 

LAKE COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Comprehensive Plan, Objective 7-13, Conserve Mineral Resource 9J-

5.013(2)(b)(3)] Mining and quarrying is a conditional use in agricultural uses across all zoning districts 

except RV. The Lake County Mining and Excavation Ordinance was adopted by the BOCC into the 

Conservation Element. The Land Development Regulations address mining in Chapter 6.06.00. Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection permitting is also required through the Bureau of Mining and 

Reclamation in addition to required permitting through the appropriate Water Management District 

and/or Army Corps of Engineers prior to approval of the County Operating Permit. 



FEES: Payment of administrative, review, processing, annual progress report review fee, and 

permitting and inspection fees associated with the cost of implementing the requirements of the mining 

regulations is in accordance with the Lake County Fee Schedule established by resolution by the BOCC. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Land Development Regulations under Section 6.06.02 (D), and 

Comprehensive Plan Policies 7-13.7 to 7-13.10] All standards will need to meet the minimum 

requirements required by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection permit. Additional 

requirements approved by the BOCC are incorporated into the subsequent Operating Permit (approved 

by Development Review staff). 

LEVY COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Code in Code of Ordinances, Chapter 50, Land Development Code, 

Article XIII, Zoning, Section 50-850, Mining and Excavation of Minerals, Resources, or Natural Resources, 

and Site Reclamation] Major mining operations (exceeds 1,000 cubic yards of fill removed from or 

placed on a tract or parcel of 20 acres or less or exceeds 10,000 cubic yards of fill removed from or 

placed on a tract or parcel greater than 20 acres) and excavation and fill activities are permitted in the 

Forestry/Rural Residential (F/RR) and Agricultural/Rural Residential (A/RR) Zoning Districts as a special 

exception if conditions in Section 50-850 are met. Quarrying, mining, and processing of raw materials 

are permitted in the Industrial District as a special exception. Major mining and excavation not including 

fill are permitted in the Rural Residential (RR) Single Family District as a special exception. 

FEES: Currently, Levy does not impose mitigation fees, road damage fees or impact fees for 

mining. However, [Section 50-850, II (D) (14)] does place the liability on the owner, operator, and hauler 

responsible for any damages to public and private property, animal or plant life, or any water-bearing 

geological formations incurred due to mining operations, or any dam, spillway or outlet structure of a 

settling or thickening pond. There are also provisions for performance bonds related to mining 

reclamation ($2,000/acre) and settling or thickening ponds ($1,000/acre). A special exception 

application fee for a major mining operation permit or a minor excavation and fill permit shall be 

accompanied by the applicable fee set out in the fee schedule maintained by the County Development 

Department. The applicant is also responsible for the cost of a public notice requirement. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Land Development Code in Code of Ordinances, Chapter 50, LDC, 

Article XIII, Zoning, Section 50-850, Mining and Excavation ... , II, Special Exceptions, (d), Specific Criteria, 

(6), Reclamation Plan] Part of any application for a Major Mining operation shall include a letter of 

confirmation from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection that a reclamation plan or notice 

has been reviewed and found sufficient. 

MANATEE COUNTY 



TYPE OF REGULATION: Borrow Pits (Minor and/or Major Earthmoving) are regulated by Section 

732 of the Land Development Code which is currently being updated. An administrative permit allows 

Earthmoving (Minor), 200-1000 cubic yards involving 2-10 acres, in all zoning categories except 

Conservation. Earthmoving (Major), 1,000+ cubic yards involving 10+ acres in one year, is a Special 

Permit in A and A-1, Administrative Permit in LM and HM, and Permitted in Extraction District as defined 

in 602.1.7 and 602.4 of the Land Development Code. Phosphate mining and reclamation are regulated 

by Ordinance 04-39 titled "The Manatee County Phosphate Mining Code" which replaces Section 2-20 of 

the Manatee County Code of Ordinances in its entirety. [Ordinance 04-39, Ill. Minimum Mining 

Standards and Requirements (17)] Prior to any road construction, the applicant for phosphate mining 

shall furnish a performance bond sufficient to indemnify the County against failure of the applicant to 

complete such construction. [Ordinance 04-39, IV. Application Requirements (12)] Phosphate mining 

requires a transportation analysis, to include estimates of vehicular and rail traffic and any other mode 

of transportation of materials and products leaving the applicant's property, and of raw materials 

entering the applicant's property, with emphasis on any disruption of normal traffic movement caused 

by, vehicular traffic and road deterioration resulting from, the proposed mining activities. [Land 

Development Code, 732.4.3.15] Excavation (Major) requires a transportation analysis to identify haul 

routes with emphasis given to any disruption of normal vehicular traffic movements caused by the 

proposed activities, and including the estimated maximum number of haul trips for any 24 hour period. 

[Land Development Code, 604.1.2.4 and 604.2.2.3] defines Special Treatment and Watershed Protection 

Overlay Districts. In the Manatee Comprehensive Plan mining is a potential use in the Agricultural/Rural 

Future Land Use (Policy 2.2.1.8.2, Future Land Use Element). Objective 3.4.2 of the Conservation 

Element covers Mineral Resource Extraction. 

FEES: [Ordinance 04-39, Appendix C. Financial Responsibility] Applicants for phosphate mines 

are required to provide the following: Certified Financial Statements for each acre of land disturbed and 

each acre-foot of above grade storage in the largest of the proposed or existing clay settling areas; 

Certificates of Insurance for personal injury, property damage, or environmental damage; General 

Surety Bond for each acre of land insured; and Reclamation/Wetland Mitigation Bond equal to 110% of 

the reclamation cost for each acre of land. Manatee County uses the Planning Department Fee Schedule 

(Resolution 06-227) for borrow pits and phosphate mining (fees are determined in the same way as a 

DRI for ADA, amendments and annual reports, with remaining fees as per Earthmoving (Major). [Land 

Development Code, 732.5.12, Financial Responsibility] Prior to issuance of a Operating Permit for 

Earthmoving (Major), an applicant shall furnish evidence of financial responsibility in an amount based 

upon the total number of acres disturbed, haul road length, and subsequent reclamation. Evidence of 

financial responsibility shall consist of Reclamation Surety Bonds equal to 130% of the reclamation costs 

per acre and roadway section. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Ordinance 04-39, Ill. Minimum Mining Standards and Requirements 

(5) (12)] Post reclamation lands, excluding land reclaimed over clay settling areas or land underlying 

disturbed areas reclaimed as lakes or wetlands shall meet radiation standards to be eligible for release. 

Except for clay settling areas, no later than five years after cessation of mining extraction activities on a 

specific reclamation unit, the applicant shall have completed the backfilling, contouring, and initial 



planting of the area in accordance with the reclamation plan approved in the master mining plan and 

operating permit. [Ordinance 04-39, V. Application Review Procedures (B) (4)] Reclamation of disturbed 

land shall be deemed complete after a showing that the specific parcels have been reclaimed in 

<JCcordance with the applicant's approved master mining plan and operating permit as per the 

requirements set forth in the Manatee County Phosphate Mining Reclamation Manual (Appendix E) and 

the requirements imposed by the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation. [Land development 

Code, 732.4.3.16] Earthmoving (Major) requires a reclamation plan which gives the requirements for 

reclaimed land, water and rights-of-way (includes a map indicating proposed haul route, turning radii, 

width of pavement, method of periodic maintenance and dust control. Revegetation shall be considered 

complete upon demonstrating 90% perennial vegetation cover one year after reclamation. 

MARION COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Section 5.5.18, Mining and Excavation/ 

Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element, Policy 4.5, and Conservation Element] Existing mines 

which are permitted in conformance with the requirements of the Florida Statutes and Florida 

Administrative Code will be allowed to continue operations in rural and urban areas provided that the 

mining, within the same ownership or leasehold, has been actively pursued within the three year period 

prior to June 11, 1992. To ensure compatibility, proximate intruding land uses will be required to 

provide buffers. New mines, properly permitted, that meet criteria set by the Land Development 

Regulations to establish compatibility with existing land uses, will be allowed in any zoning classification 

by Special Use Permit. Buffering will be required. All regulations of the Department of Environmental 

Protection must be adhered to. 

FEES: Submitting of evidence to show the mine to be in compliance is no charge. A Special Use 

Permit Fee is currently $300.00. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: To restore a site means to put back the same thing that had 

previously existed, i.e.: restore the type, nature and function of the ecosystem to the condition in 

existence prior to mining. Resource extraction shall be conducted in accordance with federal and state 

statutes. 

MIAMI-DADE 

TYPE OF REGULATION: Only the Open Land category in the Comprehensive Plan Land Use 

Element allows specifically limestone rock mining that includes the Lake Belt Area. Regulations 

concerning mining activities appear in Chapter 24 and 33 of the County Code. Rockmining uses are 

permitted in all zoning districts within the ROZA (Rockmining Overlay Zoning Area) as per County Code 

(Chapter 33, Article XL!) without a public hearing, upon obtaining all required wetland permits and 

approval of the plans by the Department that are in compliance with the specified criteria of this Article, 



particularly the lake excavation plan criteria enumerated in Section 33-423(5) and Chapter 24 of the 

Code. Rockmining uses shall not be permitted in any other area of unincorporated Miami-Dade County 

unless approved after public hearing pursuant to Section 33-13 of this Code (Unusual Uses). Chapter 13 

of the County Code deals with the use of explosives and blasting. A federal judge in July 2007 ordered 

'!lining to stop on hundreds of acres in the "Lake Belt" region because quarries close to the county's 

primary public water supply raised serious concerns of chemical and bacterial contamination. 

FEES: The Director of the Department of Environmental Resources Management is responsible 

for the collection of fees adopted by Administrative Order 4-42 of the Administrative Code. Rockmining 

/ lake excavation application and permit fees are based on the number of acres. The cost of mitigation 

for mining is based on a cent per ton fee. If applicable, a performance bond and a mitigation bond may 

be required by the Director of the Department of Environmental Resources Management (Section 24-

48.5 (2c). The cost of providing Department of Planning and Zoning services, such as appeals of 

administrative decisions of Director and amendments to zoning, is established by Administrative Order 

4-111 of the Administrative Code, and is administered by the Director, Department of Planning and 

Zoning. There is a Mitigation Fee and Water Treatment Plant Upgrade Fee on each ton of rock and sand 

extracted the Lake Belt Area (Florida Statutes, 373.41492). 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: There are some reclamation standards regarding grading, leveling, 

and sloping of banks and perimeter littoral shelves and permit conditions add additional requirements 

for site restoration [County Code, Chapter 33, Article XU, and Section 33-423 (5)]. [Florida Statutes, 

Chapter 378, S. 378.401-378.503] directs the Department to work with Miami-Dade County Department 

of Environmental Resource Management to obtain certification to implement the reclamation program 

for limerock mining activities in the Lake Belt Area. 

OSCEOLA COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Section 4 / Comprehensive Plan, Conservation, 

Section 1.7] Medium and large soil excavations shall only be allowed as a conditional use within rural 

and agricultural development and conservation zoning districts. They are located outside the urban 

service area, are viewed, and assessed as an impact fee the same as any other development. Mineral 

excavation, mining, or processing that involves more than 25 acres shall require re-designation to the 

Natural Resource Utilization Future Land Use Map category. Soil excavation permits are handled 

through the County Engineering Department. The County will consider the capacity, impact, hours of 

operation, and estimated volume of traffic on the conduct of institutions (schools, hospitals) as one of 

its review criteria. The off-site haul route shall be designated with the Excavation Permit application. A 

bond may be required in the amount of 125% of the estimated cost to level, overlay, and perform 

repairs to shoulders and ditches for the first 5 miles of roadway; or to the first major arterial roadway, 

whichever is closest. Techniques to mitigate the impacts of off-site hauling on existing neighborhoods, 

fronting onto collector or arterial roadways, may include restrictions on the hours and days of off-site 

hauling; contribution by the applicant to the cost of road improvements on the haul route and 



development of alternative haul routes. The County is scheduled to adopt a new comprehensive plan on 

December 10, 2007 which will necessitate re-writing the Land Development Code in parts. 

FEES: There is a reclamation surety fee of 120% of the amount necessary to complete 

reclamation. A resolution by the Board of County Commissioners establishes fees for administrative, 

review, processing, permitting, and inspection. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: Medium and large soil excavations require a reclamation and reuse 

plan. The Land Development Code, Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Reclamation and Reuse Plan requires that 

existing and proposed contour lines, water courses, water bodies, streets, utility lines, man-made and 

natural features be shown when the reclamation plan is completed. Reclamation must comply with the 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) reclamation requirements for solid resources 

other than phosphate, limestone, heavy minerals, and Fuller's Earth. 

PALM BEACH COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element-Mining and Excavation, 

Objective 2.3 and Ordinance 2006-048 which amends the Future Land Use Element and other elements 

as necessary concerning mining and excavation] and [Unified Land Development Code, Article 4- Use 

Regulations, Chapter D - Excavation] In the Comprehensive Plan, mining and excavation activities are 

permitted in the following future land use designations subject to the Mining and Excavation regulations 

of the Unified Land Development Code: Rural Residential 10 and 20; Commercial categories; Commercial 

Recreation; Industrial categories; and Agricultural Production. 

At a BOCC meeting on September 11, 2007, Palm Beach BOCC voted to accept the in-house mining study 

which was authored by several county departments, the mining industry and multiple permitting 

agencies. The report found that an extensive permitting process now ensures that future mining won't 

hurt Everglades' restoration of or water resources, and that there is room for improved communications 

among permitting groups including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, South Florida Water Management 

District (SFWMD), and Florida Department of Environmental Protection. County Water Resources 

Manager Ken Todd authored the study. The report explains that sediment borings don't show rock 

formations with the kind of porosity in Miami-Dade County. Critics of the Palm Beach study say that 

does not mean it wouldn't hurt the natural areas that the restoration is meant to preserve, and are 

therefore, calling for a comprehensive environmental impact study. The Palm Beach BOCC wants to 

return to the study on October 23 to hear suggestions from staff, the SFWMD and environmental and 

growth-watchdog groups. The BOCC wants the entire study completed by December 1, 2008. A 

moratorium on new mine operations in the Everglades Agricultural Area has been in effect since 

November 2006. 

FEES: [Unified Land Development Code, Article 4 - Use Regulations, Chapter D, Section 8 (D)] 

The four types of excavation (Agricultural; Type IA, IB; Type II; Type IIIA, IIIB) all require a performance 

guarantee. Agricultural and Type II Excavations which are monitored by County Environmental Resource 

Management are required to provide a guarantee for the excavated areas ($1000/acre) and littoral 



plantings ($10,000 minimum and 110% minimum for total estimated cost). The Planning and Zoning 

Division administers guarantee requirements for reclaimed upland area and upland plantings ($10,000 

minimum and 110% minimum for total estimated cost). The Land Development Division administers 

guarantee requirements for road maintenance and repair of haul routes ($50,000 minimum per mile of 

affected streets within the radius of impact). 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: {Unified Land Development Code, Article 4- Use Regulations, 

Chapter D, Section 8 (C)] There are four types of reclamation standards: excavated area; littoral planting; 

upland; and upland planting. The standards vary based on the type of excavation activity set forth in 

Article 4.0, Excavation. 

PASCO COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Article 600, General Land Development 

Standards, Section 609, Mining] [Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use and Conservation Elements] 

Mines in Pasco are categorized as Class 1 (commercial mines that are hauling materials off site), or Class 

2 or 3 (typically lake/pond maintenance and agricultural pond installations) depending on the amount of 

material removed from the site, the size of the excavation/grading area and how they are approved. 

Mining is permitted as a conditional use in the following: Agricultural Districts (A-C ,AC-1), Agricultural 

Residential Districts (A-R, AR-1, AR-5), Agricultural Mobile Home District (AR-SMH), General Commercial 

District (C-2), Commercial/Light Manufacturing District (C-3), Light Industrial Park District (1-1), and 

General Industrial District (1-2). 

FEES: [Land Development Code, Article 300, Administration and Enforcement, Section 313.4(E) 

(Application for Permits) and 313.7 (Fees)] Plan review fees vary based on the Class of the mine (Class I 

fees are based on the acreage while Class 2 and 3 are a flat rate). Rates are provided in the Development 

Review Division Fee Schedule as per Resolution 94-321 for blasting and mining operations. Financial 

security is required for reclamation, completion of off-site performance requirements, and maintenance 

and/or monitoring requirements associated with the mining permit and/or plan. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Land development Code, Article 600, General Land Development 

Standards, Section 609 (D), Reclamation] Reclamation will begin promptly upon ending of excavation of 

each unit and be satisfactorily completed within one year unless otherwise permitted. 

POLK COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use, Division 2.100, Section 2.114 

(Phosphate Mining), Section 2.125 (Non-Phosphate Mining)] Phosphate mining shall comply with County 

Ordinance 88-19, as amended. There is a land use classification for Phosphate Mining (PM) which is a 

conditional use in the Rural-Development Area (RDA). Property not meeting the criteria under Policy 



2.114-A2 (Designation and Mapping of Phosphate Mining Land) but designated as Phosphate Mining on 

the County FLUM, may be developed residentially but the County must initiate a Comprehensive Plan 

amendment soon after to recognize the new Agricultural/Residential-Rural (A/RR) Land Use. Phosphate 

and peat mining shall not be allowed in the Green Swamp Area of Critical State Concern. All other 

mining must submit a written impact statement that demonstrates that the policies of the 

Comprehensive Plan are met and include a certification with supporting data by a registered engineer 

that the requirements of the Green Swamp Overlay District are met (Policy 2.123-F2). Specialized Uses 

include Non-Phosphate mining which is a conditional use in all land use categories except Preservation, 

subject to County approval (Section 2.125). Wetland impacts, where unavoidable, and where properly 

mitigated as determined by agencies having jurisdiction, shall be permitted for mining that meets state 

and federal regulations in Wetland-Protection Special-Area Overlay (Policy 2.123-C2). Polk County has a 

Mineral Resource Protection Overlay District (Section 2.124-C) for the purpose of protecting for future 

mining those known deposits of miners and soils that are in appropriate locations. Mining regulations 

are also found in [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 10, Mining Operations, Article II, Limerock, Article Ill, 

Phosphate Mining] and [Land Development Code, Chapter 3, Conditional Uses, Section 303, Mining, 

Non-Phosphate and Mining, Phosphate]. 

FEES: The Land Development Code (Section 130, Administrative Fees) states that the County 

may adopt by resolution, administrative fees such as application fees, review fees, inspection fees, and 

appeal fees. Resolution No. 01-28 revises the Land Development Fee Schedule which includes fees for 

mining operating permits, progress reports and new DRI mining fees. Additionally, there are fees for 

Phosphate Mining Operating Permit Application and Phosphate Mining Conceptual Mine Application or 

Change which are handled by the Codes Compliance Division. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 10, Mining Operations, Article II 

(Limerock), Article Ill (Phosphate Mining), Division 4, Reclamation] and [Land Development Code, 

Chapter 3, Conditional uses, Section 303, Mining Non-Phosphate, 6, 16] All areas affected by mining 

shall be substantially reclaimed within one year for limerock and two years for phosphate. All applicable 

state regulations for reclamation and restoration of mined lands as promulgated by the Florida 

Department of Natural Resources shall be adhered to by the applicant. For all mines the Reclamation 

Plan is submitted as part of the Conceptual Mine Plan. Compliance with Polk County's minimum 

reclamation standards shall be demonstrated through the annual mine reports. 

PUTNAM COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code, Article 2, Section 2.03.17 (Mining), Article 3, 

Section 3.02.09 (Borrow Pits) and Section 3.02.31 (Mining)/ Comprehensive Plan, Future Land use 

Element and Conservation Element] Zoning Districts that may be allowed in Mining Future Land Use are 

AE, AG, Pl, P2, M, and PUD. A borrow area or mine shall not be located on a parcel less than five acres 

in size. Borrow pits must be zoned AG or M. Borrow areas in excess of 30 acres or are intended to 

operate for more than 10 years are treated as mines, and like Mines, shall be allowed only where both 



the Mining future land use category and Mining zoning district are in place. Excavation of borrow pits 

and mines shall be completed in phases. A borrow area permit is in addition to a Special Use Permit that 

may be required by a particular zoning district. The applicant must obtain a driveway permit for State 

Roads or County Roads for borrow pits before a permit is issued. County Public Works will require a 

design for connecting driveways to minimize road damage caused by heavy trucks and equipment. A 

Mining Master Plan must indicate ingress and egress and anticipated traffic routing, roadways within a 

two mile radius, and a traffic impact and concurrency study. The site for a mine shall have legal access to 

a public right-of-way that will insure the ingress and egress for the mining operation does not take place 

on a local road in an established neighborhood. The mining site must be 100 feet of any public roadway. 

FEES: A performance bond or other surety in an amount not less than 100% of the cost of 

reclamation may be required for borrow pits and mines. Other fees such as permit fees are established 

by resolution of the Board of County Commissioners. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: Borrow areas must complete reclamation within 12 months of the 

expiration of a permit or closure of mine operations. Reclamation of borrow pits includes a statement 

from FDEP regarding compliance with the applicable provisions of Chapter 38, Florida Statutes and 

Chapter 62C, Florida Administrative Code. Regarding mines: The preparation and implementation of 

reclamation plans shall, at a minimum, be consistent with State law for the type of resource extracted; 

and in the case of a conflict between State and local laws, the more stringent standard shall apply. Part 

or all of an excavated borrow pit may be reclaimed as a pond subject to supplemental regulations for 

ponds. Reclamation of borrow pits and mines shall mean a reshaping of the land that is as close as is 

practical to the contours existing prior to the excavating of the land, unless the Reclamation Plan 

establishes an alternate set of contours that is not contrary to the public interest and leaves the site 

beneficial for a viable future land use, taking into consideration the type of land use in place prior to the 

establishment of mining operations, the viable land uses that might be established after reclamation, 

and the surrounding topography and land uses. 

SARASOTA COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: Sarasota administers two Codes regulating excavations within the 

unincorporated areas: [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 54, Article X, Sections 54-281 to 54-301] is the 

"Mining Code" which regulates the excavation mining of "extraction of minerals or ores from the earth 

by whatever method including removal of overburden ... ". The Open Use Mining District (OUM) is the 

only zoning district in which resource extraction is permitted. Application for OUM zoning, unless 

previously obtained, shall be made concurrent with an application for Master Mining Approval. Only 

areas designated as Rural on the FLUM can have the OUM zoning. The Sarasota Comprehensive Plan 

prohibits mines within the watersheds of Cow Pen Slough and the Myakka River. [Article XII, Chapter 54, 

Sarasota County Code] is the "Earthmoving Code" which regulates earthmoving (excavation other than 

mining, filling, hauling, and stockpiling). Earth Moving Permits greater than 100,000 cubic yards require 

approval by the Sarasota BOCC. Both codes contain provisions for protection of wetlands and other 



native habitats, water quality, roadway protection, bonding, reclamation requirements, requirements to 

obtain permits/approvals from state/federal agencies, requirements to conduct such activities with 

specified Zoning Districts, etc. Note that Sarasota initiated street groundwater monitoring standards by 

establishing baseline conditions that begin a year prior to the submission of an application of the Master 

Mining Approval Plan. The monitoring continues until all reclamation efforts are complete [Section 54-

289 (1) (h) (4)]. 

FEES: [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 54, Article X, Section 54-298, Ordinance No. 82-111] Fees 

are required for the following: Application for Master Mining Plan; Annual Progress Report; and 

Operating Permits. Applicants file with the Board a surety bond or bonds in the amount of $2,500 for 

each acre of land to be disturbed during the term of the permit. This includes a bond sufficient to 

indemnify the County for any damage to roads. Also, Applicants annually post a Reclamation Surety 

Bond(s) equal to 110 percent of the reclamation cost per Reclamation Unit for each acre of land to be 

disturbed during the ensuing year and all land previously disturbed for which reclamation has not been 

approved by the Director. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 54, Article X, Section 54-289 (3)] 

specifies standards for topography and drainage, agricultural lands, wetlands, lakes and other water 

bodies, soils, vegetation, radiation, and site cleanup. 

SUMTER COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Comprehensive Plan, (Chapter 3, Conservation, Objective 3.1.11) and 

(Chapter 7, Future Land Use, Objective 7.1.11)] Mining is permissible only as a conditional use in areas 

designated as Agriculture on the FLUM pursuant to a mining site plan as provided for in the Land 

Development Code. No mining operation shall be allowed to mine more than (10) percent of the total 

ten year allocation permitted by the comprehensive plan in any one-year period. Within any five-year 

period, no individual mining operation shall receive an operating permit for more than (25) percent of 

the total ten year allocation permitted by the comprehensive plan in any one-year period. Any land 

allocation for mining larger than those indicated requires a plan amendment. In the Land Development 

Code (Division 6, Excavation and Mining Uses, Section 13-771-13780) excavation (defined as where at 

least 2,000 cu. yds, but not more than 50,000 cu. yds. of limerock or other minerals is excavated) and 

mining (defined as where more than 50,000 cu. yds. of overburden and limerock is excavated) are 

treated separately. Sumter County requires that new or expansions of limerock mines can only occur if it 

is adjacent to an existing permitted or legally vested lime rock mine. Section 13-772(5)(b) states that any 

haul road construction to any public road is to be constructed to the satisfaction of the applicable 

governing agency. 

FEES: Mining fees are found on the Planning/Zoning Development Review Fee Schedule which 

includes a conditional use ($6,000) and operating permit fee ($6,000) for limerock mining. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: [Land Development Code, Division 6, Excavation and Mining, Section 

13-772, 9] A reclamation program and plan which meets the requirements of Florida Department of 

Natural Resources under Rule 16C-36 F.A.C. is required. 



TAYLOR COUNTY 

TYPE OF REGULATION: [Land Development Code of the Code of Ordinances, Chapter 42, Article 

II, Subdivision IV, Development Permits, Section 42-189 and Article VII, Resource Protection, Section 42-

552] Road concurrency standards are no different than any other development. A mining permit is 

required for a mining and excavation operation that entails the excavation or removal of earth in excess 

of 100 cubic yards, from one parcel of property or area to another. Mining is considered a high impact 

use and is only permitted in Agricultural 1 and 2. 

FEES: No specific fees are associated with mining. 

RECLAMATION STANDARD: There is not a reclamation standard at this time, but proposed 

mining activities shall comply with the provisions of F.S. ch. 378 and F.A.C. 16C-36, and revisions thereof. 



Mining Regulation Comparison 
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REGULATIONS 
Unified Land Development Code, Chapter 404, Article 
23, Mining or Excavation and Fill Operations / Code of 
Ordin3nces, Chapter 400, Article XXIV, Mining or 
Excavation and Fill Operations/ Comprehensive Plan, 
Conservation and Open Space Element, Goal 4.3, 
Mineral Resources 

Comprehensive Plan, Objective 9.06.00, Mining and 
Minerals and Conservation Element, Objective 13.4] / 
Administrative Code, Environmental Department Fee 
Schedule, Section 40.23 / Code of Ordinances, Chapter 
27, Article VI, Solid Waste and Article XI, Aquatic and 
Wetland Resources Protection 

Ordinance No. 2007-054 amends Article XXIII, 
Excavation and Earthmoving, Code of Laws and 
Ordinances/ Resolution No. 2007-096, Section 3-5-486 

l(b) (9) (c), Fees 

I 

Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Element, Objective 
17.13, Mining and Mine Reclamation and Conservation 
Element, Objective 3. 13, Commercial Uses of Natural 
Resources/ Land Development Code, Chapter 4, 
Sections 4632 (EXT District) and 4659 (Mining and 
Excavation Standards)/ Code of Ordinances, Section 66 
1 

Code of Laws and Ordinances, Chapter 22, Article IV, 
Excavation, Sections 22-106 to 22-120 I Comprehensive 
Plan, Conservation and Coastal Management, Policy 
5.1.2 

"""' )> 12/20/2007 

rv 

FEES RECLAMATION STANDARD NOTES 
Fees for processing Special Use Permit and Reclamation shall be continuous, and shall Permitted only within areas designated 
final site plans, J:,nnual Permit Fee for all fill and c~mmence immediately after activity within an Rural/Agriculture Lan.ct Use and requires a Special 
excavation operations, and Reclamation Bond area of the site. Revegetation shall be Use Permit. 
in amount of 110% of the estimated cost. accomplished no later than 90 days after 
Owner/operator shall have absolute liability and completion of other aspects of reclamation. 
financial responsibility for any damages to 
public and private property. 

·-·····-··-· ---- ----------~-------~--
Construction/Operation License Fees for Addresses the need for the Comprehensive Permitted in Agricultural, Industrial and Mining 
borrow pit reclamation and dredge and fill are Plan and Land Development Regulations to Uses on the Future Unincorporated Area Land 
based on cubic yards of fill and quarrying. address reclamation of completed mining Use Map Series. There are currently no pit or 

ooperations. The Code of Ordinances mining operations in the County, but that may 
discusses borrow pit reclamation using clean change if a parcel of neighboring property from 
debris as fill. Palm Beach is annexed which contains at least 

one minimally active quany and one borrow pit 
that could be active again·. 

Requirement for Pertormace Assurance for Requires plan to be submitted with Application Four categories of excavation with Group I and II 
Land Reclamation,(secured cash deposit of and Environmental Impact Statement. permitted in any zoning district, and Group HI and 
$3000 per acre of littoral zone), Roadway IV permitted only in Agricultural Zoning Districts 
Service Life Reduction Fee ($1 per truckload of AE and AG. On November 20, 2007 the Charlotte 
excavated material), Permit Application Fee, County Board of County Commissioners approved 
Monitoring Fee, Administrative Amendment or a tentative compact regarding phosphate mining. 
Permit Transfer Fee. On November 27, 2007 the Sarasota County 

Board of County Commissioners voted to reject 
the same compact. 

No mining fees, but impact fees will be applied County relies on the State to oversee Staff has been directed to develop a 
to any new or expanding mine. ln reclamation. comprehensive mining ordinance by year's end. 
Administrative Regulation AR:13.04-2, Ill (E), Until then, there is a moratorium on permitting nev 
fees for mines are calculated by individual or expanded mines through March 2008. County 
assessment in accordance with procedures has a Land Use District (EXT) for mining. 
outlined in the Ordinance. 

Fees for blasting, applications, permit/review, Relies on 1986 State of Florida Resource Excavations can be an accessory use in Rural 
time extensions, reapplications, annual Extraction Reclamation Act. Agriculture or Estate Zoning. Earthmining can be 
renewals, and monthly inspections. The an accessory use in Rural Agricultural and Public 
Damage Fee was challenged and the County Use, or a conditional use in Rural Agriculture, 
discontinued it. County no longer collects Estate, Conservation and Public Use. 
Impact Fees. Requires Performance 
Guarantees for excavations performed in 
conjunction with a PUD or subdivision or 
independent special-purpose government such 
as a COD. All other excavation shall have a 
performance guarantee that shall not act to 
limit any guarantees required for off-site road 
impacts . 
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Mining Regulation Comparison 

COUNTY REGULATIONS ' FEES RECLAMATION STANDARD NOTES I 

DESOTO Ordinance 2007-10 known as the "Desoto County i Includes fees for Applications, Annual Reclamation standards state that Reclamation There are four types of excavation applications 
Excavation Ordinance" also amends and replaces j Excavation Reports, should be, to the extent practical, carried out and permits based on the amount of excavation 
s·ections 14700 through 14719 of the Desoto County 

IAdministrati'on/Enforcement {$0.03 per cubic · concurrently with Excavation, h0wever, and removal:TyPe 1 (8,000 cubic yards in less 
Land Development Regulations. The Land Use, 1yard), Transfer of Ownership or Operator, Reclamation shall begin no later than when than 6 months/Permitted in all land uses and 
Drainage and Conservation Elements of the Desoto jRevision to Type IV Excavation Permits, 50% of the excavated area has been excavated districts); Type ll (8,000 - 80,000 cubic yards in 
I county Comprehensive Plan discuss mining and/or Extensions of Excavation Area, Voluntary or 50% of the permit life has expired, whichever less than 18 months/Permitted only as a Special 
I minerals. lsonus Excavation, and Voluntary Amounts in occurs first. Reclamation shall be completed Exception in Rural Agricultural and Rural 

I jueu of Sureties. Reclamation Fees can take within 6 motiths from the expiration of the Residential located in A-5 and A-10 zoning 
,the form of cash escrow, construction bond or Excavation permit, cessation of Excavation for districts); Type Ill (80,000 - 500,000 cubic yards in 
I irrevocable letter of credit in the amount of 180 days, or permanent cessation of less than 42 months/Permitted only as a Special 
i $7,500 for each acre of land approved within Excavation, whichever occurs first. Types U, Ill Exception in Rural Agriculture in A-5 and A-1 0 
1
1he Excavation Limits. Road improvement fees and IV permits require an Assurance zoning districts}; Type IV (500,000+ cubic yards in 
either require a surety bond equal to 150% of Agreement with the County to asssure complete less than 60 months/Permitted only as a Special 
the cost of road improvements or an additional Reclamation of the excavation site. Exception in Rural Agricultural in A-10 zoning). 
$0. 10 per cubic yard of excavated material Type IV is eligible for a bonus excavation 
removed for each road mile or fraction thereof. area/density if any of seven elements are met. 

The County requires certain entrance/access 
public road improvements which vary depending 
on the Type of Excavation. 

I I 
! 

DIXIE Land Development Code, Section 1.8, Fees and Section Requests for Special Permits shall be None jMining, borrow pit operations, excavation and 
1 14.8, Special Permits for Land and Water Fills, 

1
submitted to the Land Development Regulation activities which involve dredging and filling of land 

j Dcedging, Excavation, and Mining I Compcehensive Administratoc with payment of such ceasonable and water areas 1/2 acre or more must obtain a 
Plan, Policy 1.6.3 costs as the BOCC may determine. Special Permit. Mining is limited to areas on the 

! 
FLUM designated as Agricultural. 

ESCAMBIA -Code of Ordinances, Part I, Chapter 42, Article VIII, Fees are described in Code of Ordinances, The Reclamation Plan for all excavation/mining Borrow pits, mineral extraction, and/or reclamation 
I sorrow Pits and Reclamation; Code of Ordinances, Part Part t, and include a general permit surety, and activities, including borrow pits, must meet all activities can be a permitted or conditional use 
i II, Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 11, Policy 11.B.3.3, a reclamation surety equal to 110 percent of state and local requirements {F.A.C. ch. 62C- depending on the zoning. Reclamation activities to 
I Mineral Extraction; Code of Ordinances, Part Ill, land the reclamation cost. 39, and F.S. chs. 378 and 403). No more than restore previously mined lands to intended post-
Development Code, Article 7, Sections 7.07 & 7.11 - five acres of mined-out land are exposed at any I mining uses are allowed in Rural Residential, Low 
Borrow Pits and Reclamation Activities one excavation site, unless the terms of the Density Residential, Residential, Urban 

development order provide for an exception. I Residential, and certain Rural Activity Areas. An 
Reclamation shall commence within one year of application for mining, borrow pit operations 
cessation of mining. Future land use and/or and/or reclamation activities will be processed as 
zoning changes shalt be obtained prior to the a major development site plan requiring an 
issuance of a development order. approved county development order. Borrow pit 

access shall be limited to routes having the least 
impact on residential areas and shall be subject to 
all traffic concurrency requirements. 

FLAGLER land Development Code, Section 3.03.02 {C) 7 / Application and Site Plan Fees None Allows for mining as a Special Exception in the 
Comprehensive Plan, Conservation Element, Objective Agriculture {AC) District. As a condition of the 
8 Special Exception, the Planning Board may and 

has usually applied conditions such as 
responsibility for the maintenance/repair of 
roadway at intersections with driveways to mining 
acitivities. 

GLADES Land Development Regulations, Zoning Only Special Exception Fees None Mining is a conditional use in AG and Industrial 
Zoning. 
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COUNTY REGULATIONS I FEES ! RECLAMATION STANDARD ' NOTES 
HENDRY Comprehensive Plan, Policy 2.7.4, Minerals/ Land j Currrent!y no fees assessed. Must post a iUpon completion of excavation, the property 'Mining is permitted by Special Exception in A-2, I-

Development Code, Chapter ~ -53, Zoning I Perfor~ance Bond or issue a letter of c~edit for shall be restored as requi~ed by the 1986 State 2 and a PUD/3 following an approved PUD 
improvements to roads that may be damaged of Florida Resource Extraction Reclamation developmei-it plan. 
by trucks. Act. ,_ 

HERNANDO Code of Ordinances, Chapter 19, Mining Regulations/ j Fees are charged for the following: Special Reclamation activities shall be completed within Code of Ordinances, Appendix A, Zoning, Article 

Comprehensive P!an, Chapter 1, Future Land Use, I Exception Use Permits, Master Mining Plan 3 years after mining has been completed on an y IV, Sectio:1 7 gives the uses and regulations 

Objective 1.11, Goal 1.12, and Chapter 2, Mining i Permit, Master Operation Plan, Annual segment of the mining area. Reclamation is governing the Mining District (M). On September 

i Inspections, and Excavation Permits {required given extensive coverage in the Code of 25, 2007, the BOGG discussed dust control for 

1 
for mining of less than 40 acres which a!so 
requires a Conditional Use Permit). The 

Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan. limerock roads. 

excavation permit process sometimes requires 
either the contractor to maintain affected 
roadways or charge up to fifteen cents per 
cubic yard for road maintenance. Most 
contractors elect to do the roads themselves. A 
security deposit is required for reclamatiO"n. 

ILLSBOROUG I- Land Development Code, Part 8.01.00 (Land Fees are in the Planning & Growth Reclamation Plans for Land Excavation shall Land Excavation requires a Special Use Permit 

Excavation) and Part 8.02.00 {Phosphate Mining I Management Department Fee Schedule comply with the Florida Department of which is reviewed every three years. A phosphate 

Regulations) established by resolution of the Board. Fees for Environmental Protection (FDEP) Requirements mining unit shall not exceed 2,500 acres in size. If 
the Phosphate Mining permit, amendments and for Solid Resources other than Phosphate, an offsite haul route contains a dirt segment of a 

reviews are based on a fixed amount plus Limestone, Heavy Minerals, and Fuller's Earth. public road, the land excavation property owner 

$.10/acre or portion thereof. Land Excavation Phosphate Mining reclamation standards must shall pave the dirt segment, and shall control dust 

includes an application fee and a fee based on be in accordance with FEDP requirements within 500 feet of any residence. Ingress/Egress 

the number of cubic yards of material removed {Florida Administrative Code, Chapter 62C-16) aporns are required for all land excavations from 

from the excavation. unless more strict standards are established by which material is transported on a public road. 
the County. Upon completion of mining or 
processing operations, the Board may request 
the deeding of a percentage of reclaimed land 
or any permanent roads or rights-of-way or 
drainage easements to the County for pub!ic 

use. 
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COUNTY REGULATIONS FEES RECLAMATION STANDARD r NOTES 
INDIAN RIVER Land Development Regulations, Chapter 934 Bond amounts include compliance, reclamation iThe Reclamation Plan must include littoral iAny request for a mining permit is considered an 

(Excavation and Mining) and Section 971.22 bonds of $1,000/acre with a $5,000 minimum, zones and water quality management plans. iapplication for site plan approval. Mining activities 
(Administrative Permit. Requirements) and permit fees. Mines are also Subject to an The Restoration P·lan must include a descrlptionishall not exceed 20 acres per phase. ·currently, all 

impact fee of $1,277.18/acre. of the eventual future use of the site. i mines are classified as Administrative Permit Use 
which is a conditional use in al! Agricultural 
Districts. No mining sha!I occur within 150 feet of a 
public road. There must be a 300 foot setback 
from adjacent occupied structures to mining pits 
and on-site haul roads. All mining sites shall have 
access to a collector or arterial road that only 
serves nonresidential uses in an area designated 
for nonresidential uses. lf private roads or 
easements are to be used, written permission 
must be obtained from the owner of said road or 
easement. If any of the hauling route is county 
maintained, unpaved roads, the permitee must 
maintain t:iat portion and provide a security based 

Ion the number and frequency of trips not to 
exceed $10,000 per mile. The County is 
contemplating a 6-month moratorium on sand 

I I mine applications in order to update the Code 

I requirements. 

LAKE Comprehensive Plan, Objective 7 ~ 13, Conserve Mineral Fees are required for administration, review, Meet the minimum requirements required by the Mining and quarrying is a conditional use in 

Resource 9J~5.013(2){b)(3) I Land Development processing, annual progress report, review, Florida Department of Environmental Protection agricultural uses across all zoning districts except 

Regulations, Chapter 6, Resource Protection Standards, permitting and inspection. permit. Additional requirements approved by the RV. 

Section 6.06, Mining BOCC are incorporated into the subsequent 
Operating Permit approved by Development 
Review staff. 

----
LEVY Land Development Code in Code of Ordinances, Currently does not impose Mitigation Fees, Part of any application for a Major Mining Major mining operations and excavation and fill 

]Chapter 50, Article XIII, Zoning, Section 50-850, Mining Road Damage Fees or Impact Fees. The operation sha!l include a letter of confirmation activities are permitted in Forestry/Rural 

and Excavation of Minerals, Resources, or Natural County does place the liability on the owner, from the Florida Department of Environmental Residential (F/RR) and Agricultural/Rural 

Resources, and Site Reclamation operator, and hauler for any damages. There Protection that a reclamation p!an or notice has Residential (A/RR) Zoning Districts as a special 

are provisions for Performance Bonds related been reviewed and found sufficient. exception. Quarrying, mining, and processing of 

to mining reclamation and settling or thickening raw materials are permitted in the Industrial 

ponds. There are charges for a Special District as a special exception. Major mining and 
Exception Application, fees for a Major Mining excavation not including fill is permitted in the 

Operation Permit or a Minor Excavation and Fm Rural residential (RR) Single Family District as a 

Permit. There are also fees for a Public Notice special exception. 

Requirement. 
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COUNTY REGULATIONS ' FEES RECLAMATION STANDARD NOTES 
MANATEE Land Development Code, Section 732 / Ordinance 04- Applicants for phosphate mines are responsible No later than five years after cessation of An Administrative permit allows Earthmoving 

39 I Resolution 06-227 for providing the following: Certified Financial phosphate m\ning extraction activities the (Minor), 200-1000 cubic yards involving 2-10 
Statements for each acre oi land disturbed; applicant shall have completed the backfilling, acres, in all zoning categories eXcept 
Certificates of Insurance for personal injury, contouring, and initial planting in accordance Conservation. Earthmoving (Major), 1,000+ cubic 
property and environmental damage; General with the requirements set forth in Appendix E of yards involving 10+ acres in one year, is a Special 
Surety Bond for each acre of !and insured; and the Phosphate Mining Reclamation Manual, and Permit in A and A-1, Administrative Permit in LM 
Reclamation/Wetland Mitigation Bond equal to the requirements imposed by the Florida and HM, and Permitted in an Extraction District. 
110% of the reclamation cost for each acre of Department of Environmental Regulation. Prior to any road construction for phosphate 
!and. Resolution 06-227 is a fee schedule for Earthmoving (Major} borrow pits require a mining, the applicant shall furnish a pertormance 
borrow pits and phosphate mines. An reclamation plan which gives the requirements bond and a transportation analysis, to include 
Earthmoving (Major) borrow pit requires for reclaimed land, water, and rights-of-way estimates of vehicular and rail traffic and other 
evidence of financial responsibility in an (includes a map indicating proposed haul route, modes of transportation, with emphasis on any 
amount based upon the total number of acres turning radii, width of pavement, and method of disruption of normal traffic movement. Excavation 
disturbed, haul road length, and subsequent periodic maintenance and dust control). (Major) borrow pits likewise require a similar 
reclamation. Evidence of financial responsibility Revegetation shaU be considered complete transportation analysis including an estimated 
shall consist of Reclamation Surety Bonds upon demonstrating 90% perennial vegetation number of haul trips for any 24 hour period. 
equial to 130% of the reclamation costs per cover one year after reclamation. Special Treatment and Watershed Protection 
acre and roadway section. Overlay Districts are defined in the Land 

Development Code. 

I 
I - -

MARION !Land Development Code, Section 5.5.18, Mining and The only fee is a Special Use Permit Fee of Resource extraction shall be conducted in Existing mines will be allowed to continue 
Excavation/ Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use $300.00 accordance with federal and slate statute. All operations in rural and urban areas provided that 
Element, Policy 4.5 regulations of the Florida Department of the mining within the same ownership or 

Environmental Protection must be adhered to. leasehold, has been actively pursued within the 
three year period prior to June 11, 1992. New 
mines will be allowed in any zoning classification 
by Special Use Permit. 

MIAMI-DADE County Code, Chapter 13 (Explosives and B!astng), There are Rockmining/Lake Excavation Florida Statutes, 378.401-378.503 directs the !Only the Open Land Use category allows 
Chapter 24 (Environmental Protection ... ) and Chapter Application and Permit Fees based on acres. Department of Planning and Zoning to work 

I 
umestone mining that includes the Lake Belt Area. 

33 (Zoning)/ Administrative Code, Administrative Order Operating Permit Fees are based on number of with the Miami-Dade County Department of I Rockmining uses are permitted in all zoning 
4-42 and 4-111 / F!orida Statutes, 373.41492 and tons/day. If applicable, a Pertormance Bond Environmental Resources Management to districts within the ROZA (Rockmining Overlay 
378.401-378.503 and Mitigation Bond may be required. There is obtain certification to implement the reclamation I Zoning Area) without a public hearing. Rockmining 

a Mitigation Fee and Water Treatment Plant program for limerock mining activities in the shall not be permitted in any other area of 
Upgrade Fee on each ton of rock and sand Lake Belt Area. The County Code has some I unincorporated Miami-Dade County unless 

I extracted from Lake Belt Area (Florida reclamation standards regarding grading, iapproved after a public hearing pursuant to 
Statutes, 373.41492). leveling, and sloping. Permit conditions add I Section 33-13 of the Code. A federal judge in July 

additional requirements for site restoration. I 2007 ordered mining to stop in a portion of the 
Lake Belt Region. 
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COUNTY ' REGULATIONS FEES ' RECLAMATION STANDARD NOTES I 

OSCEOLA I Land Development Code, Section 4 / Comprehensive There is a Reclamation, Surety Fee of 120% of Reclamation must comply with the Florida Medium and large soil excavations shall only be 

Plan, Consf:rvation, Section 1. 7 . the amount necessary to complete reclamation. Department of Environmental Protection allowed as a conditional use within rural and 

Fees are established by resolution of the Board reclamation requirements for solid resources agricultural development arid conservation zoning 

for administration, review, processing, other than phosphate, limestone, heavy districts. Mineral excavation, mining, or processing 

permitting, and inspection. minerafs, and Fuller's Earth. A Redamation and that involves more than 25 acres shall require re-
Reuse Plan requires existing and proposed designation to the Natural Resource Utilization 
contour lines, water courses and bodies, utility Future Land Use Map category. A bond may be 

lines, man-made and natural features. required in the amount of 125% of the estimated 
cost to !evel, overlay, and perform repairs to 

I 

1 
shoulders and ditches for the first 5 miles of 

jroadway, or to the first major arterial roadway, 

1
whichever is closest. To mitigate the effects of off-
site hauling on existing neighborhoods may 
include a contribution by the applicant to the cost 
of road improvements and the development of 
alternative haul routes. The County is scheduled 
to adopt a new Comprehensive Plan on Decembe 
10, 2007, 

I --- ----

I Land DevelOPrTlent Code, Article 600, General Land ___ 
- -------- .,._. ,----

PASCO p1a·nRevieW Fees vary based on the Class of Reclamation will begin promptly upon ending of Mines are categorized as Class 1 (commercial 

I Development Standards, Section 609, Mining/ Article the mine (Class 1 fees are based on acreage excavation of each unit and be satisfactorily mines that are hauling off site), 2 or 3 (typically 

.300, Administration and Enforcement, Section 313.4{E) while Class 2 and 3 are a flat rate}. Financial completed within one year unless otherwise lake/pond maintenance and agricultural pond 

I {Application for Permits} and 313.7 (Fees}/ security is required for reclamation, completion permitted. installations). Mining is permitted as a conditional 

Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use and of off-site perlormance requirements, and use in the following: Agricultural Districts (A-C, AC 

I Conservation Elements maintenance and/or monitoring associated with 1 ), Agricultural Residential Districts (A-R, AR-1, 

I 

the mining permit or plan. AR-5), Agricultural Mobile Home District (AR-
5MH), General Commercial District {(C-2), 
Commercial/light Manufacturing District (C-3), 
Light Industrial Park District (1-1) and General 
Industrial District (l-2). 

PALM BEACH IComprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element, Mining AU four types of excavation require a There are four types of reclamation standards Permitted in the following land use designations: 
1 and Excavation, Objective 2.3 / Ordinance 2006-048 / Perlormance Guarantee. For Agricultural and based on the type of excavation activity. Rural residential 10 and 20; Commercial 

!unified Land Development Code, Article 4, Use Type II Excavations the guarantee for Reclamation will begin promptly upon ending of categories; Commercial Recreation; Industrial 

I Regulations, Chapter D, Excavation and Article 300, excavated areas is $1000/acre and $10,000 excavation of each unit and be satisfactorily categories; and Agricultural Production. The 

!Section 313.4 and 313.7 and Article 600, Section 609 minimum for littoral plantings. The Land completed within one year unless otherwise BOGG wants a comprehensive environmental 

(D), Reclamation Development Diviison administers guarantee permitted. impact study completed by December 1, 2008. A 

, requirements for road maintenance and repair moratorium on new mine operations in the 

($50,000 minimum per mile). Everglades Agricultural Area took effect on 
November 2006. 

POLK I Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use, Division 2.100, Land Development Code, Section 130 All areas affected by mining shall be There is a land use classification for Phosphate 

!section 2.114 (Phosphate Mining), Section 2.25 (Non- authorizes Application Fees, Review Fees, substantially reclaimed within one year for Mining (PM) which is a conditional use in the Rural 

!Phosphate Mining)/ Land Development Code, Section Inspection Fees, Appeal Fees. Resolution No. limerock and two years for phosphate. A!I Development Area (RDA). Specialized uses 

I 130, Administrative Fees / Code of Ordinances, Chapter 01-28 revises the Land Development Fee applicable state regulations for reclamation and include non-phosphate mining which is a 

j3, Conditional Uses, Section 303, Mining, Non- Schedule which includes fees for Mining restoration as promulgated by Florida conditional use in all land use categories except 

I Phosphate and Mining Phosphate; Chapter 10, Mining Operating Permits, progress reports, and new Department of Natural Resources shall be Preservation. The County has a Mineral Resource 

Operations, Article II (Limerock), Article Ill (Phosphate ORI Mining Fees. The County Codes adhered to by the applicant. Protection Overlay District for the purpose of 

Mining), Division 4, Reclamation Compliance Division handles fees for protecting known deposits. 

Phosphate Mining Operating Permit 
Application, and Phosphate Mining Conceptual 
Mine Application or Change. 

" 
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Mining Regulation Comparison 

COUNTY ' REGULATIONS FEES RECLAMATION STANDARD NOTES 
PUTNAM Land Development Code, Article 2, Section 2.03.17 A performance bond or other surety in the Reclamation of borrow pits and mines must A borrow area or mine shall not be located on a 

(Mining); Article 3, Section 3.02.09 (Borrow Pits); Article amount not less than 100% of the cost of adhere to state law (Chapter 38, Florida parcel less than five acres in size. Borrow areas in 
3, section 3.02.31 {Mining)/ Comprehensive Plan, reclamation m3y be required for borrow pits Statutes and Chapter 62C, Florida· excess of 30 acres Or are intended to operate for 
Future Land Use Element and Conservation Element and mines. Other fees, such as permit fees, Administrative Code). In the case of a conflict more than 1 0 years are treated as mines, and like 

are established by resolution by the Board. between state and local !aws for mines, the mines, shall be allowed only where both the future 
more stringent standard shall apply. Borrow pits land use and zoning are designated Mining. 
must complete reclamation within 12 months of Excavation of borrow pits and mines shall be 
the expiration of a permit or closure. Part or all completed in phases. A borrow area permit is in 
of an excavated borrow pit may be reclaimed as addition to a Special Use Permit that may be 
a pond subject to supplemental regulation of required by a particular zoning district. Before a 
ponds. Reclamation shall mean a reshaping of borrow permit is issued, the applicant must obtain 
the land as close as possible to the original or a driveway permit, and provide a design for 
to an alternate !and use established in the connecting driveways to minimze road damage. 
Reclamation Plan that is compatible with the The site for a mine shall have legal access to a 
surrounding topography and land uses. public right-of-way that will insure the ingress and 

egress for the mining operation does not take 
place on a local road in an established 

I 

I neighborhood. The mining site must be 100 feet 

I from any public roadway. 

I I 
I I 

SARASOTA j Code of Ordinances, Chapter 54, Article X, Sections 54- · Fees are required for the following: Annual Specifies standards for topography and The Open Use Mining District (OUM) is the only 
281 to 54-301 (Mining Code) and Article XI! Progress Report Fee; Application for Master drainage, agricultural lands, wetlands, lakes zoning district in which resource extraction is 

!(Earthmoving Code) Mining Plan; Operating Permits (Applicant files and other water bodies, soils, vegetation, permitted. Only areas designated as Rural on the 
j with the Board a Surety Bond or bonds in the radiation, and site cleanup. FLUM can have OUM zoning. 

amount of $2,500 for each acre of land to be 
I disturbed. This includes a bond sufficient to 

indemnify the County of any damage to roads. 
I Also, applicants annually post a Reclamation 

I Surety Bond). 

I 
SUMTER :comprehensive Plan, (Chapter 3, Conservation, Planning/Zoning Development Review Fee Program and plan must meet requirements of Permissible only as a conditional use in areas 

I Objective 3.1.11), (Chapter 7, Future Land Use, Schedule includes a Conditional Use and Florida Department of Natural Resources under designated as Agriculture on the FLUM. 
Objective 7. 1.11) / Land Development Code, Division 6, Operating Permit Fee for limerock mining. Rule 16C-36 F.A.C. as required. Allocations for mining are determined by the 
Excavation and Mining Uses, Section 13-771 - 13-780 Comprehensive Plan on a five or ten year basis. 

Excavation and mining are treated separately in 
the Land Development Code. New or expansions 
of limerock mines can only occur if it is adjacent to 
an existing permitted or legally vested lime rock 
mine. Any haul road connection to any public road 
is to be constructed to the satisfaction of the 
applicable governing agency. 

TAYLOR Land Development Code of the Code of Ordinances, No specific fees associated with mining. Must comply with provisions of F.S. Chapter Road concurrency standards are no different than 
Chapter 42, Article II, Subdivision lV, Development 378 and F.A.C. 16C-36, and revisions thereof. any other development. Mining is considered a 
Permits, Section 42-189 and Article VII, Resource high impact use and is only permitted in 
Protection, Section 42-552 Agricultural 1 and 2. 
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COUNTY POST-RECLAMATION POLICIES 
ALACHUA [Unified Land Development Code, Chapter 404, Article 23, Mining or Excavation and Fill Operations, 404.101 (e)(4), Potential 

Future Land Uses of the Site I Code of Ordinances, Chapter 400, Article XXIV, Mining or Excavation and Fill Operations, 
404.101 (e)(4), Potential Future Uses of the Site]: The potential and planned uses of the reclaimed area and an analysis of how 
proposed reuse complies with the Comprehensive Plan are considered. Areas utilized for mining or excavation and fill 
operations shall not be reused for residential purposes, except where engineering data is submitted showing that there has 
been adequate compaction to allow the type of residential construction proposed. 

BROWARD [Broward Staff]: The post-reclamation regulations in Broward do and have allowed for mixed uses, while following the 
recommendations of Zoning, Environmental and Construction Engineers providing recommended grades and elevations tied to 
zoning regulations where prior excavations and slopes were exteme throughout the lake areas. Staff has seen schools, 
housing, commercial and industrial development on sites once monitored for blasting, with lake elevations and ground slopes 
adjusted to meet the code of particular zoning designations. [Broward County Land Use Plan, Objective 9.06.02, Mining and 
Minerals]: Comprehensive Plans and/or Land Development Regulations shall address the reclamation of completed mining 
excavations and their compatibility with existing surrounding land uses and water resource quality and quantity. 

I 
CHARLOTTE irCharlotte Staff]: Currently, the County only allows commercial mining on land zoned for agriculture with an agricultural future 

land use. After mining is complete, the land is still agricultural until the owner rezones it. The only right the County currently 
extinguishes on excavated land is to not al!ow the area of excavation to be counted toward density. For example, if you have a 
ten acre lot and excavate five acres of it, you will only be left with five acres worth of density (this is a recent change). The 
County is currently working on revising Ordinances and Land Development Regulations as well as an "Excavation Zoning 
District." 

-

CITRUS [Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element, Policy 17.13.4, Mining and Mine Reclamation]: Wetlands, rivers, streams, 
lakes, springs, coastal floodplains, habitats of threatened and endangered species, species of special concern, prime 
agricultural lands, prime groundwater recharge areas, historically significant sites, or other environmentally sensitive areas 
which cannot be restored shall be identified and protected by a prohibition on mining activities within those areas and the 
establishment of buffer zones around them. To restore a site means to put back the same thing that had previously existed, i.e.: 
restore the type, nature, and function of the ecosystem to the existence prior to mining. 

COLLIER [Collier Staff]: The County does not currently have any specific pOst-reclamation mining regulations. However, Collier does 
allow residential or commerical development on previously mined land as provided by the property's zoning district. In addition, 
the property owner is required to seek zoning approval if they wish to develop the site for either residential or commercial 
purposes. Some residential developments have been approved on the shores of former mines. Because of how Collier County 
defines a "mine" or, more properly, an "excavation", almost every residential subdivision had a mine ... not always commercial. 
Property rights are not extinguished and development is allowed pursuant to the requirements of the Land Development Code 
while mining regulations are provided in the Code of Laws and Ordinances (Chapter 22), Article IV. 

DESOTO [Desoto Staff]: The permitted land uses after reclamation are determined by zoning. Most mines are required to be in A-10 or A-
5 zoning. [Ordinance 2007-10 known as the "Desoto County Excavation Ordinance"]: Some post-reclamation land .uses are 

1

suggested in the bonus excavation/density area provisions for Type IV Excavation which includes the following: provision of at 
least 20% of the stormwater capacity of the post-excavation pond for public purposes; approval of the applicant's project as a 

:valid SWFWMD "FARMS" project; and approval of a post-excavation project for the approval of a development subdivision 
project incorporating at least 75% of the potential development density for the site. Mined/Excavation areas converted to pond 
or lake areas should be designed to resemble a natural pond with littorial zone shleves and contours. 

ESCAMBIA [Code of Ordinances, Part I, ChaPter 42, Article VIII, Borrow Pits and Reclamation, Section 42-323, Reclamation Plan]: The 
reclamation plan ... shall be consistent with the intended post-mining !and use. Part Ill, Article 7, Sections 7.07, Borrow Pits and 
Reclamation Activities]: Reclamation involving land clearing debris disposal shall only be permitted to the minimum height 
above ground level that allows for environmental safety and stormwater runoff consistent with the surrounding environment and 
intended post-mining land use not to exceed six feet. [Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 7, Policy 7.A.4.7, Future Land Use 
Categories (Densities and Intensities)]: Reclamation activities to restore previously mined lands to intended post-mining land 
uses are unique nonresidential uses that may be allowed subject to provisions of Policies 7 .A.2.2 and 7 .A.2.3 for the following 
land use categories: Rural Residential; Low Density Residential; Residential; Urban Residential; and Rural Activity Areas #1 to 
#12, #14 and #17 . 

FLAGLER .. ~ [Flagler Stafh: Our Land ·Development C0de is silent to post-reclamation mining activities. 

GLADES [Glades Staf~: There are no post-reclamation regulations. -·-----
HENDRY [Hendry Staff]: The mining regulations do not dictate which type of land uses are allowable after land has been restored. Future 

uses are dictated by the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan and the applicable zoning district in which the land 
is located. The County does not extinguish rights on !and after mining ceases. !n fact, several of the mining operations were 
approved through the Planned Unit Development rezoning process whereby the adopting zoning ordinance dictates which 
types of land are allowable after the !and has been restored. 
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_ c_ou_t,i_TY J _ POST-RECLAMATION POLICIES 
, __ --- --------------- - - ---

HERNANDO i{Hernando Staf~: Reclamation is approved by the Development Department. Once that approval is given, any further use, 
changes of use, development is handled through the Planning Department since rezoning, comp plan amendments and such 
would be needed. The County allows residential, commerical and other uses (Ag. etc.) on reclaimed properties that were 
formerly mined. Also to consider are are Special Protection Areas (SPA's) which are zones delineated around vulnerable 
features, such as sinkholes, excavations or caves within which land uses are regulated to protect the quality of the groundwater 
source. [Code of Ordinances, Chapter 19, Mining Regulations, Article IV, Reclamation, Section 19-11 / Comprehensive Plan, 
Chapter 1, Future Land Use, Goal 1.12, Transition of Mining Lands to Other Land Uses Upon Completion of Mining/ Chapter 
2, Mining]: When mining lands are proposed for conversion to other land uses, the following shall be considered: The unique 
environmental aspects of mined areas and the relationship of mining lands to proposed wildlife corridors. Since mining lands 
result in increased vulnerability to groundwater contamination, land uses which normally include 

land management practices such as fertilization, chemical application, stormwater management, and irrigation shall be 
prohibited; the county will evaluate the fiscal and economic aspects of proposed alternative land uses on local governments 
land the local economy. As a condition to obtaining a permit to mine, a reclamation plan shall include a planned post-
reclamation vegetation and may also address wildlife habitat enhancement and post-reclamation maintenance. The 
establishent of wetlands on a portion of the reclaimed area, if feasible, shall be considered. Where areas have been utilized as 
settling ponds, the area may be reclaimed as a wetland, upland or combination. Resource extraction shall not be allowed in 
areas such as wetlands, floodplains, rivers, streams, lakes or springs which cannot be restored. 

HILLSBOROUGf [Hillsborough Staff]: Once mining reclamation has been constructed, approved and released by the County, the property owner 
is free to pursue any other development options as long as the site meets current criteria. [Land Development Code, Part 
8.02.00, Phosphate Mining Regulations]: One of the purposes of the regulations is to ensure that phosphate mining, a 
temporary land use, is carried out to not preclude future normal uses of mined-out land. 

INDIAN RIVER [Indian River Staff]: There are no restrictions on future uses. The restoration Plan must include eventual future use of the site. 

- ----- -- ____ !____ - ----. -- -- --- -- --- -- - . - ---- ---- -------- - ---- - - -
LAKE i[Lake Staffj: Lake County does not have regulations regarding the development of a former mining site. The County had 

1instances where residential development (subdivisions) were developed on former mining sites (especially sand and peat 
I mining) where surface water bodies were formed or expanded as a result of the mining operation. Some mining operations 
isuch as clay and borrow pits have received permission (State and Local) to reclaim these pits with construction and demolition 
1debris back up to the original grade prior to mining. If these pits are reclaimed with C&D material, there are monitoring 
requirements imposed by the State Bureau of Mining and Reclamation that prohibits development during this monitoring period 
which may be up to twenty years long. [Comprehensive Plan, Objective 7-13, Conserve Mineral Resources 9J-5.013(2)(b)(3) / 
Land Development Regulations, Chapter 6, Resource Protection Standards, Section 6.06, Mining]: Mining will be prohibited in 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas that cannot be restored. Limited small-scale, public purpose mining in Prime Aquifer Recharge 
Areas requires complete restoration. Regulations also govern the restoration 

i 
!of wetlands, floodplains, and up Jarid forests unless the operator can show that reforestation is not consistent with proposed 
1future land use of the mining site. Planned water bodies and artificially created wetlands may be incorporated into the final 
1Reclamation Plan. The County shall adopt an inventory of improperly closed mining sites and prepare a strategy to reclaim 
these areas with native vegetation. 

LEVY [Land Development Code in Code of Ordina·n·ces; Chapt8r5o"~fticle Xii[ Zoning,Section 50-850, Mining and ·Excavatioriof-
Minerals, Resources, or Natural Resources, and Site Reclamation]: Major mining operations in Rural residential Zoning District 
shall meet the requirements and conditions set forth in the Land Development Code to maintain an acceptable condition and 
final grade of the !and to support agricutlure and residential development. 

MANATEE [Manatee Staff]: The phosphate mining industry is required to rezone the property to Extraction before mining. Once mining is 
completed and reclamation is finalized it must be rezoned (subject to future use requirements) if further development, such as a 
subdivision are p!anned. Borrow pits are zoned ordinarily agriculture and once reclamation is complete, they also, for the most 
part, need to be rezone if residential is planned. The County has had one public hearing to date that tried to rezone from 
extraction to residential, but the Board refused the applicant due to concern over potential radon problems, [Land Development 
Code, Section 732 / Ordinance 04-39 / Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Element, Policy 3.4.2.2]: Requires that all 
applications of new or expanded mineral resource extraction activities include a reclamation plan for the reestablishment of 
form and function of the appropriate land cover. One of the purposes of the Phosphate Reclamation Manual is to establish 
performance standards for reclaiming land and release criteria for post reclamation, 

·---
MARION [Land Development Code, Section 5.5.8, Mining and Excavation]: To restore a site means to put back the same thing that had 

previously existed, i.e.: restore the type, nature and function of the ecosystem to the condition in existence prior to mining, 

----~-----
MIAMI-DADE [Miami-Dade Staff]: The County does not have any special land use regulations or requirements regarding post-reclamation 

mining projects. From the zoning side a hearing would be required to fill an excavation and the the underlying zoning would 
control the uses. For example, if the underlying zoning is IU-1 then al! permitted IU-1 uses would be permitted as of right, of 
course subject to meeting all of requirements of the Code including DERM (Environmental Management) and Water and 
Sewer, etc. On the Planning side lhe use would need to be consistent with the underlying Land Use Planning Map and meet all 

lather objectives and goals of the COMP. 
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Mining Regulation Comparison 

COUNTY __________ _F'QST .:_~ECL~M_A_T_IOfll_F'_OLICl~S ____ ________ _ 
OSCEOLA [Land Development Code, Section 4.7, Reclamation and Reuse Plan]: The Plan shall show existing natural and man-made 

features, including but not limited to, existing and proposed contour lines at one foot intervals after excavation, water courses, 
water bodies, wetlands, vegetative communities and concentrations, streets, utility lines, man-made and natural features to be 
shown when the reclamation plan is completed. 

PASCO 

------ -- --

- ~--~-~-~~--~-~----~-~~~~-~~--c--1 
[Pasco Staff]: The Land Development Code does not specificaly state allowable uses on reclaimed land. [Land Development 
Code, Article 600, General Land Development Standards, Section 609, Mining Conservation Elements]: The Board may, by 
regulation, require the deeding of a percentage of reclaimed lands to the county for public uses and/or require the deeding of 
any permanent roads or other transportation rights-of-way to the county upon termination of any mining or processing 
operations. Mining is considered as reclaimed when it will support conventional farm and agricultural activities or other suitable 
use so that no unreasonalbe hazards or limitations are imposed for other ordinary uses of land. 

PALM BEACH (Palm Beach Staf~: The County Unified Land Development Code requires the property owner to file a reclamation plan prior to 
excavation occurring on the property. That Plan is approved by the Development Review Officer as part of the site plan 
approval process and requires a performance bond to be posed to ensure compliance. The reclamation plan identifies the 
future use of the land {residential, farm land, commercial, etc.) which is approved as part of the Excavation approval process. 

POLK [Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use, Division 2.100, Section 2.114 (Phosphate Mining), Section 2.125 (Non-Phosphate 
Mining) I Land Development Code, Chapter 3]: The County shall promote the redevelopment of phosphate mining lands by 
encouraging master planned developments incorporating land uses permitted within Rural Development Areas. Applications for 
land use amendments will be reviewed by a "Phosphate Mining Review Group." The applicant will be required to submit 
appropriate data and analysis as required by the amendment process, a copy of the reclamation plan including a narrative 
establishing how the proposed land use{s) follows or conforms to the reclamation plan. That includes a description of land 
altering activity needed to achieve the list of land use activities, such as grading, planting, amendments to the FLUM, paving, 
access improvements, etc ... The proposal shall demostrate consistency with the goals, objectives, and policies of the plan, 
including county-wide land use needs, compatibility with adjacent uses, and protection of natural resources. Mineral extraction 
in the Mineral-Resource Protection District {MRPD) shall not be conducted to 

--- -- im-afe the ITl(ned property impractiC.af orimpossible for other future uses. Once extraction activities are completed, the site shall 
:be reclaimed in accordance with the approved Reclamation P!an. Removal of property from the MRPD would allow the property 
to be developed in accordance to the land use policies applicable to the underlying land use district(s) designated for the 
property on the FLUM, or those policies applicable to any new land use districts, or those policies applicable to any new land 
use classification established as a result of an approval of a Plan amendment. 

PUTNAM [Putnam Staff]: Reclaimed areas go back to AG land use (upon approved map amendment) and zoning (upon approval of a 
rezoning petition). 

- ---- ---· 
SARASOTA [Sarasota Stafn: In the Earthmoving Code upland areas around excavations are available for development and land may be 

recreated by filling in a pond or lake, though it rarely occurs. The Mining Code does not prohibit development on post mining 
upland areas. The Mining Code does not regulate the post mining use of land surrounding any completed excavation. 
However, the Zoning Code would control, not prohibit, development on post•mined !and via a Rezone process. For example, 
per the Zoning Code, a mine could be approved only in lands zoned Open Use Mining {OUM). Since there are no OUM zoned 

;lands in unincorporated Srasota County, the land would first need to go through a rezone to convert the zoning from its current 
designation to OUM, then after completion of the mine, to allow development it would be required that the property again go 
through a rezone process to convert it from OUM to a residential or commercial zoning designation. Potentially, through these 
rezone processes or the mining permit itself, areas could be designated no-mine areas or no development areas based on 
circumstances of the property or mine or development. 

SUMTER [Sumte'r .. Effafn: The County encourages post-reclamation in order to provide for land forms that are beneficial in either 
environmentally or economic development related. Current regulations focus more on actual mining regulation than post
rec!amation. [Land Development Code, Division 6, Excavation and Mining Uses, Section 13-771 -13•780]: Upon completion, 
each excavation shall be reclaimed so as to permit use of the land in conformity with the existing land use zone and usage of 
the surrounding area. 

TAYLOR--lTTaylof"stafn:-TfiE!-Lclll(fcievelopment Code does nOt address post~reclamafiOn.-
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

• APPROVED AND ACTIVE 
Project# Project Name Location Pian# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size 
Cubic Yards 

2002090191 Corrigan SR60 Roadway l 6505 20th Street SP-03-01-05 Excavated material from the mining site may be !,219 acres 807 ADT 
Improvementsrremp Asphalt Plam 11-14-02 transponed only to the adjacent State Road 60 64.3 acres 
33-37-07-00000- l 000-0000 I .0 widening project. 3,100,000 CY 
Note: Serves SR60 only 

No dewaterin<> is allowed on-site 
2002040059 Davis Borrow Pit 7200 84th St SP-04-08-46 Obtain Traffic Engineering staffs approval of a 35.07 564ADT 

32-38-02-00000-7000-0000 I .0 3-24-05 design for roadway apron improvements for 18.61 
84'h Ave at CR510. 1,083,502 

Dedicate, without compensation, 30' of road 
right-of-way for 73'd ST and 5' of road right-of-
wayfor84<h Ave. 

Obtain approval from the Public Work's 
Director for the widening and improvement of 
84'h Ave from CRSI0 to the project site access. 

Prior to the export of any fill using CRS 10, 84'" 
Avenue from the subject site to CRS 10 must be 
improved to 22' wide. The work must be done, 
inspected, and approved by Public Works staff. 

The applicant shall implement decontamination 
measures consistent with Department of 
Agriculture standards, if canker is detected in 
the area or such measures are recommended by 
the De"artment. 

94060171 Ditch Five Sand Mine 110094thAveSW SP-95-02-12 None 81.30 acres 560ADT 
33-38-27-00001-0020-00002.0 2-9-95 52.81 acres 

3,400,000 CY 
2002030037 Fischer 66th Ave Borrow Pit 6425 77th St SP-02-07-44 No dewatering is allowed on site. 45.84 acres 114ADT 

32-39-05-00001-0030-00002.0 6-13-02 25.92 acres 
Construct an 8-foot grassed perimeter berm 1,095,450 CY 
around the entire site prior to initiating hauling 
activities. 

Escrow with Public Works his fairshare for 
1 "avine: the site's 77"' Street frontae:e. 

93100153 Fischer/Schumann 8825 66th Ave No de-watering shall be al!owed on-site, and 73.60 (combined) 113 ADT 
3 1-39-30-00000-7000-0000 I .3 SP-01-04-31 (expansion) Existing 23.72 

2-22-01 Restore/reclaim a minimum of 18.61 acres of Revised Existing 22.17 
the area around the existing mining operation. Added Area 16.44 

Total Mine area 38.61 
1,069,818 CY 

F:'.Communi(y Developmem\Users\CurDov\ST AN\Sand Mjnes\Minesl 986to2007 doc 

Active or 
Inactive 

Active 

Active 
Estimated Completion date 
July2015 

Active 
Estimated completion date 
2011-2012 
Active 
Estimated completion date 
January 20 I 0 

Active 
Received letter 9-25-07 that 
this is completed 



INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

• APPROVED AND ACTIVE (CONTINUED 
Project# 

2003030\73 

2004020301 

Project Name 

Godfrey Sand Mine 
3 1-37-23-00001-1332-00001.0 

Pressley Ranch Borrow Pit 
32-35-22-00000-1000-00001,0 
Note: Serves SR60 only 

Location 

13515 \0lstStreet 

24050 SR60 

Plan# 
Approval Date 

SP-03-06-32 
11-18-03; began 2005 

SP-04-06-31 
5-13-04 

Conditions of Approval 
(highlights only) 

No dewatering is allowed on site. 

Stockpiling shall be limited to piles not to 
exceed 25' in height. Stock piles shall be 
confined to the 17.252 acre excavation area and 
adjacent portion of the on-site haul 
road/driveway. 

An 8-foot tall perimeter grassed berm shall be 
provided. 

The applicant shall document to planning staff 
that the applicant has rights and authorization to 
use and make necessary improvements within 
the Fellsmere Farms Drainage District ditch 
right-of-way. 

The applicant shall widen the subject segment 
of 99u, Street from the on-site haul road 
entrance to CR 507, and provide a paved apron 
on 99th Street at CR 507. 

The applicant shall provide written 
authorization from the City of Fellsmere that it 
has no objection to the use of99 th Street as part 
of the haul route. 
Excavated material from the mining site may be 
transported only to the adjacent State Road 60 
widening project. 

The applicant will be required to cease all 
excavation activity if any archeologica! 
evidence is discovered on the subject site. 

Prior to site plan release and the issuance of a 
mining permit, the applicant shall: 

a. Obtain Traffic Engineering staffs 
approval of a design for temporary 
eastbound and westbound tum lanes 
and an acceleration lane at the 
project's SR 60 entrance; 

b. Construct the temporary eastbound 
and westbound tum lanes and an 
acceleration lane at the project's SR 
60 entrance; 

c. Obtain a Florida Fish and Wildlife 
permit regarding any gopher 
tortoises found on site. 

Total Site Size 
Mining Area Size 

Cubic Yards 
38.089 acre 
17.25 acre 
l.35MillionCY 

50.29 
25.51 
1,000,000 CY 

Average Daily Trips 

140.3 ADT 

152ADT 

Active or 
Inactive 

Active 
Estimated completion date 
July 2015 

Active 
Estimated completion date 
May 2008 
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INDIAN RJVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

• Al'PKUVEU AND ACTIVE (CONTINUED 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

2004040371 Ranch Road Lake Sand Mine 5655 82nd Ave SP-05-01-02 Prior to site plan release and issuance of a 148.52 acres 292 ADT Active 32-38-14-00000-5000-0000 I .0 7-14-05 mining permit, the applicant shall dedicate to 56.63 acres Estimated completion date 
the county without compensation 30' of right- Phase I - 18.86 for Phase I September 2008 
of-way for 57th Street, as depicted on the site Phase 2- 18.88 
plan. Phase 3 - 18.89 

The proposed connection to 82"d A venue shall 
2,805,300 CY 

be temporary and is subject to the applicant 
obtaining " right-of-way pennit from 
Engineering. Said right-of-way permit may set 
a date for removal of the temporary bridge and 
may require the applicant to post security to 
,ruarantee timely removal. 

2003030090 Rooney Borrow Pit 21335 20th St SP-03-07-40 Excavated material from the mining site may be 92.62 364 ADT Active 
33-36-06-00000-3000-00001.0 6-12-03 transported only to the adjacent State Road 60 56.33 Estimated completion date 
Note: Serves SR60 only widening project. 2,400,000 CY 2009 

Prior to site plan release or issuance of a tree 
removal, land clearing, or mining permit, the 
applicant shall submit a final survey (conducted 
after June 2003) for the Crested Caracara and 
obtain final clearance from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Prior to site plan release and the issuance of a 
mining pennit, the applicant shall obtain Traffic 
Engineering staff's approVlll of a design for 
temporary eastbound and westbound tum lanes 
and an acceleration lane at the project's SR 60 
entrance; and 

Prior to the use of the site's S.R. 60 entrance for 
the mining operation, the applicant shall 
construct the temporary eastbound and 
westbound tum lanes and an acceleration lane 
at the proicct's S.R. 60 entrance. 

2004030073 Tom Hammond Sand Mine 5855 90th Ave SP-04-08-51 Use of the existing bridge across the Lateral 72.00 354ADT Active 
32-38-14-00000-3000-00002. 0 7-14-05 "C" Canal adjacent to 82nd Avenue for the 48.31 Estimated completion date 

mining operation is limited to three years unless 3,400,000 CY December 2009 
otherwise approved by the Sebastian River 
Water Control District aod County 
Engineering. 

The applicant shall have periodic inspections of 
the existing bridge crossing the Lateral "C" 
Canal conducted by an appropriate professional 
and submit such inspection reports to County 
Enr incering for approval. 

f:\Comm"niry Dc,,•dopmen,IUsers\CorDev\ST AN\Sand Mines\Minesl 986io200) .doe 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

• APPROVED AND ACTIVE /CONTINUED 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

99070006 Cross Creek/Fischer Land Mine 9045 70th Ave SP-99-09-57 No dewatering is allowed on site. 79.86 acres 213 ADT Annexed into City of 
31-39-30-00000-3000-00002.0 10-14-99 29.64 acres Sebastian 

Buffers shall be provided and maintained 1,369,180 CY 
Applicant shall demonstrate and staff shall 
verify that all required buffers are being 
adequately maintained, as approved. Applicant 
committed to having a tall benn (8' - 12') in 
place around the lake during the mining 
operation. 

Stockpike height is limited to 25' above ground 
level. 

Applicant will obtain access rights that allow 
for the "Cross Creek" on site haul road to 
traverse the "Groveland" site, Applicant shall 
obtain County Attorney's Office approval of the 
recorded document(s) that grant the necessary 
access rights for the "Cross Creek" mining 
operation. 

Maximum lake den th of 45 feet 
9907000& Grovcland/Powerline Rd Land Mine &&75 Powerline Rd SP-99-09-59 No dewatering is allowed on site. 35.40 acres 39ADT Annexed into City of 

31-39-30-00000-5000-00001.0 10-14-99 5.52 acres Sebastian 
Note: Subsequent application same site Buffers shall be provided and maintained 192.55! CY 
approved 2003 Applicant shall demonstrate and staff shall 

verify that all required buffers are being 
adequately maintained, as approved. Applicant 
committed to having a tall benn (8' - 12') in 
place around the lake during the mining 
operation. 

Stockpike height is limited to 25' above ground 
level. 

Applicant will obtain access rights that allow 
for the "Cross Creek" on site haul road to 
traverse the "Groveland" site. Applicant shall 
obtain County Attorney's Office approval ofthe 
recorded document(s) that grant the necessary 
access rights for the "Cross Creek" mining 
operation. 

Maximum lake deoth of 45 feet 

F:\Community Development\Uscr.;\CurDev\ST AN\.~ond Minosl.\1ino.sl 986102001.doc 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

• APPROVED BUT NOT RELEASED 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

2006030369 17th ST SW & 86th Ave Borrow Pit 8300 ! 7th ST SW SP-06-06-27 Oslo Road shall be improved from the current 155.40 acres 375 ADT Approved 
33-38-26-00001-0160-00001.0 4-26-07 edge of pavement to a point JOO ft. west of the 66 acres (2 lakes} not released as of 12-4-07 

86"' Avenue SW intersection, and 861h Avenue 6,828,830± CY 
SW shall be improved from Oslo Road to a 
point 100 ft. south of Oslo Road. Applicant will 
provide the road base and subgrade and the 
county will provide the asphalt surface and 
markings. 

Applicant shall inspect and maintain the 
unpaved section of the haul route (86th Avenue 
SW) on a daily basis. Maintenance shall 
include grading and watering as necessary. The 
entire length of86'" Avenue SW between Oslo 
Road and 21" Street SW shall be covered by 
such maintenance. 

Stockpiles shall be limited to a maximum 
height of25 feet. 

Monitoring wells required around the site's 
perimeters. Monitoring reports sent to St. Johns 
River Water Management District, a copy shall 
be sent to county planning staff. 

Upon request, copies of the project's annual 
progress report and mining permit renewal 
request shall be sent by the applicant to the Fly-
In Ranches Homeowners' Association, Inc. and 
the Indian River Acres Homeowners' 
Association, Inc. 

• APPLICATIONS UNDER REVIEW 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

20060600&3 Cairns &0 Acre Sand Mine 955 122nd Ave SW SP-07-07-13 Application Pending 80 acres 92ADT Pending 
33-37-25-0000 l-0010-00001.0 25 .19 acres lake 

1,25l,940CY 
2007020004 Sandco Group 17th ST SW SP-07-07-12 Application Pending 30.69 66ADT Pending 

33-38-27-00001-0150-0000 I. ! 16.13 
l ,409,400 CY 

2004120019 Wild Turkey 4705 82nd Ave SP-07-10-34 Application Pending 835.52 acres 400-663ADT Pending 
32-38-23-00000-l000-00001.0 238 acres 

10,468,075 
2006120072 Youtzy Borrow Pit 117th ST Fellsmere Pre-app 1-8-07 

3 J-37-00..00001-0529-00001.0 
NIA 27.04 acres NIA awaiting formal submittal 

F:'.Community Developmem'.Users\CurDes\ST AN'Sand Mines\Minesl986to200:.doe 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

• OLDER APPROVED AND INACTIVE 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

94!00074 Atlantic Coast Enterprises Sand Mine 11425 Old Dixie Hwy SP-95-04-17 Direct access driveways from the site to !32.7 acres 54ADT Inactive 
31-39-07-00000-1000-00004.0 3-9-95 adjacent reside11tial areas prohibited. 19.4 acre lake 

Phases I - 6 720,000+ CY 
Property owner shall dedicate right-of-way for 
Old Dixie Highway. 

Old Dixie Highway shall be widened to a two 
lane paved roadway, in a manner acceptable to 
the Public Works Director, from the project's 
Old Dixie Hi<'hwav access drive to CR 512. 

94100074 Atlantic Coast Enterprises Sand Mine 11425 Old Dixie Hwy SP-02-02-10 Applicant shall maintain the existing citrus 54ADT Inactive 
31-39-07-00000-1000-00004.0 12-13-01 grove along the south property line to meet the 

Phase 7 Type "A" landscape buffer requirement. 
Should the applicant fail to maintain that 
existing grove, staff will require the applicant 
to install a Type "A" landscape buffer along 
that south property line. 

As part of the closeout requirements for phase 
seven, the applicant will be required to remove 
the temporary berms located in all phases of the 
mininrr site. 

94040183 Corrigan Ranch Sand Mine Phase III 2605 98th Ave SP-94-07-31 None 36.96 acres all 3 phases 142 ADT Inactive 
32-38-33-00000-1000-00001.0 6-9-94 

9.09 acres Phase III 

149,000CY 
91110114 Corrigan Ranch Sand Mine 2605 98th Ave SP-85-10-120 None 20 acres 142ADT Inactive 

Phase I 9-11-86 9 acres 
32-38-33-00000-1000-00001.0 285,000CY 

91060151 Corrigan Ranch Sand Mine fka Jenkins Sand 2605 98th Ave SP-91-08-44 Construction and upgrading of the 98th Avenue 20 acres 142 ADT Inactive 
Mine 9-12-91 approach apron to SR60 shall be complete and 414,042 sq ft 
Phase II reviewed for approval by the Public Works 432,000 CY 
32-38-33-00000-l000-00001.0 Denartment. 

94100075 Corrigans Ridge 2610 98th Ave SP-95-01-02 None 155 acres 174ADT Inactive 
32-38-34-00000-1000-00005.0 11-17-94 24.8 acres 

!,021,000CY 
94010100 Eagles Nest Estates Sand Mine 71004lstStreet PD-94-09-09 None 20 acres All fill to be used on site Inactive 

32-39-30-00001-0060-00004.0 Mining approved 1980's 11.83 acres 
per PD staff report 650,000 CY 
approved by BCC 9-20-
94 

93100153 Fischer/Schumann 8825 66th Ave SP-94--05-19 That no off-site dewatering shall be allowed. 39.94 acres 162 ADT Inactive 
31-39-30-00000-7000-00001.3 3-24-94 23.14 acres 

Phase 1-18 
Phase2-5.l4 
1,463,000 CY 

91110034 John Tripson/Dennis Smith Sand Mine 3l0517thSTSW SP-MI-88-01-03 Paved apron shall be installed along 27th 47.46 acres NIA Inactive 
33-39-34-00001-0070-00001. 0 2-28-89 Avenue. 16.10 acres 

822,431 CY 

f:\Comm•nity Development\Users\CurDcv\ST AN\Sand Mines\Minesl 986to200J.doc 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY MINING AND INCIDENTIAL TO CONSTRUCTION EXCAVATION PROJECTS 1986 TO 2007 

- - - ----· ------- -····-··-~·-~~ 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

92030112 Prince Sand Mine 20805 20th Street SP-92-06-18 None 652.5 acres 47ADT Inactive 33-36-05-0000Q.5000-00001.0 6-l 1-92 ! I acres 
198,702 CY 

2004020225 Ashley Lakes North Lake Mining 6450 45th Street AA-06-06-72 45'" Street as haul route for amount not used on 75.10 acres NIA Inactive 
32-39-20-00001-0120-00001.0 4-11-06 site 16.61 lake 
(Incidental to Construction) 300,000+ CY 

96010108 Bent Pine Golf Club Storm.water Reuse Lake 5755 58th Ave AA-96-12-185 Prior to site plan release, an upland 389.27 overall golf course Inactive 
32-39- i 6-00000-3000-0000 I. 8 10-23-96 conservation easement must be recorded. 55.64 area of development 
(Incidental to Construction) 42.72 acre of excavation 

AA-98-08-108 300,000 ± CY 
5-28-98 
Revise boundary e;,;tend 
e;,;r iration of9-10-98 

97020170 Four Lakes Sub Sand Mine 4800 \3th ST SW AA-05-12-167 This was an after the fact AA and Mining 39.66 acres Complete 
33-39-28-00001-0070-00001.0 10-4-05 permit as all fill was already hauled off and ? 
(Incidental to Construction) they were sited by code enforcement. 10,000CY 

2004010124 Waterway Village Sand Mine 511058thAvc AA-06-04-37 Access to the site for all vehicles shall be from 707.9 acres 278ADT Inactive 
32-39-21-00001-00I0-00001.0 2-28-06 49th Street via the construction entrances 129.82 acres 
(Incidental to Construction) shown on the plans dated 2/6/2006. 1.286 Million CY 

All criteria in section 934.04(7) shall be Note: actual area/amount 
followed, including the fill removal time mined in 18 month period 
frames, which allows an initial 4 months to was 1,420,000 as of May 
remove fill, a 6 month extension and the 2007 mining occurred from 
possibility of2 addition 4 month extensions, for May 2007 to November 
a total of 18 months. A renewed mining permit 2007 Waterway to provide 
is required for each one of the extensions figure on CYs mined 
mentioned above. during that time. 

2004060358 Century Town Center 5945 20th Street AA-07-05-86 The mining activity was limited to two months. 8.66 acres approximately 150 ADT Complete 
33-39-05-00001-0090-00003 .0 5-10-07 3.74 acres 
(Incidental to Construction) 48,781 CY 

• DENIED 
Project# Project Name Location Plan# Conditions of Approval Total Site Size Average Daily Trips Active or 

Approval Date (highlights only) Mining Area Size Inactive 
Cubic Yards 

99090020 Godfrey Sand Mine 13515 101st Street SP-99-12-75 NIA 38.089 acres 121 ADT DENIED 
31-37-00-00001-1332-00001.0 Denied based on finding 17.252acres 
Note: Subsequent application same site that it did not meet 971 1.35 million CY 
approved 2003 access criterion. 

94050067 Rebel Ranch Sand Mine 7705 !st ST SW SP·94·!0-45 NIA 120 acres 108ADT DENIED 
33-38-24-00001-0020-00001.0 PZC appr,wed 1-12.95 Appcakd 

49.5 acres 10 BCC 3-14-95; BCC overtumed 
the PZC decision ,od denied the 684,000 CY 
prnjccc based on evidenee of 
adverse groundwote, impacts 
Lawsuit by applicant 
un,uooessful. 
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corkscrew road rural community 
committed to preserving our safe and quiet neighborhood 

Home Westwind Mine News Archives Mailing List Links Calendar 

Judge Hoeveler issues ruling - halts Miami-Dade mining permits 

July 13, 2007 - Judge Hoeveler finally issued his ruling this afternoon -- 170+ pages. In short, he required an immediate halt 
(by next Tuesday, specifically) of mining in the areas with the greatest potential to contaminate the wellfield. More specifically, 
he vacated (i.e., volded) the permits, but stayed (i.e., delayed the effectiveness) of the ruling while the Corps completes its 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, except with respect to the areas within the "60-day contour" line for the 
wel!field. 

According to Larry Levine, attorney for NRDC, Judge Hoeveler "took seriously the potential for real adverse economic Impacts 
to real people (e.g., mining employees who may lose their jobs), but discounted many of the miners' contentions as hyperbole, 
and determined they had not made the case that there are no adequate alternatlve sources of rock or that the mining 
companies would themselves take a major financial hit (In light of their zillions of dollars in annual profits). He completely 
discounted the FOOT "strategic aggregate study" as being cooked-up to serve the miners' interests. And, most importantly, 
while he found Jesse David's expertise in environmental economics to be "impressive," he found UM economist Dr. Richard 
Weisskoff's "expertise as an economlst to be more pertinent," particularly in light of his "substantial experience Investigating 
the impacts of Everglades restoration projects on the local and regional economy"!! 

Judge Hoeveler's Decision (in Adobe Acrobat PDF format) 

• Decision part 1 (2.7MB) 

• D~c_ision _part 2 (2.()MB) 

• Q_ecision _p_art _3 _(_3.9_Me) 

• Decision Appendix (176KB) 

Website provided by ImageGrafix - Computer and Network Systems - Site Hosting Solutions 
@ Copyright 2003 ImageGrafix. All Rights Reserved. 

http://www.corkscrewroad.com/hoeveler/decision.htm 
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Ruling Strikes a Blow to Florida's Economy, 
Environmental Projects and Critical Highway Construction 

(Miami) - Senior U.S. District Judge William Hoeveler issued a ruling Friday in the case of Sierra Club v. 
Flowers et al calling for an immediate halt to approximately one-third of all limestone quarrying in the 
Lake Belt region of western Miami-Dade County. 

Judge Hoeveler cites protection of the county's Northwest Wellfield as the rationale for his ruling in spite 
of years of rigorous monitoring and review by every county, state and federal agency with expertise and 
authority over safe drinking water. Water in the mining lakes has consistently been proven cleaner than 
water in the surrounding aquifer or the many water management canals that circulate near every county 
wellfield. This ruling threatens nearly half of the limestone and one-fourth of the cement used in Florida 
for road construction as well as residential, commercial, and industrial construction projects. The 
decision could impact virtually every Florida community and make construction materials very expensive 
and hard to get. 

In addition to damaging Florida's economy,Judge Hoeveler's ruling represents a major setback for 
regional, state and national environmental priorities. If it is allowed to stand, his ruling would derail the 
Lake Belt Plan - a comprehensive plan endorsed by the late Governor Lawton Chiles, former Secretary 
of Interior Bruce Babbitt and former Governor J eh Bush whereby limestone operations are limited to a 
specific area west of Miami and provide the funding needed for the state to acquire, restore and preserve 
a 2-mile buffer protecting the Florida Everglades. The plan also calls for quarry-lakes to become an 
essential element of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) by ultimately becoming 
massive water reservoirs to provide water to nourish the famed River of Grass. The Lake Belt Plan 
supports Everglades restoration, provides funding for regional drinking water and protects the 
Everglades from encroaching development, while maintaining the numerous economic benefits of 
Florida's limestone industry. 

''.Judge Hoeveler's decision threatens one of Florida's most important industries, it threatens planned and 
future road and highway projects, it threatens to dramatically increase the cost of every construction job 
in the state, it threatens tens of thousands of jobs associated with all of these projects, and most 
ironically, it threatens two of the most important environmental victories in Florida history- the Lake 
Belt Plan and Everglades Restoration," said Kerri Barsh, an attorney representing two of the mining 
companies affected by the judge's decision, White Rock Quarries South and APAC Florida. "His decision 
is incorrect, and will be immediately appealed. We are confident that the judicial and regulatory systems 
will work fairly and fully so that the compelling public interest in the Lake Belt Plan will prevail." 

Experts and agencies across Florida provided sworn testimony in the case that even a partial shut down 
of Lake Belt excavation will cripple our economy by causing the suspension of current and imminent 
portions of road and highway construction activity as well as other critical construction projects 
throughout the state including schools. It is estimated that the closure of Lake Belt mines will increase 
the prices of construction materials for roads and highways by as much as four times the current costs, 
which will be passed on to consumers and taxpayers. 

(more ... ) 
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During this evidentiary heating, the Florida Department of Transportation brought forth evidence 
stating, "Any delay to production of aggregate from the Lake Belt mines will have an immediate, drastic, 
and long lasting impact on the Department's ability to maintain and improve the state highway system. 
The lack of aggregate and the increased costs involved in locating it from other sources will delay and in 
some instances cause cancellation of ongoing and future construction projects.Just in the immediate 6 
months, the impact will postpone future projects over $1.7 billion - or 50% of the Department's 
construction plan. Notably in Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, Martin, Indian River, and St. 
Lucie counties there would be a 100% interruption of Department construction, in West Florida a 7 5% 
interruption and in Central Florida a 50% interruption." Estimates show these interruptions would 
impact 15.4 million Floridians in these regions. 

State economists predict that a loss of just 5% of Lake Belt production would result in a loss of 24, 627 
jobs and $2.5 billion in lost economic output statewide. Friday's ruling calls for an immediate halt in 
roughly 35% of the Lake Belt mining acres. 

Judge Hoeveler's ruling follows his March, 2006 decision to remand mining permits back to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. In 2002, The Sierra Club filed a lawsuit in 
federal court challenging these permits issued by the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with the Lake Belt Plan. Their lawsuit contended that agencies did not 
follow proper procedures in issuing permits. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has begun the 
comprehensive process of reconsidering the permits for limestone quarrying in the Lake Belt region. 

The Lake Belt Area is a 78 square mile region located on the western edge of Miami-Dade County's 
urbanized area. Named for the quarry-lakes created when limestone is excavated, the Lake Belt provides a 
buffer between developed areas to the east and the Everglades to the west. For almost 60 years, the 
companies that excavate more than half of the state's limestone have worked safely in the Lake Belt area, 
producing jobs for thousands of Floridians, and providing the raw materials that support the state's 
growing network of roads and highways. 

The Lake Belt provides the highest quality and quantity of aggregate material in Florida, and is served by 
an efficient network of roads and railways needed to transport this vital material. Florida consumes 150 
million tons of limestone every year and 55 million tons come from the Lake Belt region. All of the 
limestone rock produced in the Lake Belt area is used for road projects as well as residential, commercial, 
and industrial construction right here in Florida and none of it is sent out of state. 

### 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

CASE NO. 03-23427-CIV-HOEVELER 

SIERRA CLUB, NATURAL 
RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
and NATIONAL PARKS 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

LT. GEN. CARL A. STROCK, Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army Corps 
of Engineers, and H. DALE HALL, 
Director, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Defendants, 

and MIAMI-DADE LIMESTONE 
PRODUCTS ASSOCIATION, INC., VECELLIO 
& GROGAN, INC., TARMAC AMERICA LLC, 
FLORIDA ROCK INDUSTRIES, INC., SAWGRASS 
ROCK QUARRY, INC., APAC-FLORIDA, INC., 
RINKER MATERIALS OF FLORIDA, INC., KENDALL 
PROPERTIES AND INVESTMENTS, 

Defendant-lntervenors. 

__________________ / 

f X Cf R..PTSt 

E'/ P1CLVib1,,'j S-k+f 

ORDER SUPPLEMENTING COURT'S ORDER OF MARCH 22, 2006 

THE COURT has before it the question of what further relief, if any, should be 

granted to Plaintiffs in light of the Court's conclusions that the Defendants had 

committed multiple violations of the Administrative Procedures Act ("APA"), 5 U.S.C. § 

706; the Endangered Species Act ("ESA"), 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.; the Clean Water 

Act ("CWA"), 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.; and the National Environmental Policy Act 
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finds the lntervenors' arguments unpersuasive and the cases they cite inapposite. This 

Court is not inclined to suggest a new standard for administrative agency review in this 

Circuit, particularly when the theory rests on such a slender reed, and when application 

to the facts of this case would merely result in the expansion of benefits already enjoyed 

by the private actors, including years of profits to which they might not otherwise have 

been entitled.74 

As noted above, there is little guidance specifically addressing these issues; the 

parties have not cited any, and it is likely that no factually similar cases exist. ~ * 
Court's cursory review could not identify another community in the United States in 

which the Corps permits rock mining and blasting activities on top of a major municipal 

water source, and the parties have not presented such an example. Further, this 

Court's search reveals a lack of reported cases sharing a similar posture to this case: 

where the Court's ruling on remedies is occurring after five years of mining (i.e., half of 

the "10 year" term of these permits) and more than a year after summary judgment was 

awarded to Plaintiffs - with a delay due to extensive evidentiary hearings on potential 

remedies. Therefore, the Court will briefly review the fundamental principles of judicial 

review, specifically focusing on how they apply to the regulatory violations at issue. 

298, 310. The focus of disruption must be on a significant public interest - in particular, 
a federal objective. While "Everglades restoration" is a public interest and, arguably, a 
federal objective, it is not so directly connected to this mining that it could provide the 
sole justification for the otherwise improperly permitted activity. 

74To be clear, the Court passes no judgment on the lntervenors nor their 
representatives for the aggressive pursuit of maximal profits, but ii is this Court's duty 
to follow this nation's environmental laws and to insist that federal agencies do the 
same - regardless of pressures which may temporarily have led them astray. 

32 



Case 1 :03-cv-23427-WMH Document 387-3 Entered on FLSD Docket 07/13/2007 Page 48 of 77 

lntervenors admit that 13 million tons could be found over the remand period, 

Docket No. 352, p. 71 (citing Tr. 5957-58). It also appears that other sources of 

limestone may be able to be developed in the future; however, it has been suggested 

that developers of other mining locations may be hesitant to proceed. Dr. Jesse David, 

an economist who testified on behalf of lntervenors,2"5 noted that "investors ... are going 

to have to consider the fact that at some point in the future the Lake Belt mines may be 

brought back onstream, either partially or fully. And if they're attempting to serve those 

same markets from a more distant location, they're going to be immediately out

competed when the Lake Belt mines come back. So there's a huge risk for somebody to 

build a new mine for the purpose of serving the customers that are now served by the 

· Lake Belt." Tr. 5956. 286 The Court found Dr. David's expertise in the area of 

environmental economics to be impressive. His Ph.D. from Stanford University, and his 

fifteen years of professional experience, rendered him competent to testify as to the 

impacts on the mining industry from any limits on future mining. However, the Court 

found Dr. Weiskoff's expertise as an economist to be more pertinent, particularly in light 

of his substantial experience investigating the impacts of Everglades restoration projects 

on the local and regional economy; Dr. Weisskoff has published a book, titled The 

Economics of Everglades Restoration, Tr. 1605 (Dr. Weisskoff). Dr. Weisskoff has 

almost four decades of experience, has a Ph.D. from Harvard, has taught at Yale and is 

'"Dr. David, testified that lntervenors paid his firm $100,000 in connection with 
his testimony in this case. Tr. 6012. 

286Clearly, this Court's prior Order was not interpreted by the permittees, or the 
Corps, as indication that mining in the Lake Belt may be nearing the end of its days. 

147 
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a tenured professor at the University of Miami. Tr. 1592-99 (Dr. Weisskoff).287 

Notably, one of the permittees, White Rock, expressed concern about the "loss of 

customers" which implies that there are alternative sources of limestone available. "If 

we tell them we can't do it, then they look somewhere else for another supplier." Trans. 

5792 (William Glusac). The fact that customers will go elsewhere for "another supplier'' 

suggests that alternative sources for this rock exist. The Rinker FEC quarry was the 

largest producer of crushed stone in the United States in 2004 (Aggregates Study, Part 

11, p. 6), and the company recently was purchased by a Mexican-based company, 

CEMEX - suggesting that the corporation may have resources with which to balance the 

effect of the Court's ruling. Even prior to the purchase, Rinker's limestone reserves in 

Lee County in the southwestern part of Florida, were considered to be "a replacement 

for Lake Belt [limestone] in the short term," Aggregates Study, Part 11, p. 21.288 

Despite the extensive amount of information submitted by the lntervenors 

regarding the predicted disruptive effects which may result from any prohibition on their 

287In the late 1990s Dr. Weisskoff was appointed to the Full Cost Accounting 
Subcommittee of the Governors' Commission for a Sustainable South Florida by its 
Director, Richard Pettigrew. Tr. 1597-99 (Weisskoff). Mr. Pettigrew testified before the 
Court on behalf of lntervenors. The Court notes that there are several interesting 
connections among witnesses who testified in the same area of expertise but for 
opposing parties at the hearing: lntervenors' witness Dr. Feenstra is a friend of 
Plaintiffs' witness Dr. Henne!, Tr. 6538 (Dr. Henne!); lntervenors' witness Dr. Cotruvo is 
a personal friend of Plaintiffs' witness Dr. Huffman, Tr. 294 (Dr. Huffman); and 
lntervenors' witness Mr. Ogden's research program has funded the work of Plaintiffs' 
witness Dr. Dale Gawlik, Tr. 3598 (Ogden). 

'"White Rock was the second largest producer of crushed stone in the United 
States, and Titan was the fourth largest. Aggregates Study, Part 11, p.6. The size and 
past profitability of these corporations suggests sufficiently strong management such 
that adjustments will be made to any decrease in mining. 
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mining activities, the Court finds that the Corps did not properly apply the rebuttable 

presumption that practicable alternatives exist, and because the Corps agreed to 

consider these multiple mining operations in a single permit, despite their diverse 

characteristics as to size, operations, location (some are mining in areas which have fee 

wetlands), products produced, market, etc. This combination of multiple corporations' 

mining activities resulted in a larger "purpose" for the project and a significantly harder 

task of finding practicable alternatives. The Corps' misinterpretation of the water 

dependency test289 in issuing these permits for limestone mining may have been the 

single most damaging of the agency's errors, for it appears to have propelled the Corps 

toward approval of these permits without sufficient analysis of the adverse 

environmental effects.2
•

0 Even if the Corps had applied the presumption, it is not clear 

'"The Court previously addressed this issue in some detail and repeats ii here 
for emphasis. "[A]n applicant's project purpose cannot be tailored so as to render the 
alternatives analysis circular, i.e., using a premise (limestone mining must take place 
on the miners' lands which happen to be wetlands) to prove a conclusion (the project 
requires siting within the wetlands) that is in turn used to prove the premise." Sierra 
Club, at 1356 n240. 

"
0The Court notes that the Defendants have yet to demonstrate what "high 

quality and regionally important habitat" superior to the Lake Belt wetlands would have 
been damaged, as claimed in ROD, AR1028, p. 38, if alternative locations were 
selected for the mining under these permits. Sierra Club, 423 F. Supp. 2d at 1357. It 
may be that the Corps would be unable to find sufficient limestone, i.e., a practicable 
alternative, if the Corps were weighing the entire fifty years of mining originally 
envisioned - but . The Court is not commenting on the "50 year" mining plan, as the 
Defendants have assured this Court that such an ambitious plan is not before the Court 
at this time - despite several indications in the record to the contrary. Richard 
Pettigrew, who speaks with an impressive breadth of experience in public policy, notes 
that the "50 year" plan "is entirely different in context" as to impacts on seepage and 
other areas of concern. Tr. 3455 (Pettigrew). The Court leaves for another day the 
question of whether those proposed extensive permits were ever or could ever be 
appropriate, but cannot resist observing that it is impossible to imagine that such action 
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~ 'BQek~~•u~d) 
future costs related to necessary upgrades to the water treatment plants.317 ✓ 

Earlier this year a district court in West Virginia, where coal mining "has long 

been part of the fabric of Appalachian life, providing jobs to support workers and their 

families and energy to fuel the nation," issued an injunction against mining activities 

because the Corps had issued §404 permits without first preparing an EIS. Ohio Valley 

Envtl Coalition v. United States Army Corps of Eng'rs, 479 F. Supp. 2d 607 (S.D. W.Va. 

2007) (note that an appeal has been filed). Judge Chambers elected to impose an 

injunction, and to rescind the permits, instead of only remanding, apparently because he 

found "fundamental deficiencies in the Corps' approach" and apparently also because 

he previously had remanded the permits (in response to the Corps' request for voluntary 

remand) but the Corps reissued the permits shortly thereafter with a supplemented 

administrative record. kt at 617. "Congress mandated the Corps 'maintain the 

chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters,' which may require the 

Corps ultimately to deny the permits if the adverse impacts to the waters are significant." 

kt The method of coal mining at issue involved the removal of rock on top of a 

mountain under which horizontal seams of coal are found. The removed rock is placed 

in adjacent valleys while the coal is extracted, then some of the rock is placed back on 

top of the mountain to achieve the "original contour" of the mountaintop, and the rest of 

the rock remains in the valleys, burying intermittent and perennial streams. kt at 615. 

317lndeed, the shortfall between what the mitigation fee will collect from the 
mining industry, i.e., a total of $37.5 million if all of the mining was completed under 
these permits, and the anticipated costs of the upgrades, $97.9 million, at a minimum, 
appears to represent a much greater cost to the public than the costs which are 
anticipated to increase for the construction of the Tamiami Trail project, $13.75 million. 

168 
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(citations omitted). The parallels between the two mining cases (the West Virginia case, 

and this case) are striking: the Corps had attempted to justify approval of the mining 

because of prior mining activities in the area, jg_. at 630-31,318 the mining activity leaves 

indelible imprints (whether as artificial lakes on top of a contaminated Aquifer or as 

reshaped mountain tops with blocked streams below), the natural resource at issue is 

important to the economy (coal, limestone), a group of companies were issued permits 

at one lime (five coal mining companies, 615), the administrative records were extensive 

id. at 615, 626) ("it is not the amount of the Corps' efforts that is at issue here; rather, 

what matters is whether the results meet the proper standards." 626), projects were 

revised "at least in part to reduce the environmental concerns," id. at 626, and the 

Corps' mitigation plans were found to be flawed, kt., at 652. "The Corps argues that the 

context of this project, being in previously mined areas, weighs heavily in support if [sic] 

its conclusion. Clearly, mining activities already have disturbed a sizeable area of the 

watershed and caused unfortunate degradation of the streams. However, this fact does ~ 

not provide a license to destroy more streams without assessing the cumulative impact 

of this additional destruction." kt., at 659.31
• 

318"The Corps' staff clearly devoted substantial time and effort reviewing and 
considering the applications .... The staff obviously took the Corps' responsibilities 
seriously and endeavored to produce decisions that tracked the standards set in the 
statutes and regulations which the Corps is duty-bound to apply.... The Court's 
criticisms arise more from the practices and fundamental assumptions used by the 
Corps than from the expertise or diligence of the staff." p. 1 0 of that opinion 

"'"While this is a laudable effect [an improvement in some of the water quality 
will result from the flooding of the valleys which will neutralize the acid from past mine 
drainage], the purpose of the valley fill is not to remedy harm caused by unregulated or 
poorly controlled past mining." P. 35, Fn 85. "Therefore, the Court, although 
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RU.L. INS 

For many of the same reasons that Judge Chambers entered his ruling in West 

Virginia, this Court now enters its ruling here. The Court finds that the record in this 

case requires that these permits be set aside before any further destruction of the 

environment. In summary, the Corps' weighing of the "public interest" in continued 

mining resulted in a decision which is contrary to the statutory and regulatory guidance 

and, therefore by definition is contrary to the "public interest." Because the Corps' 

analysis of the "public interest" was so significantly flawed, this Court has determined 

that these permits must be set aside. 

Balancing the relationship between short-term uses of environment and maintenance 
and enhancement of long-term productivity 

For the same reasons detailed above, in the public interest review, the Corps' 

balancing of the short-term uses of the environment against the maintenance and 

enhancement of long-term productivity was flawed. 

'NEPA does not demand that every federal decision be verified by reduction to 
mathematical absolutes for insertion into a precise formula.' Nevertheless, 'an 
agency [must] search out, develop and follow procedures reasonably calculated 
to bring environmental factors to peer status with dollars and technology in their 
decisionmaking.'. . . However, every attempt to assign a dollar value to future 
effects of present actions necessarily involves prediction. Such opinion estimates 
can be most precise when the systems involved are simple. As they become 
more complex and interactive, the ability to forecast becomes more a guess and 
less a prediction. 

Sierra Club v. Morton, 51 O F.2d 813, 827 (5th Cir. 1975) (citations and footnotes 

omitted). 

sympathetic to. the substantial economic benefits stressed by lntervenors, must ensure 
the Corps complied with the requirements of the CWA.'' p. 23 n50. 
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CONCLUSION 

To summarize, the Court has determined that these permits must be set aside 

because the adverse environmental effects from these mining activities are not 

outweighed by the beneficial effects. In other words, keeping limestone products 

available for purchase from local producers and the collection of funds from mining 

companies to be used to acquire wetlands for restoration do not outweigh the risk of 

Wellfield contamination,320 the destruction of wetlands including foraging habitat for the 

endangered wood stork (and the "take" of wood storks), and the potentially damaging 

seepage impacts which have yet to be fully studied. The Court's March 2006 decision --· 
on summary judgment was compelled by the record before it at that time, and the 

decision to set aside these permits is compelled by the record at present. The Corps 

simply has failed to abide by its governing regulations, and its failure to disclose the 

benzene contamination to the public, and to this Court, and to consider it fully is the 

most egregious example of these failures. The Corps' approval of this mining is 

contrary to the directives of NEPA, the CWA, and the ESA. 

As previously noted, if the Corps had pursued the plan for the full fifty-years of 

mining, "the Court would have invalidated the permits and directed the Corps to deny 

the permits (rather than simply remanding the case for further study). Such a 

conclusion would have been required under NEPA (and the CWA) because of the 

significant adverse effects and the Corps' insufficient mitigation and other analyses." 

32°Future mining activities also will generate funds to pay for a portion of the 
costly upgrades to water treatment facilities which would not be necessary but for the 
mining activities. 
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March 22, 2006 Order p. 106.321 

Nothing in the evidence presented to the Court subsequent to my earlier finding 

has changed my conclusion that these "bridging permits" are intended to survive much 

longer than ten years, and that - even as to the shorter term of ten years - the permits 

suffer from serious shortcomings. 

To borrow a phrase from the Honorable Patricia Wald, formerly of the United 

States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, this Court has "taken a long 

while to come to a short conclusion:" these permits should not have issued.322 And, the 

321To some readers this decision may appear to raise issues of violations of 
principles of agency deference, judicial restraint, or, perhaps, even the doctrine of 
separation of powers. Those readers would be woefully mistaken. Any of these 
potential accusations against this Court would be a small price to pay for a clear 
conscience that I had faithfully executed my oath as a judicial officer by analyzing 
whether major federal agencies had done their very important jobs. 

322Judge Wald was writing for the majority in Sierra Club v. Costle, 657 F.2d 298 
(D.C. Cir. 1981) (which included then-Judge, now Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg), in a 
case which required the appellate court to determine whether the EPA had properly 
promulgated standards for the emission of sulfur dioxide by coal-burning power plants. 
Allegations by the plaintiffs included that the agency had engaged in improper ex parte 
contacts with representatives of the industry being regulated (including meetings with 
White House staff and the President, which had not been docketed in the EPA's 
rulemaking record) as well as a lack of authority under the Clean Air Act to issue the 
type of standards that it did. The appellate court ultimately rejected, in a 
comprehensive opinion, all of the plaintiffs' challenges to the rulemaking proceedings. 
The court held that if due process concerns are not implicated, and the docketing of 
such communication is not specifically required by statute, and if the communications 
do not contain information or data, they need not be docketed in the rulemaking record. 
The court's description of its burden in that case fits my impression of my own role in 
the present challenge to these permits which allow extensive blasting and destruction 
of wetlands in the name of accessing the limestone below. 

We reach our decision after interminable record searching (and considerable 
soul searching). We have read the record with as hard a look as mortal judges 
can probably give its thousands of pages. We have adopted a simple and 
straight-forward standard of review, probed the agency's rationale, studied its 
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activities pursuant to these permits should not continue. These activities should not 

have been permitted in the first instance if the Corps had been conducting the level of 

analysis mandated by the CWA, ESA, NEPA, and APA, and the relevant regulatory 

guidance. The Corps has been blind to the lasting effects of the mining activities 

approved in these permits. At the hearings before this Court, the Corps took the narrow 

view of examining only those impacts from mining that will occur in the next few months, 

i.e., until the Corps publishes the SEIS. The evidence suggests that the Corps has 

already concluded that mining must proceed, no matter the cost to the environment -

this predetermination of the issues is unacceptable, and ignores the harm already 

suffered in the past five years of activity which should never have been permitted in the 

first instance; some of those harms may very well be irreparable. The Corps' role as 

builder conflicted with its role as protector of the wetlands in this case. 

This region's (and, indeed, this State's) ecosystems can sustain our growing 

references (and those of appellants), endeavored to understand them where 
they were intelligible (parts were simply impenetrable), and on close questions 
given the agency the benefit of the doubt out of deference for the terrible 
complexity of its job. We are not engineers, computer modelers, economists or 
statisticians, although many of the documents in this record require such 
expertise and more. 
Cases like this highlight the critical responsibilities Congress has entrusted to 
the courts in proceedings of such length, complexity and disorder. Conflicting 
interests play fiercely for enormous stakes, advocates are prolific and agile, 
obfuscation runs high, common sense correspondingly low, the public interest is 
often obscured. 
So in the end we can only make our best effort to understand, to see if the result 
makes sense, and to assure that nothing unlawful or irrational has taken place. 
In this case, we have taken a long while to come to a short conclusion: the rule 
is reasonable. 

Sierra Club v. Castle, 657 F.2d 298, 312-314 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (footnotes omitted). 
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population only if the federal government fulfills its responsibility for wise stewardship of 

non-renewable resources. lntervenors have cited this Court's own earlier ruling on the 

extension of lnterstate-75 from Broward County to Miami-Dade County, Florida Wildlife 

Fed'n v. Goldschmidt, 506 F. Supp. 350,353 (S.D. Fla. 1981 ), in support of their claim 

that this Court should decline to impose any remedy for the Defendants' serious 

violations. It is ironic that lntervenors have selected this case for citation, particularly 

because it contains striking parallels to the present case - none of which support 

lntervenors' position. The citations selected by lntervenors are taken out of context and 

their import is exaggerated.323 It is particularly surprising that lntervenors would direct 

this Court to that holding, as it contains the following clear statement: "Bearing in mind 

that these are not the dollars of a private ... corporation but those of the taxpayers and 

citizens which would be forever lost." .Lg_, at 371. In the present case, the costs are 

again to be born by the taxpayers, not for the reasons urged by Defendants, but rather 

because the consumers of municipal drinking water in Miami-Dade County will be left 

with a substantial bill for upgrades to the water treatment plants which will !!Q\ be fully 

323 The Court's decision in that case was not "because [a preliminary injunction] 
would both inflict harm on companies that had made substantial investments and 
reliance on permits and deprive 'residents and taxpayers not only their tax dollars but 
also of their access to safe, efficient means of both routine local travel and emergency 
evacuation,"' Docket No. 352, pp. 103-104, but rather was based on the plaintiffs' lack 
of success in establishing "the substantial threat of irreparable injury necessary to 
justify a preliminary injunction," Goldschmidt, 506 F. Supp. at 370; in light of such a 
failure of proof, the balancing of harms clearly weighed in favor of the federal 
defendants - direct spenders of the taxpayers' funds . .Lg_, at 372-373. 
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paid for by the mitigation funds to be paid by the lntervenors.324 

Indeed, this Court's decision in the Goldschmidt case, rendered less than four 

years after this Court began judicial service, provides an important counterpoint to the 

present case.325 As stated earlier, this case presents the first time in three decades of 

judicial service that this Court is left with the impression that a federal agency has 

exhibited a disregard for its duty. Unlike in Goldschmidt, where this Court noted that it 

had "more than a little difficulty ascribing to Defendants [including the Corps at that time] 

such bad faith and utter disregard of duty," 506 F. Supp. at 370, as was alleged by 

those plaintiffs, in the present case the Court has found numerous examples of the 

Corps' failure to follow its own regulations, and perhaps an overall lack of appropriate 

interest in protecting the environment. To be clear, this is not a conclusion which sits 

comfortably with the Court; indeed, at this stage of my judicial career it is deeply 

disappointing to be faced with a situation where an agency has been subjected to 

overwhelming pressures to approve a questionably supported action. 

The extraordinary assertions by the Defendants regarding a Hurricane Katrina

type impact and the lntervenors' predictions of a severe recession if this Court does 

anything to affect the future of mining - when added to the Defendants' and lntervenors' 

324lndeed, it is possible that the upgrades will not even have commenced before 
mining ceases in this area and, presumably, the corporations may refuse to pay any 
further fees, even though the upgrades are required because of these corporations' 
private, profitable, activities which already have occurred. And this is just one example 
of the lasting impacts from these improperly permitted mining activities. 

3250ne witness, William Pitt, whom the Court found credible then as well as 
today, and multiple similar issues such as water quality/Aquifer contamination, 
secondary development effects, sufficiency of the EIS, etc. 
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claims that this Court's actions will place restoration of the Everglades in jeopardy -

effectively have masked the underlying facts of this case. The "economic" issues in this 

case are extremely important, but these are private companies who have operated since 

2002 under these permits, and who should have taken account of the risk that some day 

their mining into the Aquifer and near the main Wellfield of Miami-Dade County might be 

prohibited. 

Simply put, the decision to issue the severe remedy of vacating these permits 

while permitting the corporations to complete a brief period of mining326 is one which the 

record compels. The Court finds that Defendants' record of making important decisions 

without mandatory public disclosure and participation, the Corps' stubborn 

determination to approve this mining regardless of the proven detrimental impacts of 

these activities so near a major municipal water source, and the inherent conflict in the 

two roles the Corps attempted to play throughout this process lead to a lack of 

confidence in this agency at this time. The Court has followed the environmental 

statutes, regulations, reported decisions in this area, and other relevant authorities in 

making this decision. As a nation, we must ever regard our natural resources as a trust 

to be used for the welfare of all humankind. As noted by Defendants' counsel, 

"Congress has entrusted [the Corps] with overseeing the costly restoration of the 
Everglades .... Congress has entrusted [FWS] with avoiding jeopardy to 
endangered species by consulting with federal agencies, such as the Corps of 
Engineers, and with taking other actions to try to recover endangered species, 

326As noted above, the delay in effect of this Order is only to allow for some 
transition for the lntervenors' employees - beyond the fifteen months that already have 
passed since entry of this Court's Order in March 2006 and during which appropriate 
planning may have occurred. 
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speci y consulting with federal agencies, such as the 
Co s of Engineers, and with taking other actions to try to 

cover endangered species, such as the wood stork. 
Congress has charged [the Corps and FWS] with acting in 
the public interest." 

Tr. 7189-90. This Court's role is to examine the record l * 
and determine if the Defendants' have met their 
obligations to protect the environment for future 
ge · FN327 

In summary, these permits must be set aside; however, the 
vacatur will be stayed until the SEIS is completed-except 
as to those locations which are in closest proximity to the 
production wells, as identified at pages 103-104, above. 
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Appendix A 

Noto Adapted from docr.smonl 'Exhibit 1·1 Aerial 
v,ew or Iha Northwesr Wallfiold's Watersned and 
Protat;I/On Zones· provided by NRDC. 

FNI. Summary Judgment was granted on March 
22, 2006, on behalf of Plaintiffs as to each of the 
following claims (i.e., as to all claims which had 
not already been dismissed voluntarily by 
Plaintiffs): Count I (Corps' issuance of the 
permits/Record of Decision ("ROD") in 
compliance with CW A and APA), Count III 

2 0 2 Miles 

(Corps' compliance with ESA), Count IV (FWS' 
compliance with AP A), and Count V (Corps' 
preparation of Environmental Impact Statement 
("EIS"), and failure to issue SEIS pre-ROD, in 
compliance with NEPA and APA). See Docket 
No. 26, April 6, 2004 (Amended Complaint); 
Sierra Club v. Flowers, 423 F.Supp.2d 1273, 
1380 (S.D.Fla.2006). 

FN2. Eight of the nine corporations have 
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INTRODUCTION - -
The State of Florida is the 3"' largest consumer of crushed rock products in the United 
States. The Florida road-building and construction industries are expected to consume 
143 million short tons of crushed stone in 20071

• If projections hold, construction of new 
homes and buildings may require 86 million tons of crushed stone -- almost half of those 
materials will be used to meet the housing needs of a rapidly expanding population. 
Forty-two million tons of rock will go to construction of roads, bridges, runways, and 
other infrastructure, making the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) the 
largest single contractor/user of crushed stone resources in the state. 

Crushed stone in Florida is produced from limestone, which is mined or extracted from 
naturally occurring deposits found in 22 counties. Approximately 93 percent of crushed 
stone material used by the road-building and construction industries in Florida is mined 
within the state; 43 percent of this total comes from an area known as "the Lake Belt" 
in Miami-Dade, Southeast Florida, because of the characteristics of the rock resource. 
Nearly 55 million tons of limestone will be produced from 10 Lake Belt mines in 2007. 

Some 8% of the rock materials used in Florida are imported from domestic (Georgia and 
Alabama in 2007) and 5% from offshore (Mexico, Canada, and Bahamas) sources; the 
remaining materials are produced by recycling aggregate or rock and used exclusively 
for road building. 

Florida limestone is a strategic resource for the construction and maintenance of Florida 
highways, roads, and structures. Trends in local land use regulations, environmental 
issues linked with active mining, and a recent federal court decision regarding the Lake 
Belt district now threaten ready access to the in-state supplies of the rock resources 
that support Florida's transportation and construction industries.' Imported rock carries 
higher costs associated with shipping and handling. 

The Study 

The FDOT initiated research in 2006 to address the current and future availability of 
crushed stone for building roads. The investigation looked at issues related to the 
location and quality of the rock formations that are presently mined throughout Florida 
to produce crushed stone materials for in-state markets. The research was designed to 
identify issues and impediments associated with development and recovery of crushed 
stone reserves statewide and the economic dimensions of the crushed stone market in 
Florida. The inquiry also considered the risks associated with dependence on mines in 
the Lake Belt Region. 

1 Part II of this report provides a detailed review of the data sources and the research methods used to ag
gregate production and consumption in the state. 
2 The terms crushed stone and crushed rock are used interchangeably in this report to describe rock materials 
that are removed from the ground by mining, then crushed and processed into size categories for construction 
purposes. Florida mines produce crushed rock that is sorted by screening into coarse and fine aggregates, 
which is the highest quality in the crushed stone categories. Florida rock is also used to create a crushed 
product called "limerock" that is used primarily for road base and specialty fill applications. Mines also produce 
natural silica sand for use in Portland cement concrete, concrete blocks, golf courses, and a variety of other 
uses. 
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The results of the research are presented in this report. Section I considers the 
resource in situ and examines issues associated with the quality the resource and 
with the context of human expectations and values. Section II was prepared by 
ECONorthwest in cooperation with LHC and focuses on the economic considerations 
associated with crushed stone material needs state-wide with special emphasis on the 
Lake Belt Region of Miami-Dade County. The economic analysis consider the effect of 
a shut down in the Lake Belt area and economic scenarios that anticipate increases in 
the importation of rock to meet the needs of Florida's road-building and construction 
industry. 

The research was conducted over an 11-month period between March 2006-February 
2007. A wide range of stakeholders contributed to the study including representatives 
of mining companies, environmental organizations, shipping interests, representatives 
of local government (municipalities and counties), and state agencies. The data 
gathering process included survey research, individual interviews, site visits, and 
workshops. Key findings and recommendations are presented below. 

Key Findings 

• Judicial decisions may limit access to the highest quality limestone 
in Florida; 

• Mine expansion permits are routinely challenged and seriously 
delayed; 

• Local governments consider or invoke moratoria on new mines; 

• Residential developments, particularly large Developments of 
Regional Impact (DR!) in rural counties impinge on existing mine 
operations and limit options for expansions or new mines; 

• Land use categories commonly associated with local government 
comprehensive plans may not be compatible with place-based 
resources such as limestone; 

• Quality of rock available outside the Lake Belt Region for many 
engineering applications is declining; 

• Identified aggregate reserves in Florida do not appear adequate to 
produce 150 million tons per year for 5-10 year growth period and 
beyond; 

• Infrastructure for increasing imports - either by rail, barge or ship 
-- is not in place, and 

• Florida is heavily dependent on resources from a single area: the 
Lake Belt of Miami-Dade County. 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Preliminary Recommendations 

Regulatory changes will be needed to continue to mine existing 
reserves efficiently and cost effectively; 

Florida needs to consider limestone from a statewide perspective; 

Port capacities will need to be increased 5-10 fold, and 

Rail infrastructure improvements and additions will be needed to 
handle imports and efficient intrastate distribution of aggregates. 
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Products of Mining in Florida 

Limestone 

ROCK PRODUCTS USED IN FLORIDA: 
FROM MINE TO CERTIFICATION 

Mining operations in Florida can produce a variety of products that are used in 
construction, industry, and, to a lesser degree, agriculture, power production, and food 
manufacturing. The hard and durable limestone rocks are used for aggregates in the 
construction industry. The softer carbonate materials can be used to create "limerock," 
a fill material that can be compacted into a durable base beneath roads and commercial 
and residential buildings. Larger pieces of rock in the 60-300 pound range are used 
for a protective stone called rip-rap. Limestone is also the primary raw material for the 
manufacture of Portland cement. Coal-fired power plants use high calcium limestone as 
material to remove air pollution, and the agricultural industry uses "lime" (finely ground 
limestone) to reduce soil acidity. Florida's extremely pure, high calcium, Ocala Limestone 
from Marion County is used as food-grade filler. 

Sand 

Natural sand deposits are important for many products used for construction. Natural 
sand that can be used as a uniformly graded fine aggregate is an important ingredient of 
Portland cement concrete and for masonry blocks. Water purification (treatment) plants 
use natural sand as a filtration medium for municipal water supplies. 

Imported Rock and Granite 

Crushed stone materials (primarily limestone) from mines along the Mississippi River 
system have been shipped to Florida for years. Recently shipments from these sources 
have been curtailed as New Orleans and the Gulf Coast rebuilds from hurricane damage. 
Florida also receives imports of limestone from the Yucatan Peninsula of Mexico from a 
mine owned by Vulcan Materials Company. The mine in Mexico produces high-quality 
crushed stone materials that arrive through Port of Tampa. Other crushed limestone 
products arrive from the Bahamas through ports in Jacksonville and Canaveral. 

The Florida crushed stone materials industry currently is prospecting in Caribbean and 
Central America regions for new sources of granite and high-quality limestone. Imports 
may be expected to increase with improvements to port terminal facilities, but port 
upgrades will take several years to complete. 

Granite is a generic term used for a coarse-grained, light-colored igneous and 
metamorphic rock that contains potassium feldspar and significant amounts of quartz. 
Granite provides uniform shape, durability, and resistance to abrasion that makes it a 
sought-after product for construction applications. Granite-like igneous rocks that have 
been metamorphosed but generally exhibit the same high quality engineering properties 
and are also a valuable source of crushed stone. 
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Granite does not occur near the surface naturally in Florida; consequently, this material 
must be imported from domestic and international sources for various engineering 
applications in hot mix asphalt mixes, including Super Pave asphalt pavement and 
materials for resurfacing for skid resistance. 

Domestically, granite and granite-like igneous and metamorphic rocks are found 
in northern Georgia, the Carolinas and Alabama and are shipped to Florida by rail. 
International shipments of granite at this time arrive through Florida's aggregate port 
terminals from mines in the maritime provinces of Canada. Granite from Scotland is 
beginning to be shipped into Florida at the Port of Tampa. 

Engineering Testing of Crushed Stone Aggregates and Sand 

In some areas, Florida's crushed stone materials are too soft and deposits yield 
materials that are unsuitable for engineering projects. Sand deposits in Florida as a 
rule are too fine or powdery to be useful for concrete. The crushed stone material 
that does not meet specifications for aggregates will likely be acceptable for limerock 
base materials and the fine sand can be used as construction fill. Mining companies, 
however, would prefer to offer products that yield the best prices, but sometimes the 
geological conditions do not allow the production of the high value materials. In order 
to control the quality of rock and sand, several laboratory tests have been developed 
to predict the performance of aggregates under field conditions. Similarly, the testing 
procedures have allowed a database to be developed that identifies the characteristics 
of the high performance materials that pass certification tests. This database provides 
engineers with the detailed performance information to predict materials needs and 
expected costs for new projects. 

The Florida Department of Transportation is the quality control and standards setting 
organization in the State of Florida for construction aggregates. Mining companies must 
meet the engineering tests prescribed by FDOT for materials used on state projects 
so aggregate producers selling materials for state projects must participate with the 
FDOT State Materials Office to verify the quality and consistency of mined materials. 
Engineers designing projects using aggregates frequently will specify that certified 
materials be used for commercial construction projects. Aggregate materials shipped in 
to the state including limestone and granite are tested at the place of origin and again 
as they arrive at terminals in Florida. 

The tests that are performed to insure that aggregates meet engineering standards are 
run by the mining companies at the production site or terminal. Independent materials 
testing laboratories are often used to provide sampling and testing of materials. The 
ultimate approval of aggregates for use for FDOT projects is given by the FDOT through 
inspectors in each district following sampling and testing procedures established by 
the State Materials Office in Gainesville. The acceptance tests that are conducted on 
aggregates include the following: 

Gradation Aggregate and sand samples are tested for the proper specification for 
gradation by shaking them through a series of wire mesh screens of different sizes 
and weighing each fraction retained on a single screen. The tests are used to create a 
size distribution curve that represents the gradation of the particles in the sample from 
small to large. Gradations are specified for Portland cement concrete and targeted for 
uniformity in hot mix asphalt designs. 

LAMPL 
HERBERT 



Abrasion and Durability Aggregate materials need to be inherently durable because the 
rock particles become the framework that is held together by Portland cement or asphalt 
to form concrete. The ideal aggregate particles are hard, rough textured, angular and 
blocky in shape. One common test that is used to evaluate coarse aggregates is the 
Los Angeles Abrasion Machine. Abrasion tests with this method subjects samples to 
mechanical breakage in a rotating steel drum over a short interval of time. The amount 
of breakage is measured by determining the percentage of materials lost subsequently 
past a designated sieve size. 

Soundness Laboratory testing for soundness is done by a soaking procedure in sodium 
sulfate solutions. Repeated exposure to the sulfate solutions causes degradation of the 
carbonate rock expressed as a percentage loss that is a measure of the soundness of 
the material. 
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DOT 
Rank Company Name Name of Facility County District • Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

2 Vecellio and Grogan, Inc. 

3 Tarmac America, LLC aka TitariAmerican Inc 

4 Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

5 Kendall Properties and Investments 
\-_·"·'-·-:•\: >;::-.--::, '.>t·"'_._,:-_:---·- · ·' ,:_,_•·'.·/:_. ;:;-,_::::r/--::i,;,;,:_•i<:_ ··, -:.'; · -

6 -
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 -
18 -
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 -
27 

28 
29 
30 

31 

32 

33 

34 
35 

38 

39 

40 
41 

42 

43 

44 
45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

Florida Rock Industries, Inc 

Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

Dixie Lime and Stone Company 

Bedrock Resources, Inc. 

Palm Beach Aggregates, Inc. 

Bergeron Land Development Inc. 

Mid-Coast Aggregates 

Cemex, Inc. 

Florida Rock Industries, Inc 

Vecellio and Grogan, Inc. 

Limestone Products inc. 

Florida Rock Industries, lnc 

Plaza Materials Corporation 

Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

F!orida Rock Industries, Inc 

Rinker Materials of F!or!da, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

Vulcan Construction Materials, LP aka Vulcan Materials Co. 

Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

E. R. Jahna Industries, Inc. 

Steven Counts, !nc. aka SCI, Inc 

Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

Limerock Industries, Inc. 

Stewart Mining Industries, Inc. 

Community Asphalt Corporation 

Tarmac America, llC aka Titan American Inc 

Sunshine Rock, Inc. 

Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

A Mining Company, llC aka A Mining Group, LLC 

Earthsource Inc. 

Florida Crushed Stone Company 

E. R. Jahna Industries, Inc. 

Blue Rak 

Martin Marietta Aggregates 

E. R. Jahna Industries, Inc. 

Rinker Materials of Florida, Inc. aka Rinker Materials Corporation 

Dickerson Florida, Inc. 

Florida Rock Industries, Inc. 

Bonita Grande Rock and Sand Company aka Bonita Grande Aggregates, 
LLC 

M. J. Stavola Industries 

E. R. Jahna Industries, Inc. 

FEC Quarry 

White Rock Quarries 

Pennsuco Aggregates Quarry 

Fort Myers Mine lee Complex 

Krome Quarry 

Miami Quarry 

Alica Road Mine 

Rinker Lake Quarry 

Dixie Lime and Stone Company Mine 

Sumterville Mine aka CR47D Mme 

Palm Beach Aggregates 

Star Pit 

Mazak Mine 

Card Sound Mine, Lake D 

Grandin Mine 

Continental Mine 

Wall Pit 

Dickerson Pit 

Ocala Pit 

Lake Sand Mine 

Plaza Materials 

St. Catherine's Limerock Mine 

Weirsda!e Sand Mine aka Werisdale Plant 

Gregg Hill Mine Lykes Tract 

Vulcan Materials 

St. Catherine's Mine 

Center Hill Mine 

474 Independent Sand Mine 

Clifton Mine 

474 Sand Mine Expansion 

Parker Pit 

Jasper Mine 

Community Asphalt 

Center Sand Mine 

Sunshine Rock Mine 

Rinker Materials 

lake Wales Mine Expansion 

Cabbage Grove Mine 

Earthsource 

Gregg Hill Mine Lykes Tract 

Mills Mine 

Mayo Pit 

Cabbage Grove Mine 

Independent North Sand Mine 

Gator Sand Mine 

Dickerson Aggregate, Inc. 

Witherspoon Mine 

Bonita Farms I and II 

Zuber Mine 

Cabbage Grove Mining Company, Inc. 

Table 1: Ranking of limestone and sand mines in Florida 
(Source: FDOT) 

Miami-Dade 6 

Miami-Dade 6 

Miami-Dade 6 

Lee 

Miami-Dade 6 

·"' ',,"{ -:,::,,:.-;'.',,'•',:.,(';.';._·\\,_' 

Miami-Dade 6 

Lee 

Miami-Dade 6 

Sumter 5 

Sumter 5 

Palm Beach 4 

Palm Beach 4 

Sumter 5 

Miami-Dade 6 

Putnam 2 

Miami-Dade 6 

Alachua 2 

Alachua 2 

Alachua 2 

Lake 5 

Pasco 7 

Sumter 5 

Marion 5 

Hernando 7 

Hernando 7 

Sumter 5 

Sumter 5 

lake 5 

Marion 5 

Lake 5 

Alachua 2 

Hamilton 4 

Dade 6 

Lake 5 

Miami-Dade 6 

Glades 

Polk 

Taylor 2 

Charlotte 

Hernando 7 

Hernando 7 

Lafayette 2 

Taylor 2 

Lake 5 

Polk 

Okeechobee 4 

Glades 

Lee 

Marion 5 

Taylor 2 
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51 RMC South Florida, Inc. aka RMC South Florida Materials, Inc RMC Cemex Mine Lee 

52 Dolomite Inc. Dolomite, Inc. Jackson 

53 Robert Sands Company, !nc. Blountstown Division Calhoun 

54 LimerocK Industries, Inc. Stavola Pit Alachua 

55 Southwest Aggregates Southwest Aggregates Charlotte 

56 Florida Rock Industries, Inc. Astatula Sand Mine Lake 

57 Crystal River Quarries, Inc. Lecanto Mine Citrus 

58 Counts Construction Company, Inc. Counts 441 Mine Marion 

59 Harlis R. Ellington Construction, Inc. Branford Mine Suwannee 

60 Youngquist Brothers Rock Corkscrew Woods Sand Mine Lee 

61 Coral Rock !nc. Coral Rock Charlotte 

62 Anderson Mining Corporation aka Anderson Mining. Inc. Anderson Mining Corp Lafayette 

63 Naples Mine Collier 

64 
Florida Rock Industries, Inc. 

Sunniland Mine Collier 

65 V. E. Whitehurst and Sons, Inc. Raleigh Mine Levy 

66 SMR Aggregates, Inc. Quality Aggregates Mine Sarasota & Manatee 

67 Denali, Inc. aka Denali Investments, Inc. Beachville Mine/ County Road 49 Mine Suwannee 

68 Quality Materials, Inc. aka Quality Mining. Inc Quality Materials Mine Charlotte 

69 Martin Marietta Aggregates Perry Quarry Taylor 

70 Westwind Corkscrew Mining Westwind Corkscrew Mine Lee 

71 Crowder Excavating & Land CL. Inc. Crowder Sand Company Gadsden 

72 Florida Rock Industries, Inc. Keuka Mine Putnam 

73 Dickerson Florida, !nc. Fort Drum Mine Okeechobee 

74 Florida Rock Industries, Inc. Fort Pierce Mine North and South Plans St. Lucie 

75 Triple T Construction Products The O'Neal Pit Marion 

76 Counts Construction Company, Inc. Counts Mine aka Counts Rainbow Mine Marion 

77 Vulcan Construction Materials, LP aka Vulcan Materials Co. Polk Sand Mine Polk 

78 White Construction Company, Inc Trawick Pit Washington 

79 North Florida Rock Limited Marianna Quarry Jackson 

80 E. R. Jahna Industries, Inc. Haines City Mine Polk 

81 MFM Limestone, LLC MFM Limestone Marion 

82 Diamond Sand Company Mossyhead Plant Walton 

83 Bedrock Resources Bedrock Resources Mine Marion 

84 Cemex, Inc. Bronson Sand Mine Polk 

85 Robert Sands Company, Inc. Quincy Division Gadsden 

86 Anderson Mining Corporation aka Anderson Mining, Inc. Dowling Park Mine Suwannee 

87 Clermont Mine Polk 

88 
E. R. Jahna Industries, lnc. 

Ortona Mine Glades 

Table 1 ( continued): Ranking of limestone and sand mines in Florida 
(Source: FDOT) 
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HUMAN DIMENSIONS OF MINING IN FLORIDA -
Limestone and sand are raw materials for the cement, concrete, aggregates, and 
limerock base used in the construction of homes, commercial and public buildings, roads 
and highways, bridges, and the infrastructure of everyday life. Florida uses about 120 
million tons per year of these materials mined in Florida for construction. 

Limestone and sand are extracted from subsurface deposits by mining - a term used to 
describe a collection of activities that begins with exploration or location of the resource, 
extraction, and transportation out of the mine location to a point of use. Mining takes 
place only in those areas known to contain what are known as "reserves" or deposits of 
commercial quality rock and sand. The day-to-day work at a mine site includes: 

• Blasting to break and loosen the rock; 

• Recovery of the rock with draglines, excavators, and dredges; 

• Sorting and grading conducted via series of conveyors, hoppers, 
and washers; 

• Stockpiling; 

• Shipping by truck or train, and; 

• Administrative tasks that include monitoring related to the safety of 
workers and the protection on the environment. 

Most these industrial activities generate sounds not common to residential 
neighborhoods or commercial areas and, ultimately, change the topography of the land. 
Mines also operate in and around aquifers and over groundwater recharge areas. 

The Dimensions of Conflict 

Mining operations vary in size and extensity based in part on reserves and sales. Mining 
schedules are dependent on corporate business plans and governmental regulation. 

A collection of issues are likely to surface when a mining company files for governmental 
permits for mine startups or expansions or announces intent to request a land use 
change to allow a mine in a new area. The issues are compounded as older operations 
are hemmed in by development that puts individual homes and business in close 
proximity to mining activities. The issues common to conflicts between mining and non
mining interests include: 

Roadways 

Mining companies use trucks to haul limestone rock or other earth-based resources 
from mines. Larger operations may require from 900 to 1,000 trucks per day. 
Community leaders and residential neighbors commonly voice concerns about damage 
to roads, culverts, and bridges; added cost of maintenance, and safety hazards caused 
by increase numbers of industrial trucks on roads regularly used by family cars, school 
buses and emergency vehicles. 
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Quality of Life 

Noise and "dirt" become issues. Mining equipment makes noise. Sorters and crushers 
raise the decibel levels and may generate a fine dust in processing. Truck engines and 
backup beepers add to the sound load for the individuals and families who live close to 
an active mine. 

Property Values/ Property Damage 

Homeowners fear that the presence of mines within their area will diminish the value 
of their property, causing a de facto change in zoning from residential to industrial and 
corresponding losses. Separately, homeowners and others make claims of cracks and 
other physical damage to structures when mine blasting is involved at active mining 
areas. 

The Environment 

Local residents, environmental organizations, and governmental agencies watch for 
potential damage to: domestic and municipal water supplies; fish and wildlife habitat 
loss; wetlands; historic and archaeology resources; and, air quality. 

Stakeholders in Mining Controversies 

Stakeholders generally get involved in conflicts over mining activities when applications 
are filed to develop a new mine or expand an existing facility or when day-to-day mine 
operations create problems for nearby residents. These stakeholders may be expected 
to include: 

• Homeowner/ property associations; 

• Non-governmental groups with specific interest in: 

Environmental factors such as wetlands, wildlife habitat, 
and groundwater; 

Growth management; 

• Mining interests; 

• Road building contractors; 

• Construction/land development companies; 

• Business development groups; 

• Local, state, and federal government officials; and 

• Consultants, scientists, and attorneys for all groups. 

Problems may be anticipated and solutions worked out between mining companies 
and local residents prior to application for permits; similarly, local government 
advisory groups, staff, and decision makers are expected to play a strong role in the 
development of requirements for daily and long-term operation of mines and other 
factors that may impinge on a neighborhood's quality of life. For example, companies 
may be required by ordinance or by permit conditions to limit the number and 
scheduling of trucks; haul trucks may be restricted to a particular route to separate 
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heavy equipment from family vehicles. Mining companies may also be required to pay 
an impact fee to maintain and/or upgrade roadways affected by operations. 
Mining companies may also agree to or be required to maintain specific setbacks or 
open space and to build fences and berms to create a buffer or barrier between the 
work of mining and the activities of residential living. In some cases, companies must 
cleanup public roads on a daily basis. 

The federal government and the State of Florida regulate wetlands, water quality, and 
other aspects of the environment that may be affected by mining activities such as 
blasting. Local governments - counties and municipalities - regulate location of mine 
sites through the comprehensive planning process, which includes development of the 
plans, Future Land Use Maps, ordinances, and zoning codes. 

Some communities have developed regulations specific to mining or extractive 
industries, while other local governments are in the process of reviewing existing 
regulations and the decision-making process itself with an eye toward changes in the 
near future. Local organizations express a need to control the growth of the number 
and size of mines in their area, particularly if the number of applications for mines are 
increasing in their areas. In short, communities are trying to figure out where mining 
fits into short and long-term local needs and plans. 

An Overview of Conflicts 

West-Central Florida 

Sumter and Citrus Counties, both located in a cluster of fast growing West-Central 
Florida counties, experienced clashes between homeowners and businesses over 
production of natural resources in 2006 and 2007. Local governments struggled with 
multiple applications for expansion of existing mines or startup operations in an active 
mining area. 

Sumter County was listed as the 17th fastest growing county in the United States in 
2004-2005 by percentage of change in population. In 2006, one of the municipal 
governments within the county approved plans for construction of a mining operation 
and a companion cement plant at a 1,500 acre site. Within days, at least three 
organizations filed suit against the decision-making body, casting a shadow over 
whether or not limestone would be mined and processed to make cement at this 
particular location. Separately, county officials approved expansion of an existing mine 
during this same period. 

Citrus County, on Florida's gulf coast, is the home of one of state's existing nuclear 
power plants and adjacent to Levy County, the proposed location of one of the first 
nuclear power plants to be built in the United States in three decades. Citrus County is 
actively reviewing mining regulations to consider reinstitution of a 3,000 foot setback 
or open space between mining operations and residential areas. The proposal is one 
of several options under study in connection with an application to expand an existing 
mine into a new area and excavation operations to within 200 feet of homes and 
businesses. Adjacent local governments also oppose the expansion because of concerns 
about potential damage to the regional Floridan Aquifer. Other options available to 
county officers include refusal of a request to change the land use designation for the 
expansion area, which is not currently zoned for mining. 
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Southwest Florida 

Lee and Collier Counties, located at the extreme southwest flank of the Florida 
Peninsula, are experiencing conflicts between mining operations, residential interests, 
and environmental values. The backcountry area east of the Interstate 75 corridor 
produces 5.5 million tons of crushed stone materials from Rinker's mega-mine off 
Alica Road while other limestone mines contribute several million more tons of base 
materials for construction in the area. 

Lee, which is the 22"' fastest growing county in the United States in 2004-2005, and 
the City of Bonita Springs in Collier govern portions of a 96,000 acre swath of upland, 
wetlands, and environmentally sensitive areas designated as the "Density Reduction 
/ Groundwater Resource" (DR/GR) in 1989 at the direction of state regulators.' 
Development within the DR/GR is limited to 1 to 10 housing units per acre and 
agricultural and mining operations, Figure 25. 

This special land use category, while intended to protect groundwater resources for 
the region, created a de facto mining district in Lee County similar to the Lake Belt 
area in Miami-Dade County, albeit without the comprehensive plan to provide for the 
mitigation of wetlands. 

Several factors led county officials to conduct an internal study on groundwater and 
mining in 2005. The factors include: 

• Increase in numbers of applications for new or expanded mine 
sites within the DR/GR; 

• Complaints about existing mining operations in the area; 

• Emerging plans for use of DR/GR land as an interchange at 
Interstate 75. 

More recently, Lee County Board of County Commissioners initiated a review of 
existing studies and an assessment of the implications of activities associated with 
housing developments, mining, and agriculture located in the Density Reduction / 
Groundwater Resources area. The immediate and longer-term impacts on the mining 
industry are apparent in the environmental/regulatory-land use arena when permitting 
times for expansions and new mines take years to resolve. 

Other discussions and decisions specific to the Lee County area have focused on 
animal habitat; the potential to increase residential density in the DR/GR to allow for 
construction of affordable housing, and growth management. A federal court judge 
revoked a permit for a 6,000 acre mine site in Lee County in 2004; in a case similar 
to the Lake Belt decision, the judge ruled that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had 
not adequately considered habitat issues related to the Florida panther. A local civic 
group and a statewide non-governmental organization are focused on the implications 
of growth and other activities on the DR/GR; Lee County was listed as the 22"' fastest 
growing county in the United States in 2004-2005. 

9 Bonita Springs regulates approximately 4,300 acres at the southeastern tip of the DR/GR. Lee County is 
responsible for the remaining acreage. Much of the Bonita Springs portion of the DR/GR was developed prior 
to designation. 
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The Rinker mega-mine complex in Lee County produces at least 5 million tons of 
construction aggregates each year for growth and development, maintenance and 
repairs in Southwest Florida. The Rinker mine complex will exhaust reserves by 2015. 
New mines to replace the mega-mine capacities of this facility will be difficult, if not 
impossible to permit in this area. When the mine reserves are gone, aggregates will be 
imported at greater expense. 

Collier County officials raised a different kind of mining-related problem in 2005 - the 
cost of rock used for construction of roads and buildings was escalating. The culprits 
were said to be 1) competition between public and private users for a limited resource 
and 2) depletion of local sources. Collier County road builders were importing rock 
from Lee County. The expenses associated with transportation raised the cost of rock. 

East-Central Florida 

Indian River, St. Lucie, Martin, and Palm Beach Counties are located along Florida's 
fast growing and densely populated Atlantic coast area and, to some extent, lie within 
the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Project (CERP). St. Lucie County was listed 
as the 13 th fastest growing county in the United States in 2004-2005. 

Limestone, shell rock and sand mines and supporting operations, e.g. transit-mix 
concrete and asphalt plants, are located in each of the counties. In 2000, conflicts 
emerged between rural residential areas and new mining operations; the sounds of 
machinery and hours of operation led homeowners to petition county officials for 
action. In 2003, road builders temporarily halted construction on S.R. 60 west of 
Vero Beach to relocate sand mine and asphalt plant to avoid the nest of the caracara 
(Polyborus plancus audubonii) which is listed as "threatened" by Florida environmental 
agencies. 

The State of Florida, as part of Everglades restoration plans purchased property in 
western Palm Beach County from Palm Beach Aggregates, Inc. (PBA) in 2002 to be 
used for water storage areas as PBA completes mining operations. Florida Power & 
Light plans to construct two 1,100 MW natural gas-powered units adjacent to the Palm 
Beach Aggregates property, Figure 26. Farther west in the county, in the controversial 
Everglades Agricultural Area, exploratory mining was recently initiated in the extreme 
western portion of the county on property formerly used by the sugar industry. 
Improved rail access has been proposed to ship limestone from Palm Beach County. 

Recent changes in mining activities in Palm Beach County led county officials to 
contract for research on the effects of mining on groundwater resources. In 2006, 
commissioners called for a moratorium on new mine applications and limitations on 
blasting at existing sites, awaiting the results of the study. 
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Figure 36: Limestone and sand resource areas 

recognized the land alteration needs of the mining industry and created a special set 
of laws and rules to implement the planning, permitting and regulatory process that 
allows mining to continue next to the Everglades. 

The state-wide critical nature of the limestone reserves of the Lake Belt Region has 
been demonstrated in the economic marketplace; 43 percent of all crushed stone 
materials of all types is mined there that is used throughout the state. The impacts 
of this dependence are discussed later in this report. Possibly of more strategic 
significance is that Florida's highest quality limestone, the rock that makes the best 
roads and the best concrete for high rise buildings only comes from the Lake Belt 
Region. Other areas in the state can supply similar crushed stone materials that 
meet FDOT standards but the standards are set throughout the state based on the 
performance of the Miami Limestone mined in the Lake Belt. 
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BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS -
In 2004, approximately 43 percent of all the crushed stone mined in Florida came 
from one small area - the Lake Belt region, which is between Miami and the historic 
Everglades. This region contains abundant amounts of high quality limestone that can 
be mined efficiently and delivered throughout much of the state cost effectively. 

Crushed stone or rock is the most common form of construction aggregate and an 
essential material to Florida's economy. It is used to construct new roads, buildings, 
utilities, and other basic infrastructure. Adequate supplies of crushed stone are also 
critical for the repair and maintenance of existing structures. 

Although often thought of as an ordinary and uniform commodity, there are actually 
wide variations in the quality of crushed stone. A given grade of rock might be usable 
in one application but not another because of differences in its physical and chemical 
characteristics. For example, if rock has to provide underlying support, such as in road 
base and concrete support structures for buildings, high quality crushed stone with 
strong physical strength is required. Similarly, such a material is necessary for paving 
heavily traveled roads so that the surface is able to resist wear for many years and 
minimize skidding. 

By virtue of its geology as discussed in Section I, Florida has an abundance of soft 
limestone that is unsuitable for many construction needs in the state. The limestone 
found in the Lake Belt region is unusual because it is considerably harder and 
stronger than most of the rock found in elsewhere in Florida. Because of the unusual 
characteristics of Lake Belt crushed stone, about half of the material that had been 
used by the FOOT in the past 40 years had come from the region.' 

On March 22, 2006, the U.S. District Court entered an Order on Motions for Summary 
Judgment, which called into question the continued prospect of mining in the Lake 
Belt region in Miami-Dade County, Florida. As an addendum to an on-going study of 
aggregate resources, the Florida Department of Transportation asked the Tallahassee 
based firm Lampl Herbert Consultants to expand the work to assess the effects and 
risks a cessation of mining in the Lake Belt would have on the economy of Florida. 

To assist in the analysis Lampl Herbert Consultants engaged ECONorthwest to quantify 
the dimensions of the crushed stone markets statewide and the economic impacts a 
cessation of Lake Belt production would have. The study also evaluated the impacts of 
the "depletion effects" arising from other mines shutting down throughout the state as 
reserved are used up. 

Data Reliability 

Data reliability is always an issue when researching crushed stone markets. Mining 
companies are highly competitive and are reluctant to share price, reserve, and 
production information in normal times. The continuing litigation in the Lake Belt put 
an additional cloak over industry data sources. Indeed, recognizing this situation the 
mining industry in Florida was not asked to offer any such data for this report. 

1 Wood, R. Amicus curiae brief of State of Florida Department of Transportation. April 2006. Page 3. 

LAMPL 
HERBERT 

ECONorthwest 1 



Instead, this analysis relies primarily on construction statistics and other data 
considered reliable to ascertain crushed stone consumption in Florida. These data 
allowed the analysis to forecast the economic impacts of various outcomes of mine 
production curtailment in the Lake Belt and to evaluate the depletion effects statewide 
irrespective of the Lake Belt litigation. However, the absence of highly accurate regional 
pricing data and reserve figures precluded a full assessment of the probabilities of 
some scenarios. 

The construction data approach used here came from F.W. Dodge, a division of the 
McGraw Hill Corporation. They maintain a database of public and private construction 
contracts for all counties in Florida and around the country. Through known 
relationships between the amounts of crushed stone used in different types and sizes 
of construction projects, F.W. Dodge is able to estimate the bulk of crushed stone 
consumption in Florida through various data sources. The base year was 2004 for this 
study. 

ECONorthwest estimated the remainder of crushed stone use, which consists mostly 
of materials used in manufacturing, forestry, farms, and on small construction 
projects not captured by F. W. Dodge. ECO Northwest also accounted for the use of 
recycled aggregate--a contributor to market supply--and crushed stone contained in 
manufactured concrete products. 

To verify the reliability of the construction data approach, a second method was used, 
which calculated apparent consumption from the perspective of supply. Apparent 
consumption of crushed stone was estimated by compiling reported production, import, 
and export data, and factoring estimates for recycling and inventory changes. For this 
method, production data from the U.S. Geological Survey ("USGS"), which does rely on 
mining industry reporting, the U.S. Census (a source of international trade statistics), 
the Association of American Railroads (for out-of-state rail shipments), and the U.S. 
Corps of Engineers, which collects waterborne shipments from domestic sources, were 
used. 

Data sources for domestic rail and barge deliveries into Florida combine crushed stone 
with other mineral product shipments such as sand and clay. It was estimated that 60 
percent of these shipments were composed of crushed stone. The amount of these 
shipments was estimated to be less than five percent of statewide supply in 2004, 
although the information was from less robust sources than other data 

The Florida Department of Revenue's Office of Tax Research Mine provided production 
data for the Lake Belt. Labor data came from the U.S. Department of Labor and 
the Florida Department of Labor and Employment Security. State mine price data 
was taken from USGS reports. Import prices for crushed stone were derived from 
international trade statistics reported by the U.S. Census. 

Major Findings 

The major finding of the analyses presented here is the appreciation of the sheer 
magnitude and importance of the Lake Belt mines to Florida's economy. Sudden 
cessation of production would damage the economy of Florida and, even after 
alternatives supplies develop, the losses would continue having an adverse effect 
on economic activity and the number of family wage jobs available in the state for a 
decade in all likelihood. Therefore, if there are to be closures, a gradual shift may allow 
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time for the development of comparable new supplies and help mitigate the negative 
economic consequences that would otherwise burden the state, especially if the 
alternatives come from in state sources. 

Specifically, among the major findings of this economic analysis are: 

• The size and market reach of the Lake Belt mines is far more 
extensive than typical crushed stone mining districts in the United 
States. This is clear evidence that most alternative in-state 
sources are both less efficient and produce lower quality crushed 
stone. Thus, the loss of Lake Belt production would result in a 
major and long lasting disruption to the state's economy. 

• In 2004, the construction industry in Florida directly consumed 
130+ million tons of crushed stone materials, which also includes 
about 10 million tons of recycled aggregate. For all uses, over 139 
million tons were consumed in the state. 

• In 2009, if production is allowed to continue, mines in the Lake 
Belt are forecast to produce about 55 million tons of crushed 
stone, which would be about 46 percent of statewide output. 

• There are several alternatives to Lake Belt production, but all have 
significant limitations. Finding replacements for Lake Belt rock 
and reducing demand would be especially challenging for Florida 
and fraught with risks. The ten mines in the Lake Belt produce as 
much material as 80 average mines in the rest of the state. Very 
little hard, durable limestone is found in other mines in Florida 
and the great majority of mines produce none at all. Thus, the 
Lake Belt production cannot be replaced by higher production from 
other mines in state without a major mine development program 
through expansions of existing mines, creation of new and larger 
mines and rail infrastructure improvements. Building new mines 
in sufficient numbers to replace the Lake Belt is highly unlikely. 
Even if good deposits could be identified, finding communities in 
Florida willing to have large new mines built near them would be 
problematic. 

• The most ominous scenario would be one where a complete 
closure of the Lake Belt happens suddenly and the marketplace 
has little time to adjust. As shown in this scenario, the burden 
of shortages of crushed stone would fall on the construction 
industry. Annual losses to the economy in such a situation would 
exceed $28.6 billion, cost over a quarter million jobs, and reduce 
labor income statewide by $11.2 billion. Although such economic 
damage would gradually be overcome as new supplies come onto 
the market, new mineral developments have historically occurred 
slowly over several years, and are subject to legal and financial 
challenges. Thus, severe economic losses would likely persist 
for a decade or more, which would be followed by lesser, yet 
significant continuing losses because imported crushed stone is 
both more expensive than Lake Belt rock and represents a drain of 
dollars out of the state's economy. 
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• Even in a short-term shut down scenario of 15 days (amounting 
to about 5% of Lake Belt production) for construction activity 
to decline enough (in year 2009 production) to compensate for 
the curtailment of even five percent of Lake Belt production, the 
analysis reveals that Florida's economy would experience over a 
$2.4 billion loss in economic activity and loss or temporary layoffs 
of 24,627 jobs in that year. 

• A scenario was run where regional mine production outside of the 
Lake Belt declines 5% (from where it would otherwise be in the 
base year of 2009) and is replaced with imported crushed stone. 
The reduction by 5 percent equals 3,226,188 tons of lost materials 
output for Florida, which would be worth over $22.5 million. To 
replace the lost output, the state could import rock, which would 
cost about $5.6 million more a year, an increase of 28%. 
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Alternatives to Lake Belt Production 

Should production from the Lake Belt be curtailed, the market could react in a 
combination of several of the following five ways: 

• Increased production from other mines in Florida. 

• More recycling of reclaimed asphalt pavement and concrete. 

• The importation of more crushed stone from other countries and 
states. 

• A reduction in the amount of construction done in Florida. 

• Switch to alternative building materials and methods. 

1. Increased Production at Other Mines 

If Lake Belt production were curtailed, other mines in Florida would produce more 
rock. However, it is impossible for other mines to replace the 55 millions tons of lost 
Lake Belt production in 2009. Several hurdles stand in the way of replacing Lake Belt 
material with crushed stone from other mines in Florida: 

• Perhaps the most important hurdle is that, with the exception of 
some areas, the crushed stone mined in the rest of Florida is a 
poor or unsuitable replacement for Lake Belt material. If it were 
of good quality, the Lake Belt never would have grown as large as 
it has and consumers outside Broward and Miami-Dade counties 
would not have wasted resources paying the extra shipping costs 
to bring Lake Belt rock to their jobsites. 

• There is little idle capacity at regional mines statewide, so 
substantive replacement production would require large 
investments in new mining equipment and transportation 
infrastructure, which would take time and only be possible at 
mines that have ample reserves. 

• Expanding reserves at existing mines is problematic due to 
impediments such as conflicting land uses, the encroachment of 
residential developments, high land prices, and environmental 
concerns. 

• Permitting large mines in Florida is about a four to five year 
process at minimum. It would be also be both highly contentious 
and expensive. 

• Most rock deposits in other areas of Florida are thinner than in the 
Lake Belt. Thus, to replace 55 million tons per year much larger 
land areas than are now being used for mining in the Lake Belt 
would have to be disturbed. 

• Accelerating production at other mines to compensate for the loss 
of Lake Belt production would shorten mine lives and ultimately 
transfer shortages to other areas. 
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• The Rinker mega-mine complex in Lee County is the closest 
producer of durable aggregates and would be a replacement for 
Lake Belt in the short term. The reserves in Lee County would 
rapidly be depleted and expand the crushed stone supply problem 
across all of South Florida. 

Increase capacity at existing mines 

Most quarries outside of the Lake Belt are of modest size; they are established regional 
mines served by truck hauling. Given the strong construction market in Florida, many 
have been operating near capacity, which is typically limited by the size of equipment, 
quality of deposits and permitted operating hours. 

To address the needs of the construction industry should Lake Belt output be 
curtailed, those mines in the rest of Florida that can produce hard crushed stone, 
which as noted before is a small minority, could make large investments in additional 
mining, processing, and transportation equipment. Increasing production without a 
commensurate reserve addition would merely shorten the lives of these mines and, 
for those with less than a dozen years of reserves remaining, adding new equipment 
would likely be an unwise financial decision. Therefore, only the few mines with 
ample reserves of high quality crushed stone and the financial wherewithal would be 
candidates for significant expansions. 

Building new mines 

According to the Mine Safety and Health Administration, which regulates working 
conditions at mines, there were approximately 96 crushed stone operations in Florida 
during 2006 outside the Lake Belt." Their average output is approximately 690,000 
tons a year. So, for Florida to replace 55 million tons a year of Lake Belt supply, the 
mining industry would need to build 80 average new mines or ten mines the size of 
Rinker's complex in Lee County~the biggest Florida mine outside of the Lake Belt. 

Unlike the natural and slow transition from mining in one district to another, a 
mandated closure of Lake Belt mines would require a quick response. If the political 
will of state government were to try and to retain the production, employment, and 
dollars spent on crushed stone in Florida, the policy would have to accommodate 
and encourage the building of replacement mine capacity and infrastructure. But this 
could take many years to accomplish in a process fraught with legal challenges and 
controversies. 

Taylor County is one of the few places in Florida with mineral resources that are 
potentially of comparable quality to the Lake Belt and has deposits with characteristics 
making them viable for large scale, highly efficient production. However, Taylor County 
and the four counties that border it consumed only 518,612 tons of crushed stone in 

15 Data on mine labor in Florida can be retrieved from the U.S. Department of Labor, Mine Safety and Health 
Administration website http://www.msha.gov/drs/drshome.htm. FOOT estimates 88 mines were providing 
significant amounts crushed stone from outside the Lake Belt in 2006. 
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2004 all from smaller regional mines (Table 1, Section I). Therefore, mines built there 
would need a way to deliver crushed stone economically many miles away to where 
most of the rock would be needed. 

To replace the Lake Belt, new mine capacity in Taylor County would have to be large 
scale (mega-scale), so that unit production costs would be low enough to compensate 
for the remoteness of the mines, and returns high enough to finance an extensive 
rail infrastructure to get the crushed stone to consumers. Development would take 
considerable time and financing to accomplish this. Political and financial hurdles 
abound and participatory public funding would likely be needed to expedite rail 
construction. 

Limited reserves 

Many mines have limited reserves. The biggest producer outside of the Lake Belt, 
according to the USGS, is the Rinker Quarry Complex in Lee County. This is a mega
mine and the seventh biggest stone producer in the United States in 2004, which 
implies it produced more than 5.5 million tons that year. However, it only has enough 
reserves to continue producing until 2014," and expansion is being blocked by 
objections from residents of nearby communities. 

Reserve estimates 

This analysis was able to examine permitted mine areas across the state to establish 
rough estimates of reserve life. Proven reserve data is lacking except for a few 
properties that, through public documents, revealed their reserves. Thus, although 
accelerated production would, by definition, shorten the reserve lives of individual 
mines outside of the Lake Belt, the rate at which this would happen could not be 
determined within the bounds of this study. 

Difficulties extending reserves 

Nonetheless, to replace lost Lake Belt output, existing mines would have to place more 
land into production. This requires the acquisition or permitting of adjoining lands at 
established mines which, over the years, have had homes built near them. Such acts 
are apt to engender local opposition. 

Public opposition to mine expansions has a long history in Florida. For example, Florida 
Rock was forced to close its Brooksville Quarry near Tampa after a long zoning battle, 
leaving ten years of mineable reserves." 

2. More Recycling of Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement and Concrete 

Recycling is an intuitively appealing solution, however, opportunities to increase the 
recycling rates of obsolete concrete and asphalt resources are limited because recycling 
rates are already very high in Florida. 

16 Nemeth, M. Neighbor hopes to bury firm's quarry expansion plan. The News-Review (Fort Myers). July 
18, 2001. 
17 Roach, T. Unearthing Value. Rock Product. January 1, 2004. 
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Asphalt pavement is one of the most heavily recycled materials. Concrete from 
construction debris is also intensely recycled, but because it is sometimes intermeshed 
with steel reinforcing and deleterious debris, recovery rates for RCA could be improved. 

A recent paper from the University of South Florida notes, "the research is clear that 
reuse of [asphalt pavement] is approaching 100 percent, and the portion that goes 
unused each year is usually stockpiled and used the following year."" They reported 
that the reuse of concrete "does not enjoy the same widespread use as reclaimed 
asphalt pavement on the national level, "but that re-use capacity in Florida of RCA is 
also approaching 100 percent." 

There are strong economic incentives to recycle asphalt pavement. The high price of 
asphalt, an expensive petroleum derivative, high landfill costs, and the amenability of 
old pavement to reuse all have created market incentives for intense recycling. These 
incentives have been in place for many years, thus, rising prices for crushed stone 
would have little or no impact on the supply of RAP brought onto the market. 
Concrete is a little different. In most of Florida, RCA is cheaper than mined aggregate, 
so market forces encourage recycling. However, it is not as easy to recover as asphalt 
pavement, so recycling costs are nontrivial. In addition, in FDOT District 6, where the 
Lake Belt is, RCA is reportedly more expensive than crushed stone from area mines." 

One could speculate that if Lake Belt production were curtailed, there would be 
stronger market incentives to increase the recovery rates of reinforced concrete 
demolition wastes. Perhaps as much as a ten percent increase in RCA supply in 2009 
could be achieved. That would equal only an additional 573,240 tons statewide. 

3. The Importation of More Crushed Stone from 
Other Countries and States 

There are many mining companies in other countries and states (some are business 
units of Florida's parent companies) that produce high quality durable crushed stone. 
Collectively, these producers would respond to a sudden closure of the Lake Belt in a 
fairly substantial way, although it is implausible that they could replace the loss of 55 
million tons without having to make large investments in new equipment, ships, and 
workforce training, which would take years to bring to fruition. 

Mines in neighboring states would be the most challenged as they face many of the 
same barriers to expansion that Florida's mine do. In addition, mines in nearby states 
(Georgia, Alabama, and North and South Carolina) would need to have the ability to 
deliver rock efficiently by rail. Mines in Kentucky and Illinois that previously shipped 
material to Florida by barge should be explored for additional resource availability. 
International mines would be more responsive where mines in Canada, the Caribbean, 
and Mexico that have direct water access would be able to deliver by ship. New mines 
could potentially be developed or existing mines expanded in countries with deepwater 
port access. 

18 Ashmawy, McDonald, Carreon, and Fikret. Stabilization of Marginal Soils Using Recycled Materials. Final 
report to the Florida Department of Transportation. University of 5011th Florida. February 2006. Page 75 
19 Kuo, Mahgoub, and Ortega. Use of Recycled Concrete Made of Florida Limestone Aggregate for a Base 
Course in Flexible Pavement. Department of Civil Engineering. University of Central Florida. October 2001. 
Page 36. 
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Again, international mines gearing-up capacity in short order to move 55 million tons 
of additional rock to Florida (eight-fold increase in international imports) or even 
meeting half the production gap, which would immediately require over a four-fold 
increase in imports, is an unrealistic hope. The international mines may have fewer 
regulatory hurdles than Florida, but they would still need to plan, develop, equip, and 
finance large mines, and the vessels within the world supply chain system for crushed 
stone. Ramp-up delays are likely as the world is in the midst of a commodity boom 
period-protracted backorder periods up to three years are now common for new 
mining equipment and ships. 

The port infrastructure in Florida is not able to handle large increases in 
imports even if mining and shipping capacity could be brought on line quickly 
to fill the needs of Florida after closing the Lake Belt. The port infrastructure in 
Tampa, Port Manatee, Jacksonville, and Port Canaveral would not be unable to handle 
55 million tons of rock imports-about two and a half additional ship loads a day. 
Florida ports would need five years or more to increase their capacities for unloading, 
dockside storage, and transshipping rock to consumers. Ports at Fort Lauderdale and 
Miami, which are nearest to southeast urban centers, do not have the space for bulk 
shipments of crushed stone. Crushed stone will need to leave the ports by rail and only 
Tampa, Port Manatee, and Jacksonville have the option to expand to meet capacity. Rail 
car numbers and rail infrastructure would need to be expanded. 

4. A Reduction in the Amount of Construction in Florida 

Construction activities would respond immediately to reductions in crushed stone 
supplies. Certainly, if consumers cannot replace Lake Belt crushed stone with similar 
quality material for concrete and pavement, they would either have to alter what is 
built or reduce how much construction would be done. 

Perhaps the most likely reaction to crushed stone shortages would be in reducing the 
size of buildings and structures, and in cutting back on aggregate-intensive features 
not mandated by local building codes, which may be deemed unessential, such as 
sidewalks and driveways. For roads, bridges, high-rise building, utility systems, and 
many types of schools and public buildings, however, there are few options, as safety 
and structural integrity are priorities. These projects would not be built without crushed 
stone supplies. The immediate economic effect would be severe as construction in 
Florida, as it is in all other states, is a major economic sector and leading provider of 
family wage jobs. 

Over several years, reduced construction activity could have more pervasive and 
pernicious dynamic effects. For example, with less building space available per 
household one could expect higher rents and fewer affordable housing units. With 
fewer places built for relocating and new businesses to occupy, there would less capital 
in-place to foster long-term economic growth and jobs. 

5. Switch to Alternative Building Materials and Methods 

Crushed stone is used in building construction for ready-mix concrete, pavement, site 
work and utilities, pre-stressed concrete, concrete pipe, and concrete block. Alternative 
materials for some uses of crushed stone in buildings include wood, steel, and glass. 
Each has advantages and disadvantages, which come into play when construction is 
being planned. Shortages and high prices for crushed stone could compel some to alter 
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their material choice or project designs. Material substitution is a way markets deal 
with shortages but a host of construction applications have no substitute for crushed 
stone materials. 

Hurricane construction codes demand durable construction materials and methods. 
Crushed stone and related products fulfill these requirements. As a result more, not 
less, concrete is being used. Hurricane building codes have pushed Florida to become 
the highest user of concrete blocks of any state---i'lbout 600 million masonry units 
annually." Concrete is simply a more storm resistant material--and buildings made 
with it cost less to maintain and insure. 

Crushed stone is usually not a large part of the cost of building. In 2004, crushed stone 
(at mine prices) accounted for only about 1.3 percent of the value of construction done 
in Florida. However, this varies considerably by type. For road construction, crushed 
stone averages 6.8 percent of the total cost. For housing in 2004, it ranged from 0.4 
for multi-family to 0. 7 percent for single-family homes. 

Crushed stone prices matter, but probably not as much as the threat of contractors 
not being able to get timely deliveries because of shortages. No-delivery scenarios 
would cause project delays and wasted labor costs. There would be cost overruns and 
delayed projects. Materials shortages would motivate some to use alternative materials 
or change designs that consume less crushed stone-particularly high quality rock 
of the type coming from the Lake Belt. These alternatives are often more expensive 
manufactured products with significant drawbacks. No substitutes for crushed stone 
exist for many engineering applications. 

20 Wood, D. Concrete market forces at work; supply improves but costs continue escalating. Southeast 
Construction. August 1, 2006. Page 87. 
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The 2007 Florida Statutes 
Title XXVI 
PUBLIC 

TRANSPORTATION 

Chapter 337 
CONTRACTING; ACQUISITION, DISPOSAL, AND 

USE OF PROPERTY 

337.0261 Construction aggregate materials.--

Page I of3 

View Entire 
Q}gp_ter 

(1) DEFINITIONS.--"Construction aggregate materials" means crushed stone, limestone, dolomite, 

limerock, shell rock, cemented coquina, sand for use as a component of mortars, concrete, bituminous 

mixtures, or underdrain filters, and other mined resources providing the basic material for concrete, 

asphalt, and road base. 

(2) LEGISLATIVE INTENT.--The Legislature finds that there is a strategic and critical need for an 

available supply of construction aggregate materials within the state and that a disruption of the supply 

would cause a significant detriment to the state's construction industry, transportation system, and 

overall health, safety, and welfare. 

(3) LOCAL GOVERNMENT DECISIONMAKING.--No local government shall approve or deny a proposed land 

use zoning change, comprehensive plan amendment, land use permit, ordinance, or order regarding 

construction aggregate materials without considering any information provided by the Department of 

Transportation regarding the effect such change, amendment, permit decision, ordinance, or order 

would have on the availability, transportation, and potential extraction of construction aggregate 

materials on the local area, the region, and the state. The failure of the Department of Transportation 

to provide this information shall not be a basis for delay or invalidation of the local government action. 

No local government may impose a moratorium, or combination of moratoria, of more than 12 months' 

duration on the mining or extraction of construction aggregate materials, commencing on the date the 

vote was taken to impose the moratorium. January 1, 2007, shall serve as the commencement of the 12-

month period for moratoria already in place as of July 1, 2007. 

(4) EXPEDITED PERMITTING.--Due to the state's critical infrastructure needs and the potential shortfall 

in available construction aggregate materials, limerock environmental resource permitting and 

reclamation applications filed after March 1, 2007, are eligible for the expedited permitting processes 

contained ins. 403.973. Challenges to state agency action in the expedited permitting process for 

establishment of a limerock mine in this state under s. 403.973 are subject to the same requirements as 

challenges brought under 1s. 4Q3.973(15)(a), except that, notwithstanding s. 120.574, summary 
proceedings must be conducted within 30 days after a party files the motion for summary hearing, 

regardless of whether the parties agree to the summary proceeding. 

(5) STRATEGIC AGGREGATES REVIEW TASK FORCE.--

ATTACHMENT C,2 
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(a) The Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force is created to evaluate the availability and disposition of 

construction aggregate materials and related mining and land use practices in this state. 

(b) The task force shall be appointed by August 1, 2007, and shall be composed of the following 19 

members: 

1. The President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and the Governor shall 

each appoint one member from each of the following groups: 

a. The mining industry. 

b. The construction industry. 

c. The transportation industries, including seaports, trucking, railroads, or road builders. 

d. Elected officials representing counties identified by the Department of Transportation as limestone 

or sand resource areas. Rural, midsize, and urban counties shall each have one elected official on the 

task force. 

e. Environmental advocacy groups. 

2. The Secretary of Environmental Protection or designee. 

3. The Secretary of Community Affairs or designee. 

4. The Secretary of Transportation or designee. 

5. One member appointed by the Florida League of Cities, Inc. 

(c) Members of the commission shall serve without compensation. Travel and per diem expenses for 

members who are not state employees shall be paid by the Department of Transportation in accordance 

withs. 112.061. 

(d) The Department of Transportation shall organize and provide administrative support for the task 

force and coordinate with other state agencies and local governments in obtaining and providing such 
data and information as may be needed by the task force to complete its evaluation. The department 

may conduct any supporting studies as are required to obtain needed information or otherwise assist the 

task force in its review and deliberations. 

(e) The Department of Transportation shall collect and provide information to the task force relating to 

construction aggregate materials and the amount of such materials used by the department on state 

road infrastructure projects and shall provide any technical and supporting information relating to the 

use of such materials as is available to the department. 

(f) The task force shall report its findings to the Governor, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker 

http://leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?mode=View%20Statutes&SubMenu= 1 &App_ mod... 1/16/2008 
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of the House of Representatives by February 1, 2008. The report must identify locations with significant 
concentrations of construction aggregate materials and recommend actions intended to ensure the 

continued extraction and availability of construction aggregate materials. 

(g) The task force shall be dissolved on July 1, 2008. 

History.--s. 30, ch. 2007-196. 

1Note.--Redesignated ass. 403.973(14)(a) to conform to the repeal of former subsection (4) bys. 23, 
ch. 2007-105. 

Copyright© 1995-2007 The Florida Legislature • Privacy Statement• Contact Us 
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The Governor, Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President of the Senate will each 
appoint one person to the Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force for a total of three individuals 
from each of the following categories: mining industry, construction industry, transportation industry, 
elected officials from rural, mid-size, and large counties with limestone or sand resources and 
environmental advocacy groups. Separately, the Florida League of Cities will appoint one member. 
Once finalized, the 19-member Task 1'.9_rc_g will also include the Secretaries or designees of the 
Florida Departments of Transportation, Community Affairs and Environmental Protection. Please 
select the following link for additional information on each of the Task Force members: Siogrsipb_icsi! 
Information. 

Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
Organization/Member Listing 

The Mining Industry _ _ _ _ ___ _ _____________ _ 
• Enrique Tomeu, Palm Beach Aggregates (Senate Appointment) 

E-Mail: e9to_tT}!3LJ@sibqney_cc.com 

• Scott McCaleb, Florida Rock Industries (House Appointment) 
E-Mail: scottm@flarock.com 

• Thomas Missimer, Schlumberger Water Services USA, Inc. (Governor's Appointment) 
E-Mail: tmJssim<er@sJILcom 

TheConstruction Industry . _____ . _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ __ 
• Rob Duke, Rinker Materials Corporation (Senate Appointment) 

E-Mail: rduke@rinker.com 

• David Hanson, Walbridge Aldinger Company (House Appointment) 
E-Mail: dhanson@walbridge.com 

• James Slade, Ranger Construction Industries (Governor's Appointment) 
E-Ma ii: mslad_f.!@r_an_g.§.rg_o_o5,tQJ_ct_iQn ._com 

Ihe_Iransportation Industries (including_§;eaports, trucking, railroads, or road builders) _____ _ 
• Larry Dale, Dickerson Florida (Senate Appointment) 

E-Mail: ld_aJe@dfi!l.com 

• Harkley Thornton, Outlook Media (House Appointment, Qlairma_!l) 
E-Mail: h_e,rtley\@fdn.com 

• Ignacio Halley, Community Asphalt Corporation (Governor's Appointment) 
E-Mail: ihaJle)l.@_c_ilcQrQ.net 

Elected Officials ---- - - ···- - --- --- ------ -- ~--------
Representing counties identified by the Department of Transportation as limestone or sand resource 
areas. Rural, midsize, and urban counlies shall each have one elected official on the task force. 

• Rural County: 
• Commissioner Mark Wiggins, Taylor County (Governor's Appointment) 

E-Mail: mwiggins@taylorcountygov"cQrn 

• Midsize County: 
• Commissioner Doug Gilpin, Sumter County (House Appointment, Vice Chairman) 

E-Mail: doug.gilpin@sumtercounty!l.gov 

• Urban County: 
• Commissioner John Koons IV, Palm Beach County (Senate Appointment) 

E-Mail: jkoons@co.palm-beach.fl.us 
Erwirnnmen!a_l _Ad_yg~acy_ ~r('ue._ _ 
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• Eric Draper, Audubon Society of Florida (Senate Appointment) 
E-Mail: edraper@audubon.org 

Page 2 of2 

• Heidi McCree, Member of Southwest Florida Water Management District Governing Board 
(House Appointment) 
E-Mail: heidimccree@msn.com 

• Richard Grosso, Everglades Law Center (Governor's Appointment) 
E-Mail: rii:hard@everg[ade_slal>\l,org 

One Membe.r Appointed by the Florida Le~gue of Citie~s __ _ 
• Mayor John Glazer, City of Newberry (Florida League of Cities Appointment) 

E-Mail: jQ_h_!1,g[aDZsl[@(;iJ1 <,_Wb_filry0 f1 .\!S 
The Secretary~f Environmental Protection or Designee _ --·-----

• Richard Cantrell, Department of Environmental Protection (Designee) 
E-Mail: richard.cantrell@dep.state.fl.us 

The Secreta!Y of CommunitLAffairs or Descgnee ____ --·-
• Walker Banning, Department of Community Affairs (Designee) 

E-Mail: yvalke[.b_anrung@di''e,Sta@0 fl.J,!S 
The Secretary of Transportation or Des_i_gnee --------------------

• Ana nth Prasad, Florida Department of Transportation (Designee) 
E-Mail: ananth.prasad@dot.state.fl.us 

For additional information, please visit the Legislative Appointmentsto_Boards a_nd _Commi§sions web 
page maintained by the Florida House of Representatives. 

This site is maintained by the Florida Department of Transportation 
State Materials Office, located at 5007 N.E. 39th Avenue, Gainesville, FL 32609. 

For additional information, please e-mail questions or comments to the 
State Materials Public Information Office or call (352) 955-6600. 
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Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force Members 
Biographical Information 

Walker Banning - Community Program Manager 
Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
walker.banning@dca.state.fl.us 

Walker Banning works for the Florida Department of Community Affairs as Community Program 
Manager in the Division of Community Planning. He helps local governments prepare Evaluation 
and Appraisal Reports and address land use compatibility issues in the vicinity of major military 
installations. In addition, he supenvises a team of three planning implementation specialists 
(Waterfronts Florida, Transportation Planning, and Hazard Mitigation Planning). 

Prior to joining the Department in 1988, he was a Research Associate in the Center for 
Biomedical and Toxicological Research and Hazardous Waste Management within the Institute of 
Science and Public Affairs and Manger of the Southern Waste Information Exchange at Florida 
State University, Tallahassee, Florida. From 1972 to 1985, he was employed in a variety of 
planning positions with the Central New York Regional Planning and Development Board in 
Syracuse, New York. 

Larry Dale - President 
Dickerson Florida, Inc. 
ldale@dfifl.com 

A native of western North Carolina, Mr. Dale began his career in highway construction in 1973 
working on various projects in North Carolina, South Carolina. Virginia and Kentucky. In 1983, Mr. 
Dale began working for Dickerson Florida, Inc. He is now president of the highway construction 
and site development company and Dickerson Aggregates Inc., a raw material supplier. Larry has 
a long history with Dickerson Florida, Inc. and has held several positions in the company before 
assuming his current role. He is licensed as a certified general contractor for the State of Florida 
under the Department of Business and Professional Regulation's Construction Industry Licensing 
Board. 

Dickerson Florida, Inc. has been involved in Florida highway and development construction since 
the 1950s and has enjoyed a longstanding partnership with the Florida Department of 
Transportation, even back when it was known as the "Florida Road Department." Larry has 
gained tremendous experience in the mining permitting process overseeing active mines in 
Okeechobee and St. Lucie counties, both of which supply certified materials for FOOT projects. 

Richard Cantrell - Deputy Director, Division of Water Resource Management 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
rich a rd. cant re I l@dep .state. fl. us 

Mr. Cantrell received his B.A. in zoology from the University of South Florida. He began his 
career with the Department of Pollution Control (DPC) in June 1972 as a district biologist in the 
Pensacola District Office. In 1973, he transferred to the Punta Gorda office of the DPC, also as 
district biologist, and in 1980 Mr. Cantrell assumed the duties of dredge and fill supenvisor for the 
South District of the DER. (The DPC became the Department of Environmental Regulation in 
1975 and is now the DEP.) In 1984, he came to Tallahassee as the first administrator of the 
Wetland Evaluation and Delineation Section, where he was instrumental in developing the 
vegetative index for wetland delineations that is in use today. From September 1999 until 
December 2003, he was the Director of the South Florida District of the DEP. 



After serving as the Director of the South Florida District of the DEP, Mr. Cantrell returned to 
Tallahassee, where he currently supervises staff from the Bureau of Mining and Minerals 
Regulation and the Office of Submerged Lands and Environmental Resources ("OSLER"). The 
Bureau of Mining and Minerals Regulation administers laws and regulations related to the 
reclamation of mined land and the protection of water resources (water quantity, water quality, 
and wetlands) at mines. Mr. Cantrell was also recently on temporary assignment, serving as 
Interim Director of the Department's Southwest District Office in Temple Terrace from July 10, 
2007 until November 1, 2007. Mr. Cantrell has been an instructor for the Florida Chamber of 
Commerce's Growth Management Short Course and their Environmental Permitting Summer 
School for many years, teaching the course on determining wetland jurisdiction. 

Eric Draper - Deputy Director for Policy 
Audubon of Florida 
edraper@audubon.org 

Eric Draper is Deputy Director for Audubon of Florida, a science and education organization with 
sixty staff and a $5 million budget. He lobbies the Legislature and executive agencies and directs 
Audubon's state and local advocacy staff. Eric Draper is recognized as a leading advocate for 
Everglades restoration, water resource protection and land conservation. 

Before joining Audubon of Florida, Mr. Draper was Sr. Vice President for Policy for National 
Audubon Society. Before that he was staff director of the Florida House Majority Office. He has 
also been with The Nature Conservancy where he led campaigns to win annual legislative 
approval of Florida's $3 billion Preservation 2000 program and voter approval of 11 county and 
city programs valued at $770 million. He now serves on the Florida Soil and Water Conservation 
Council, the Council for a Sustainable Florida and the Florida Oceans Alliance. 

Robert F. Duke - General Manager of Florida Sales 
Rinker Materials Corporation 
rduke@rinker.com 

Robert Duke is the General Manager - Sales, Marketing and Distribution for the Florida 
Aggregate Division of Rinker Materials Corporation (now part of Cemex, a $20 billion global 
construction materials company). 

Prior to his current role, Rob worked in acquisitions and strategic planning for Rinker's U.S. 
materials business. He has held positions in corporate finance and engineering at Merck and 
Company and BOC Gases, respectively. He has worked throughout the U.S., and in Europe, and 
currently lives in Wellington, Florida with his wife and son. Rob is a graduate of Carnegie Mellon 
University, where he earned a BS in chemical engineering and an MBA in finance & marketing. 

Commissioner Doug Gilpin - 2°ct Vice Chairman 
Sumter County Board of County Commissioners 
doug.gilpin@sumtercountyfl.gov 

Doug Gilpin is a member of the Sumter County Board of County Commissioners representing 
District 2. He serves on the Board of Directors for the Sumter County Economic Development 
Commission. Gilpin is a native of Michigan and United States Marine Corps veteran. Doug is 
Director of Customer Service for T&D Concrete located in Wildwood, Florida, one of Sumter 
Counties largest private business operations. 



Mayor John Glanzer 
City of Newberry 
joim.glanzer@ci.newberry.fl.us 

A Cleveland, Ohio, native, Mayor Glanzer moved to Boynton Beach, Florida, in May of 1952. He 
attended Palm Beach Junior College and Florida State University and is a graduate of Leadership 
Gainesville Class 15. He was self-employed in the commercial printing industry for 25 years 
before retiring in 2004. Mr. Glanzer currently holds Real Estate and Residential Appraisal 
Certifications and is currently employed by Superior Appraisals in Gainesville, Florida. 

Mr. Glazer served as a City Commissioner for the City of Newberry from 1983 thru 2000. He was 
elected Mayor of Newberry in 2004 and currently serves as such. He was also a member of the 
Florida League of Mayors from 2006 to 2007. He is a member of the Program Committee of the 
North Central Florida Regional Planning Council and is a chairperson for Archer/Newberry Weed 
and Seed Steering Committee. 

Richard J. Grosso - Executive Director 
Everglades Law Center 
richard@evergladeslaw.com 

Richard Grosso is the Executive Director and General Counsel of the Everglades Law Center 
(ELC), formerly the Environmental and Land Use Law Center, Inc., a public interest law firm 
which represents citizens in South Florida in cases that defend the public interest in 
environmental and land use matters. Mr. Grosso directs the ELC's public interest litigation 
practice and clinic at the Shepard Broad Law Center at Nova Southeastern University in Ft. 
Lauderdale, where he is a Professor of Law. He specializes in land use, growth management and 
environmental policy and permitting issues. 

Mr. Grosso is a former Legal Director for 1000 Friends of Florida, and is also a former attorney for 
the Department of Community Affairs and Department of Environmental Regulation. Mr. Grosso 
has an extensive litigation and appellate practice in the area of growth management and land use 
law, including property rights law. He has successfully litigated a number of important and 
precedent setting cases, including Pinecrest Lakes v. Shidel, where demolition of buildings 
erected in violation of a local comprehensive plan was ordered by the courts Mr. Grosso has won 
major awards for his work on behalf of Florida's environment. In 1995 he was named Individual of 
the Year by the Key West environmental group Last Stand. 

Ignacio Halley, P .E. - Executive Vice President 
Community Asphalt Corporation 
ihz:ille'l@Jcacorp.net 

Ignacio Halley is a class of 1982 graduate of Villanova University with a B.S. in Civil Engineering. 
He is a licensed Professional Engineer in the State of Florida and has worked in the heavy 
highway construction business for over 27 years. He is presently the responsible for all 
construction related operations. He has served as the Chairman of the Florida Transportation 
Builders Association and presently serves on their Executive Board. He is slso the present Vice 
President of the Asphalt Contractors Association of Florida and also serves on their Executive 
Board. 



David B. Hanson - Senior Vice President 
Walbridge Aldinger Company 
dhanson@walbridge.com 

David Hanson has over 39 years of progressively responsible positions in the engineered and 
building construction fields. He is a 1968 Civil Engineering graduate of the University of 
Massachusetts and in 1989 completed the Advanced Management Program at Templeton 
College at Oxford University in the United Kingdom. 

He spent the earlier portions of his career in a variety of project types and geographical locations 
on 5 continents and 42 states in the power, institutional, commercial and heavy construction 
sectors. Since joining Walbridge Aldinger in 1994, he played a major role in the development of 
their Heavy, Civil and Special Projects Group on projects in Aviation and Infrastructure. He 
currently serves on the firm's Executive committee, has executive responsibility for the 
Company's Florida Operations, and continues to be active in the pursuit of Aviation Projects on a 
National Basis. 

Commissioner Jeff Koons - Vice Chairman 
Palm Beach County Board of County Commissioners 
lli._oo n s@c o. pa Im-be a ch.fl. us 

John F. "Jeff' Koons was first elected to the Palm Beach County Board of County Commissioners 
in November 2002 and re-elected to his second term in November 2006. He has a Bachelor of 
Science degree from Miami University, and for 30 years was employed with the Fort 
Lauderdale/Palm Beach Pepsi Cola Bottling Company, beginning as a delivery driver and 
succeeding to Vice President of Community Relations. 

Commissioner Koons has a long history of community service, having entered public service 
through his leadership role in neighborhood associations. He has served on boards and 
committees for numerous social service agencies, and cultural, educational and governmental 
organizations. He held office for 11 years on the West Palm Beach City Commission, also serving 
as Mayor in 1991 and Commission President in 1989 and 1997-1999. 

Known for his knowledge of transportation issues, Mr. Koons has focused his efforts on improving 
transit options, including rapid transit bus corridors and establishing a dedicated funding source 
for regional transportation projects. 

Scott L. McCaleb - Vice President 
Florida Rock Industries, Inc. 
scottm@flarqck.com 

Scott McCaleb is currently serving as Vice President of Corporate Development for Florida Rock 
Industries, based in Jacksonville, Florida. Florida Rock Industries is a major provider of 
construction aggregates, cement, concrete, and concrete products in the Southeastern and Mid
Atlantic states. Mr. McCaleb, who has been employed with Florida Rock Industries for 
approximately 13 years, has had a long-term involvement in locating, permitting and zoning 
aggregate resources throughout the southeastern United States. 

Mr. McCaleb is a graduate of Florida State University, where he earned a degree in Finance and 
Real Estate, and he currently holds a Florida Real Estate Broker's License. 
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Summary 
• The ruling on the mining issue was announced on Friday, July 13, 2007. This ruling followed a 

District Court hearing that concluded on January 29, 2007. 
• On March 22, 2006, the United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida first 

called into question the prospect of continued mining in South Florida. This ruling, which 
affects nearly 12 mining permits, was issued following a law suit which had been filed 
challenging the overall permitting process for a region known as the Lake Belt. 

About the Lake Belt 
• In 1992, the Florida Legislature recognized the importance of the Lake Belt Area's limestone 

resources to the state as well as the need to sensitively plan for protection of the public 
drinking water supply (Section 373.4149, F.S.). 

• The Lake Belt is an approximately 57 ,515-acre area that was established by the Florida 
Legislature in 1997 for the purpose of implementing the Migi_micOacle C:Q_LJoty_l,,ake Selt_Plan. 

• The area lies west of Miami and east of Everglades National Park. 
• For the past 40 years, approximately 50 percent of the aggregate used by the Department has 

come from the mines in the Lake Belt region. 
• In South Florida, groundwater occurs so near the surface of the ground, that when rock is 

mined, even in shallow pits, the excavation areas fill with water and man-made "lakes" are 
formed. The "lakes" that form after rock is mined are the feature after which the "Lake Belt" is 
named. Mining in the Lake Belt area has thus far created approximately 4,900 acres of lakes. 

Anticipated Construction Impacts In the Event of An Adverse Ruling 
The following list of anticipated construction impacts are excerpts from a brief filed by the Department 
on April 17, 2006: 

• "Costly delays, stop work situations, and project cancellations throughout the state;" 
• "Severe disruptions to on-going and planned transportation construction projects for the 

foreseeable future;" 
• "Rapid rises in tonnage prices for future aggregate products, perhaps escalating two to four 

times present prices;" and 
• "Price spikes for supplies that are available." 
• "A complete termination of Lake Belt mining will require the suspension of construction on 

every current and imminent Department job in Monroe, Miami-Dade, Broward, Palm Beach, 
Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River counties (Department Districts 4 and 6), at least seventy 
percent (70%) of the Department jobs in the Tampa Bay area (District 7), sixty percent (60%) 
of the jobs in Southwest Florida (District 1) and the Turnpike, and twenty-five percent (25%) of 
the jobs in Central Florida and Northeast Florida (Districts 5 and 2). 

• Please note that the figures used to describe the impacts on the Department's projects were obtained from 
documents that describe: ( 1) a summary of costs remaining on current Department projects using asphalt and/or 
concrete mixes that are drawing materials from the Lake Belt mines; (2) percentages by Department District of 
expected projects in the next six months that will not move forward due to aggregate loss; (3) total amounts 
spent by the Department for the past five fiscal years on capacity and preservation projects (Source: Affidavit of 
the Florida Department of Transportation's Chief Engineer). 

The FDOT Response 

ATTACHMENT C, 4 
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In the event of a complete or partial shut-down of the Lake Belt mining, the Department is currently 
working to prevent project delays by: 

• Issuing an emergency revision to Rule 14-103 to expedite the approval of additional 
construction aggregate sources. 

• Seeking additional contacts for new source approvals through neighboring State contacts, 
contractors and the aggregate industry. 

In addition to the above, the Department has recently finalized a contract for the purchase of 
additional construction aggregates. 

• It is important to note that aggregate mines usually have at least a one month supply of reserves that will 
provide extra time, if necessa,y, to have additional aggregate supplies in place. 

Related Information 

• Florida Department of Transportation Document Resources 
http://www.dot.state.ft.us/statematerialsoff[ce/1i_c:fministration/resources/ljbrary/issues
tr1,nds/documents/in_clex.htm 

• Keep Florida Rockin (Floridians For Better Transportation) 
http://www.keepfloridarockin,coml 

• Keep Florida Moving Press Release (Floridians For Better Transportation) 
hHp;//www.beUertrnns~ortation.org/archive/keepflmoving.a@ 

Contact Information 

• Questions Regarding Department Impacts: 
Ananth Prasad, Chief Engineer, FDOT Central Office (850) 414-5240 
Dick Kane, Communications Director, FOOT Central Office (850) 414-4595 
Christine McDonald, Public Information Officer, FOOT State Materials Office (352) 955-6624 

• Questions Regarding Mines: 
John Shoucair, Geotechnical Materials Engineer, FOOT State Materials Office (352) 955-2925 

• Questions Regarding FDOT Construction Projects: 
David Sadler, FOOT Central Office (850) 414-5203 
QjstrictConstru_ction E_ngineers 

• Questions Regarding ~artment Legal Impacts: 
David Littlejohn, FOOT Office of the General Counsel (850) 414-5285 

Alternate FOOT Legal Contacts: 
Pamela Leslie, FOOT Office of the General Counsel (850) 414-5271 
Gregory Costas, FOOT Office of the General Counsel (850) 414-5281 
Roger Wood, FOOT Office of the General Counsel (850) 414-5384 

• Questions Regarding Permitting Issues: 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, (904) 232-1576 or (800) 291-9405 
Leah Oberlin, Environmental Engineer, US Army Corp of Engineers, (561) 472-3506 

• Questions Regarding Environmental/Permitting Issues: 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection - Press Office, (850) 245-2112 

• Questions Regarding Information Provided By Floridians For Better Transportation: 
Doug Callaway, President, FBT (850) 521-1256 

Updated Wednesday, April 18, 2007 
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Strategic Aggregates Study 

Ananth Prasad, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 

Florida Department of Transportation 
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"Strategic" 

Highly important to or an integral part of a 
plan ....... . 

FOOT has undertaken a study documenting the importance of 
aggregate materials and to evaluate ways to insure the 
quantity and quality of materials essential to the economic 
well-being of the state. 
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"Aggregates" 

Rock and high quality sand mined and processed for 
construction of roads, bridges, and buildings. 
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Mining, processing, and transportation !iit,,.,,,,.,,,.,,,,,.,, ......... :,.,,,,¼i,te,,l' 

of aggregates 
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Aggregates 

• 143 million tons used in Florida each year ( est. 2007) 

- 120 million tons produced in state, 8 million tons imported domestically, 
and 5 million tons imported internationally. 

- 10 million tons are recycled. 

- Housing and commercial construction use 86 million tons. 
- Roads and infrastructure use 42 million tons. 

• 55 million tons of highest quality aggregate are from Lake Belt 

• FOOT as largest single user contracts for about 10% of supply 

• FOOT sets the standards for engineering properties of aggregates 

• FOOT is in the role as the entity speaking on behalf of strategic 
materials such as aggregates 
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Lake Belt Dilemma 
• High probability of temporary mine closures for 60-180 days even on 

appeal with stay granted 
• Emergency permit with Corps of Engineers has potential 90-150 day 

delay 
• FOOT has independently verified 30 days of stockpiled reserves 
• Independent economic modeling conducted using all data sources to 

verify industry predictions from Federal lawsuit 
• Economic impacts will begin to be felt in 30-45 days 
• Losses in construction output and labor income (roads, housing, 

commercial construction) 
• Worst case of prolonged compete shutdown scenario (annual): 

- $28.6 billion in lost economic output (total statewide) 
- $11.2 billion in lost wages (total statewide) 
- 288,000 jobs 
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What are the current problems in 
Florida? 

• Existing mine permits are routinely challenged and 
seriously delayed. 
- Output from permitted mines continues but quality is 

declining for many engineering applications 

• Temporary Bans on mining at local level. 
• Developments, particularly large DRl's in rural 

counties, are impinging on mining and future . 
expansions. 
- One can chose where land development occurs 

but one cannot chose where rock is found. 
• Infrastructure for increasing imports is not in place 
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Study Overview 
• Demonstrated scope of aggregates issues 

• Identified regulatory and operating conditions 

• Identified resource areas where new mines could be 
located 

• Evaluated options for change to imported sources 
as in-state aggregate sources decline 

• Identified some preliminary mechanisms for change 
e.g. legislation, rule changes, and public/private 
investment needs 
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Economic Modeling 
• Demonstrated value of aggregate materials to state 
• Demonstrated how materials are strategic and linked to: 

- Transportation 
- Highway safety 
- Construction / Maintenance 
- Continued economic growth 
- Affordable housing/school construction 

• Has helped understand movement of materials into and 
around Florida 

• Has documented direct/indirect impacts to sectors of 
economy 

• Has clearly underscored the need for immediate action 
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Preliminary Findings 
• Known in-state aggregate reserves to produce 150 million 

tons per year do not appear to be adequate for 5-10 year 
growth period and beyond. 
- Florida is heavily dependent on sources from a single area: the Lake 

Belt of Miami-Dade County 

• Regulatory changes will be needed to continue to mine 
existing reserves efficiently and cost effectively. 
- Local Governments may not be viewing this from the "Big Picture" 

perspective. 

• Port capacities will need to be increased 5-10 fold. 

• Rail infrastructure improvements needed for imports and 
efficient intra-state distribution of aggregates. 
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Recommended Next Steps 

• Present preliminary findings to Governor/Legislature and 
other stakeholders 

• Governor/Legislature should direct follow up review by a task 
force to seek solutions. 
- Task force should explore potential remedies and recommend 

overall strategy to: 
• Enhance in-state aggregate reserves 
• Inventory aggregate handling needs and required investment for 

imports by ports and rail 
• Coordinate public investments in port and rail infrastructure 
• Explore public/private investment options 

- Task force should make recommendations to the 
Governor/Legislature in Fall of 2007. 

• Role of FOOT in aggregate issues. 
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Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
Meeting Agenda 

December 18-20, 2007 
Tampa, Florida 

Day One - Orientation 

Welcome, Overview and Purpose (Lauren McFadden, President, Nikko 
Performance Systems) 

Setting the Work Agenda (Chairman Carey Baker, Senate Transportation 
Committee; Chairman Richard Glorioso, House Transportation Committee; and 
Thomas O. Malerk, Director, Office of Materials, Florida Department of Transportation) 

• Legislative charge to examine the strategic nature of aggregates 
• FDOT's role in sponsoring legislation 
• The Purpose of the Study 
• The Results 

Introductions 

Organizational Details 
• Introduction a/Task Force members 
• Election of Chair 
• Role of facilitator and staff 
• Public comment process 
• Schedule of meetings 

Background Information 
Florida's Government in the Sunshine (Bruce Conroy, Chief of Administrative Law 
and Real Property Division, Florida Department of Transportation) 

• A Summary of Florida's Government in the Sunshine 
• Florida Department of Transportation, Government in the Sunshine 

Strategic Aggregates Study - Synopsis (Thomas A. Herbert, Vice 
President, Lampl Herbert Consultants) 

• What are aggregates and other limestone products 
• The strategic, place-based nature of these materials 
• Location of known deposits of limestone within Florida 
• Areas of likely future exploration 
• Land use, environmental and neighborhood issues 

Strategic Aggregates Study - Economic Issues (Robert Whelan, Senior 
Project Manager, ECONorthwest) 

• Role of aggregates in economy 
• Impact of Lake Belt mining to state 
• Lake Belt Ruling and short term reactions 
• Costs of doing nothing 

SARTF Discussion and Deliberation 

Day Two - Perspectives 

Regulatory 
• Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Richard Cantrell, Deputy 

Director, Bureau of Mine Reclamation) 
• Florida Department of Community Affairs (Walker Banning, Community 

Program Manager, Division of Community Planning) 



• Florida Department of Transportation (John Shoucair, Geotechnical 
Materials Engineer, State Materials Office) 

• Private Practitioner (Michael P. Haymans, Director, Farr, Farr, Emerich, 
Hackett and Carr, P.A.) 

Local Government 
• County authority in the overall mining process (Chip R. Fletcher, Attorney, 

Shumaker, Loop and Kendrick, LLP; Representing Florida Association of 
Counties) 

• Lee County (Mary Gibbs, Director, Lee County Community Development) 
• Sumter County (William F. "Bill" Stevens, Jr., Public Works Department) 

Break 
Mining 

• Mine values, Infrastructure and jobs (Neal McAliley, Partner, White and 
Case, LLP) 

• Issues to keep the "doors of communication open" (Dixie Hollins, 
Hollinswood Ranch) 

Transportation 
• Rail (Mike Darragh, Director, Sales and Marketing, CSX) 
• Ports (Richard A. Wainio, Port Director and CEO, Tampa Port Authority) 
• Trucking (Alan Payne, Florida Trucking) 

Lunch 

Construction 
• Road Construction/Paving (John Skidmore, Vice President, APAC 

Construction) 
• Residential Construction (Donald Santos, President, Santos Construction 

Company) 
• Commercial Construction (J.C. Miseroy, Area Manager, Granite 

Construction) 

Break 
Environment 

• Mining in Lee County: A Rural Community Planning Perspective (Kevin U. 
Hill, Chair, Corkscrew Rural Community Planning Committee) 

• Sierra Club (Frank Jackalone, Senior Regional Representative, Sierra Club) 
• Population Growth (Paul Zwick, Director, University of Florida GeoPlan 

Center) 

Public Comment 

Task Force Deliberations 

Next steps / directions for next meeting 

Day Three - Tour of Port of Tampa 

On Thursday, December 20, 2007 from 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. the Strategic Aggregates Task Force will take a 
tour of the Port of Tampa. Please note that public participation in the Port of Tampa Tour will be limited to 10 
participants due to the size of the vessel that will transport the task force members. This scheduled event is 
intended to be a fact-finding session for the sole purposes of gathering information only, therefore, no 
recommendations will be made, no public business will be discussed and no votes will be taken. lf you are 
interested in participating in this event, please contact Christine McDonald, Public Information Officer, at (352) 
955-6624 or by e-mail at christine.mcdonald@dot.state.fl.us. Please note that final 10 participants will be 
randomly selected. 

l~i"i~~-\.- Tour of Port of Tampa (http://www.tampaport.com/index.asp) 
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Public Comments Received 

Public Comment Received: Friday, December 14, 2007 

Audubon of Southwest Florida 
Collier County Audubon Society 
Conservancy of Southwest Florida 
Corkscrew Road Rural Community 
Estero Council of Community Leaders 
Florida Wildlife Federation 
National Wildlife Federation 
Responsible Growth Management Coalition 
Estero Civic Association 
Sanibel-Captiva Audubon Society 
Hendry-Glades Audubon Society 
Peace River Audubon Society 

December 14, 2007 

Dear Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force Members: 

As members of the Aggregate Task Force, you are charged with exploring a number of issues regarding the 
extraction of Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) grade aggregate. Through this task force you have 
the opportunity to pull together various stakeholders, technical experts and a variety of agencies and 
governments, in order to begin dialogue as to potential solutions for meeting future infrastructure needs. We 
believe the outcome of this task force should be a framework for not only proactively accommodating future 
growth and infrastructure, but protecting our environmentally sensitive areas, maintaining water resources and 
assuring the quality of life for current and future generations. 

While this process is under the guidance of the FDOT. our organizations believe that participation is necessary 
from all relevant agencies, including the Fish and Wildlife Service, Environmental Protection Agency, Department 
of Community Affairs, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Department of Environmental 
Protection, all of the Water Management Districts, local governments, environmental organizations and other 
interested stakeholders. Furthermore, the need for local governments to have the authority to make decisions 
for appropriate land uses and participate in the determination of where aggregate mining will be located in the 
future cannot be overstated. Directing mining and other incompatible land uses from environmentally sensitive 
land or residential neighborhoods is an integral part of the local land use planning process and State preemption 
of this authority is not acceptable. You have an ambitious timeline for submitting your report to the Legislature by 
February 1, 2008. Our organizations request that your report include strong opposition to any future Legislation 
allowing State preemption of local authority, along with recommendations for future study. 

With regard to a future study, we believe that a one-size-fits-all approach to the need for FDOT grade aggregate 
is inappropriate and does not serve the intended purpose of ensuring a supply of construction material for State 
projects. A State preemption of local authority for regulation of mining through Growth Management Plans, Land 
Development Codes, Ordinances or other appropriate mechanisms would open up vast areas for mining without 
regard to environmental protection or residential neighborhoods. We understand that a balance needs to be 
struck, and that the Aggregate Task Force should explore both where not to mine and also where mining can 
and should be allowed. However, as FDOT grade aggregate exists in only a limited number of locations, 
preempting local authority to regulate mining serves only to open up lands for all manners of mining: fill, sand 
and other aggregate. Regardless of what is mined, the same impacts to the environment and quality of life are 
created. Our organizations request the Aggregate Task Force recommend to the State Legislature a 
comprehensive study of aggregate extraction, including: 

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/statematerialsoffice/administration/resources/library/issues-trends/... 1/2/2008 
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• Participation by the Environmental Protection Agency, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of 
Community Affairs, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Department of Environmental 
Protection, all of the Water Management Districts, local governments, environmental organizations and 
other interested stakeholders. 

• Reinforcement of the overarching principle that aggregate extraction must consider not only aggregate 
location, but environmental, planning and quality of life issues. The 2006 Aggregate Bill took into account 
where aggregate was located, but did not acknowledge these other crucial factors. 

• An understanding that Florida is consuming rock at an unsustainable rate, with 143 million tons of 
aggregate used statewide each year, of which 120 million tons is mined in Florida. As aggregate 
materials of the size necessary for road construction are found in relatively small resource areas, there 
will be a time in the future when aggregate supply will no longer be available. Removal of local control 
through preemption at the Legislative level would only serve as a short term solution to a supposed 
resource shortfall, while the long term implications of disrupting the local land use planning process would 
result in long-term negative impacts to the environment and residents. 

• Collection of data on the exact amount of aggregate extraction currently permitted. While the FOOT 
Aggregate Study implies a severe shortfall of materials, especially in light of the Lake Belt decision, there 
must be solid data to reference regarding material availability. For example, the 1994 Lee County 

Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR), Volume 1, page 111-92 states: 

The County has zoned 15,475 acres for mineral extraction. The Division of Zoning and Development Review 
estimates that, at the current annual rate of excavation of 4.42 million cubic yards, the county's approved mining 
operations will meet its needs for the next 73 years. 

Such data must be made available as part of any review of additional extraction needs. 

• A "need" versus "supply" assessment, including documentation of the current supply of aggregate and 
how much has already been permitted but not yet extracted. 

• A formal definition to the term "need" should be provided. We must distinguish between need for Florida, 
versus the need of mines to sell to other areas of the country and internationally for profit. If aggregate is 
a scare resource for the current and future needs of Florida, then the ramifications of exporting aggregate 
outside of Florida must be assessed. 

• A joint investigation with all agencies to determine if mining can be done where rock is located and if it 
can be done environmentally, again, to supply Florida, not the world. 

• A focus on water issues and what mining does to the quantity and quality of groundwater. The question 
of whether mines actually store or leak water is still uncertain and unresolved. This is one of the 
important issues that must be explored. 

• Land use planning and resource availability implications of mines that close early to convert to residential 
land uses must be explored. 

• Implications of the fact that we will run out of rock one day, but we will need our water resources forever. 
Thus, alternatives must be explored now, instead of waiting until current resources are depleted. 

• Alternatives including not only alternative materials for road construction, but also better regional planning 
that will decrease the need for new road corridors. In addition, alternative means of transportation, such 
as rail, should be explored. 

• Need for additional recycling of aggregate materials. While 1 O million tons of aggregate materials are 
recycled and re-used each year, the State should look at innovative mechanisms for increasing the 
amount of materials that can be recycled and provide incentives for reaching potential recycling 
benchmarks. 

• Mapping of the areas where DOT grade aggregate is located and exploration of the areas, to determine if 
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a larger, centralized area for mining, versus mines scattered throughout the State, is a viable option. 
Such a planning effort could then look at transporting materials to their destination and could incorporate 
rail and ports. 

We appreciate the ability to share our comments with you and we look forward to working with all interested 
stakeholders in the future as your recommendations lead to what we hope will be an all-inclusive and 
comprehensive study of aggregate mining in the state of Florida. 

Sincerely, 

Pete Quasius 
Audubon of Southwest Florida 
PQuasius@msn.com 

Alan Keller 
Collier County Audubon Society 
ackeller2()S@com_G1a§1.ne1 

Nicole Ryan 
Conservancy of Southwest Florida 
nic;_oJ_er@conservancy.org 

Kevin Hill 
Corkscrew Road Rural Community 
kuh@ighosting.com 

Don Eslick 
Estero Council of Community Leaders 
doneslick@comcast,n_et 

Nancy Payton 
Florida Wildlife Federation 
ffil.D9'Qil.)ltO n@fwf on Ii n e. org 

Laura Hartt 
National Wildlife Federation 
Hartt@nwJorg 

Loren Wieland 
Responsible Growth Management Coalition 
rgmc@hotmail.com 

Barbara Akins 
Estero Civic Association 
akinsbs@comG.,istnet 

Public Comment Received: Tuesday, December 4, 2007 

Regardless of the outcome of the Lakebelt hearing hearing, the ability to haul large tonnages of 
aggregates by rail seems to be advisable for the state. Fuel efficiency, air pollution and traffic 
congestion all favor rail over truck when tonnages to an area are heavy, and when miles from origin 
to destination exceed 45 or 50 miles. Planning ahead for rail infrastructure needs will be important as 
we go forward. 

Public Comment Received: Friday, November 30, 2007 
Fort Myers, Lee County 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the strategic mine aggregate task force process. I appreciate that 
our officials are soliciting feedback on this very important issue. Please carefully consider ways to change the 
status quo of building roads into unpopulated areas to feed the cancerous growth economy that is threatening 
our quality of life. 

I hope that the task force carefully considers using the "multi-modal improvements in infrastructure to achieve 
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efficiency of transportation" for the residents and visitors to our fine state in a manner that is desirable and cost
effective (instead of as a mechanism to build more devastating roads as the current agenda implies). 

This system should include achieving an effective passenger rail system so we can visit the far reaches of the 
state without clogging the roads with our private automobiles. The intrastate system needs to be linked to 
effective and desirable public transportation at destination points. If we had such a transportation system in 
place, this strategy would allow the entire state to achieve more of a "community" and less of a crowd" mentality. 
Visitors and residents could enjoy each other's company during trips to the capital, Disney and coastal 
destinations. This Solution is more cost-effective, and certainly more responsible of our fragile environment than 
perpetuating the status quo that has left us in gridlock with degraded waterways due to excess impervious cover 
preventing the natural filtration capability of open -land supporting a diverse ecosystem. 

We need our elected officials and public agencies to help us achieve sustainable practices, which are more cost 
effective and less damaging to the environment. 

I have concerns that this task force could allow us to continue or even accelerate the essentially unbridled growth 
and fail to consider, address or measure the long-term impacts of our actions. There are dozens of reports, 
Environmental impact studies, and indicators that the perpetuation of this cancerous growth is detrimental. Good 
Public employees are shuffling from agency to agency hoping to find a place where they can be the public 
servants they aspire to be. Eventually it seems they are removed, or leave the state in fear and disgust. This 
task force has an opportunity to help change that sad reality. 

Consider the mission of the FDEP: "The Department of Environmental Protection is the lead agency in state 
government for environmental management and stewardship and is one of the more diverse agencies in state 
government, protecting our air, water, and land". Please be sure the FDEP presentation demonstrates ways to 
protects our air water and land while meeting the needs of a growing population in an efficient manner.. 

The State of Florida is spending millions trying to restores the Everglades, as we continue with the very suburban 
sprawl practices that are leading to its demise. 

I urge you to use this venue to demand that our public agencies forthrightly and honestly report on how mining 
and roads have impacted our environment, what their role has been, and how they intend to address these 
devastating impacts. 

This site is maintained by the Florida Department of Transportation 
State Materials Office, located at 5007 N.E. 39th Avenue, Gainesville, FL 32609. 

For additional information, please e-mail questions or comments to the 
State Mieterials Public Information Qff~_e or call (352) 955-6600. 
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December 18, 2007 

Items to Address and Accomplish 

Permitting and Regulatory 

• Differentiation between permitting and expansion of a new mine versus an existing mine. 
• Template for local governments for regulations (regional approach?). 

• Balance permitting process between needs of state, needs of community and 
environment. 

• Permitting: Set clear criteria by DEP and state mine permitting rules. 

• Address statewide criteria for permitting. 
• State needs to look at permitting requirements (possibly regional). 

• Permitting: Look at and consider evaluating: 
o Process 
o Criteria 
o Who is involved 
o Look at Palm Beach County 2007 permitting process document (Everglades 

Agricultural Area). 
• Infrastructure support strategy; larger regulatory review on a regional basis. 

• Better understanding of permitting process (look to SARTF website or briefing book CD 
for the Palm Beach Report). 

Economics 

• Predictability and reliability in supply and pricing. 

• Document what the actual needs are by diverse group of experts. 

Public Policy and Decision Making 

• Framework of decision: 
o Quantify and make more objective. 
o Clear impact and consequences. 

• Why do we need the government to intervene into this? 

• Question whether government intervention is necessary. 

• Consider creating mining districts. 
• Create a plan so that we are not dependent on foreign (aggregate). 

• Address safety of trucking. 

• Utilize aggregate appropriately 
o Property Rights 
o Environment 
o Existing and Future 
o Economic Development 
o Look from a statewide view at supply and permitting process. 



• State needs to look at permitting requirements, possibly regional. 

• Permitting: Look at and consider evaluating: 
o Process 
o Criteria 
o Who is involved 
o Look at Palm Beach County 2007 permitting process document (Environmental 

Agricultural Area). 
• Infrastructure support strategy; larger regulatory review on a regional basis. 

Strategic Planning 

• Long-range (50 year) plan for supplies for state. 
o Not to build over the top of reserves. 
o Clear permitting process. 

• 10-20-50 year plan/strategy on protecting deposits. 
o How to protect land owners. 

• 10-20-50 year strategic plan for rail and storage. 

• Sustainable long-term plan. 

Innovative Thinking and Technology 

• Improving ways to recycle. 

• Look at alternatives. 
o Are there different ways to construct, recycle, etc. 

• Consider creating mining districts. 

• Create a plan so that we are not dependent on foreign (aggregate). 

• Look at collateral social benefits: 
o Environmental 
o Water 
o Resource Protection 
o Severance Fees 
o Reclamation 

• Sustainable long-term plan. 

• Infrastructure support strategy; larger regulatory review on a regional basis. 

• What is the problem that requires government intervention? 

• How are other states addressing this issue? 
• Factual description of types of conflict between mining and land use. 

o What is the problem? 

Resources and Supply 

• ID where resources are and protect for future use. 
• ID where "extra" aggregate will come from. 

o How will we move ii. 

• Document what the actual needs are by diverse group of experts. 



• ID current suitable areas: 
o Land use process. 
o Set parameters/limits. 

• Determine what is, and what is not a resource. 

Research and Information Needs or Request 

• What is the problem that requires government intervention? 
• How are other states addressing this issue? 

• FOOT Report: Competitive Nature of Contract Pricing, March 2006. 
• Better understanding of permitting process (look to SARTF website or briefing book CD 

for the Palm Beach Report). 

• Factual description of types of conflict between mining and land use. 
o What is the problem? 



Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
December 19, 2007 

Information Needs or Request 
Information Needs/Requests 

• What is the problem that requires government intervention? 
• How are other states addressing this issue? 
• FOOT Report- March 2006. 
• Better understanding of permitting process (look on SARTF web-site). 
• Factual description of~ of conflict between mining/land use (what is the 

problem?). 

Information Needed 

• Briefing on Lake Belt: 
• Dr. Weiskoff 
• Team 
• Both sides 
• Facts/clarification (Land Mitigation Report). 

• Who? 
• Department of Environmental Protection? (Janet Llewellyn) 
• Clarification of environmental issues regarding permitting (Rick Cantrell) 
• Technical and environment Aspects of permits as it relates to mines 

(Howard Hayes) 
• Why do they fail on local level? 

• Palm Beach County Report (Ken Todd). 
• Projections on state growth: 

• Tons - roads 
• Tons - buildings. 

• List of counties - Ban or moratorium on mining: 
• Number of permits requested from local government 
• Number of permits approved? 
• Why permits denied? 

• Land use suitability: 
• Compatibility issues, determinations, and how are they being made? How 

do they perceive these conflicts? 
• Association of Counties? Would they have any data? 
• Map of reserves: 

• Where are the reserves? 
• What are the constraints? 
• What kind of reasonable demands will getting the aggregates have on 

environment/ communities, etc.? 



Highlights from December 19, 2007 Meeting of the Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
(SARTF) Tampa, Florida 

Stan Boling's synopsis of meeting highlights is as follows: 

1. DEP: Richard Cantrell 

A. DEP prefers local approval given prior to making an applicant and DEP go all the way 
through DEP's permitting process. DEP looks at groundwater and wetland impacts. 

B. Currently there are no DEP permits specific to mining, just state-wide ERP under 
Chapter 373. 

C. Major adverse impacts occurred in the past ( e.g. phosphate mining) but no more. 

D. Primary method for avoiding future groundwater problems is to keep run-off from 
homes out of new lakes: Keep future homes away from lakes. 

E. DEP welcomes local input on local factors that DEP may take into account during its 
permitting. [contact Howard Hayes/DEP: Howard.Hayes@dep.state.fl.us] 

2. DCA: Walker Banning 

A. Per Chapter 187 there is a state general policy statement on "mining", which is defined 
as "development" in 380.04. 

B. Regional (SRPP's), and local plans may have mining policies too. 

C. Local requirements vary considerably. Some local governments require a specific land 
use designation for mining (Citrus County, Hamilton County, and Newberry), some 
require rezoning to a special mining district or PD mining district. 

D. State plan does not, but should, recognize aggregate as a strategic resource. 

E. Possible land use approach: allow mining-only on mining sites with no future homes. 

3. FOOT: John Shoucair 

A. FDOT certification occurs after a mine is in operation, and it must be demonstrated that 
the mine can successfully produce on-going quality. 

B. FDOT specs. are copied by other states and may be used by local governments. 

C. FDOT specs. can be met by importing materials to the mining site and blending material 
from the outside ( e.g. Miami, Nova Scotia hard rock). 

D. Since 2002, there has consistently been± 185 sources for FDOT grade aggregate. 
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E. Re-cycled material can meet FDOT spec but keeping it clean or maintaining non
chewed-up aggregate size can be a problem. 

F. Florida's aggregate demand: 
10% State roads 
15% Local roads 
75% private (buildings, driveways, sidewalks) 

• Interjection (Ananth Prasad, FDOT): mass transit projects may not reduce aggregate 
demand. Some such projects could (surprisingly) increase demand. 

4. Private Attorney: Michal Haymans 

A. Local political pressure to deny mining applications may be insurmountable for elected 
local officials. 

B. Public perception: agencies are not protecting the environment and it's bad to dig holes 
in the ground. 

C. Mines get pushed "further out" resulting in more miles traveled, increased miles traveled 
and road impacts, increased cost. 

D. Local per truckload impact fees (Charlotte $1/truckload; DeSoto $3/truckload) are 
getting expensive and are in addition to other impact fees and gas taxes. 

E. Hours of operation limitations conflict with critical delivery times when FDOT needs 
material delivered at night. 

5. FACO Attorney: Chip Fletcher 

A. Only the local government looks at a comprehensive set of factors and balancing of 
interests. 

B. Local land use issues (e.g. local road impacts) are real. 

C. DEP has not always thoroughly reviewed impacts. 

6. Lee County: Mary Gibbs, Community Development Director 

A. Lee County is a major aggregate resource area. 

B. Most mines require a PD re-zoning and there 1s a moratoriUill m place for such 
rezonings: expires September 10, 2008. 

C. Spending $750,000 on studies during moratorium; set-up special committee with 
stakeholders. 
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D. May devise local performance standards and water modeling requirement for 
groundwater and surface water. 

• Interjection (Cantrell): DEP does not now, but could, design a region-specific permit and 
look at regional impacts. 

• Interjection (Missimer: President of Missimer Groundwater Science, Inc.): A 6-month study 
period and a mere $750,000 is nothing compared to what the industry spends on looking at 
hard science, resource location and accessibility, and monitoring. 

7. Sumter County: Bill Stevens, Public Works Director 

A. Sumter has 7 major mining companies and manufactures cement. 

B. Mining can occur only on properties adjacent to pre-existing mines. 

C. Collects data and create yearly report on cumulative excavation activities. 

D. Aggregate price increases are significant for local governments too. 

8. Private Attorney for Mining Interests: Neal McAlililey 

A. Rail infrastructure vital: Rail (2 cents - 5 cents/ton) cheaper than trucking (10 cents - 15 
cents/ton). 

B. Miners need regulatory certainty. 

C. Lakebelt studies and permitting costs 32 cents/ton now; don't treat miners as "cash cow". 

• Interjection Grosso (Everglades Law Center): costs of negative externalities from mining 
should be factored into price. There's a disagreement on how much Lakebelt wetland 
mitigation acreage has been dedicated or bought with fees exacted from Lakebelt mines. 

9. Citrus County landowner: Dixie Hollins (Hollinswood Ranch) 

A. Residential in rural area has encroached on his mining operation which is located in a 
strategic resource area located on the cross-Florida barge canal. 

B. People can choose among many places to live but we must mine the rock where God put 
it. 

C. Citrus county moratorium that is currently in effect may result in new regulations with 
untenable setbacks (increasing from 200' to 3,000'). 

D. "Horror story" described of miner going through lengthy and costly agency permitting 
and then getting local denial. 

E. Need state pre-emption. 
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• Interjection Grosso: are landowners willing to give up future residential potential in return 
for a "mining only" restriction based on strategic state resource designation. Response from 
Hollins: qualified yes. 

10. Local/Regional Builders: Don Santos 

A. The current downturn is only a "breather" but will be here a while. 

B. The residential bubble/extreme demand of 2005 will not be seen again. 

C. Price, price, price now beats location, location, location. 

D. Asphalt, steal, concrete increases 40% - 70% while wood decreased 5%. Result: less 
concrete/block is being used now and more wood frame is being constructed. That 
substitution reaction may not be good for hurricane resistance. 

E. Aggregate 5% - 8% of South Florida home cost; less in North Florida due to less block 
construction. 

F. Citizens "aren't going to take it any more" and are/will demand decreased costs from 
public and private sectors. 

11. Granite Construction: J. C. Miseroy 

A. Uncertainty in supply line (e.g. Lakebelt decisions, local decisions) result m pnce 
increases regardless of eventual outcomes. 

B. Uncertainty/unknowns get priced into bids. 

C. During downturns, private sector has more time to haggle with public sector. 

12. Local Environmental/Neighborhood: Kevin Hill, Corkscrew Rural Community 
Planning Committee 

A. Do not pre-empt local governments. 

B. Rural areas are "neighborhoods" and deserve protection. Must work together to address 
cumulative impacts. 

C. Cited non-mechanical de-watering effects (Bacchus study) and stated that a 6" drop in 
groundwater levels can kill pine trees. 

D. There was a 14 day public hearing for the last mining project that went through before 
the Lee County moratorium. This set a record. 

F;\Community Development\Users\CurDev\STAN\Sand Mines\Highlights12-19-07SARTF.doc 4 



13. Sierra Club: Frank Jackalone 

A. The Lake belts provide a "pipeline to the (Miami) wellfields" with no timely mitigation 
on the horizon. 

B. Lakebelt: 30 square miles of Everglades wetlands destroyed in the "50-year mining 
footprint". 

C. Sierra Club recognizes need for balance to allow aggregate but things are out of balance 
now. 

• Interjection (Cantrell): DEP has started monitoring for benzene from Lakebelt mines and 
has found no benzene before or after use of explosives. 

• Interjection (Grosso): There can be no all or nothing approach to this problem. 
• Interjection (Missimer): Cautioned against "cheap science" and trying to prevent the highly 

improbable which borders on the impossible. 

14. Tampa Port Authority: Richard Wainio 

A. Tampa is greatly expanding port capabilities of handling aggregate ($100 million being 
invested). 

B. Imports aggregate from Bahamas, Dominican Republic, Yucatan, Canada. 

C. Most distributed from port by rail but some will be by truck which will be enhanced by 
future connector road from the port to I-4. 

D. By 2013 maybe 10 - 15 million tons/year of aggregate could be handled through 
Tampa's port. State demand is+ 150 million ton/year. 

E. Only other Florida ports that can handle large quantities of aggregate: Port Everglades 
(Fort Lauderdale) and Jacksonville. Tampa is and will continue to have the largest 
capacity to handle aggregate. 

Public Comment 

A. Economics professor from the University of Miami (Dr. Richard Weiskoff). Wishes to 
present an alternative (better?) economic impact analysis at the next task force meeting. 

B. Dixie County Commissioner Buddy Lamb. Need to focus on where aggregate is located 
and where it is needed. A void one size fits all approach. 

C. Indian River County Commissioner Peter O'Bryan. Indian River County will have 
second hearing on moratorium January 7, 2008. Keep local decisions local. Avoid a 
rush job with the Task Force's huge undertaking. 
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D. Resident from Estero area. Don't focus on supply side only. Spend the time and money 
necessary to study and plan for strategic resource areas. 

E. FACO staff attorney Dianna Feguson. Local governments have the expertise to handle 
local issues and must deal with compatibility issues and must comply with federal water 
quality requirements. Therefore, local governments must carefully look at water quality 
issues. 
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Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
Meeting Agenda 

January 8-9, 2007 
Miami, Florida 

Meeting Day One 

Welcome and Member Introductions (Lauren McFadden, President, Nikko 
Performance Systems - Meeting Facilitator) 

Transportation (Presentations Originally Scheduled for December 19, 2007) 

• Rail (Mike Darragh, Director, Sales and Marketing, CSX) 
• Trucking (Alan Payne, Florida Trucking) 
• Task Force Q&A 

The Future: Population and Emerging Statewide Strategies 

• Population and Growth (Paul Zwick, Co-Director, University of Florida GeoPlan 
Center) 

• Emerging Thinking (TBA, Century Commission for a Sustainable Florida) 
• Task Force Q&A 

Resource Economics 

• Everglades Economics (Richard Weisskoff, University of Miami) 
• Mineral Resources, Demand and Need (TBA, ECONorthwest) 
• Task Force Q&A 

Mining Limestone in Florida: Resources and Recovery 

• Geologic Deposits (Tom Scott, Florida Geological Survey) 
• Local Governments Ordinances, Constraints and Moratoria (Diana 

Ferguson, Florida Association of Counties) 
• Map of Aggregate Resources: The Current Situation (Tom Scott, Florida 

Geological Survey; and Diana Ferguson, Florida Association of Counties) 
• Task Force Q&A 

Environmental Permitting of Limestone Mines in Florida 

• Water Resources Permitting for Aggregate Mines (Howard Hayes, Program 
Administrator- Mandatory Non-Phosphate) 

• Task Force Q&A 

Public Comment 
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Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
Meeting Agenda 

January 8-9, 2007 
Miami, Florida 

Meeting Day Two 

Recap of Meeting Day One (Lauren McFadden, President, Nikko 
Performance Systems - Meeting Facilitator) 

Special Districts 

• Overview of California Mineral Land Classification System (John 
Clinkenbeard, California Geological Survey) 

• Task Force Q&A 
• Creation and Management of the Lake Belt: Legislative and Environmental 

Perspectives 
o Legislative (TBA, South Florida Water Management District) 
o Environmental (TBA, Coffey Burlington, P.L.) 

Special Districts (Continued} 

• Creation and Management of the Lake Belt: Local and State Perspectives 
o The Miami-Dade County Experience (Frank Bernardino, The Wren Group) 
o Florida Department of Environmental Protection (TBA, Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection) 
• Task Force Q&A 

Local Government Case Studies 

• Palm Beach County (TBA, Palm Beach County) 
• Task Force Q&A 
• Lee County (TBA, Lee County) 
• Task Force Q&A 

Break 

Public Comment 

Task Force Deliberations 



Thomas M. Missimer, Ph.D., P.G. 
Missimer Groundwater Science, a Schlumberger Company 
1567 Hayley Lane, Suite 202 
Fort Myers, FL 33907 
(239)481-6494 
(239)4816393 fax 
(239)810-3009 cell 

Recommended Changes to State Law 

Change 1. Aggregate is a Resource of the State 

Aggregate resources shall be considered resources of the State similar to the water resources. 
This resource shall be given the same protection in designated areas as water resources. 

Change 2. Permitting Process 

1. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) shall be the lead agency for 
all aggregate mine permitting in Florida. The responsibility of the FDEP shall be to 
evaluate all environmental impacts of the proposed mining activity. This shall include, but 
not be limited to the following: 1) coordination with other state agencies on impacts 
evaluation (including water management districts), 2) evaluation of wetlands impacts, 3) 
evaluation of endangered species impacts (coordination with federal agencies), 4) 
evaluation of surface-water management impacts, 5) evaluation of water quality impacts, 
and 6) review of restoration plans. Only the FDEP shall have the responsibility for review 
of environmental impacts of mines. The FDEP will develop new rules or modify the 
existing rules with regard to mine permitting to comply with the statutory changes. 

2. The State government shall be responsible for the inventory and mapping of aggregate 
resources of the State through the Florida Geological Survey (FGS). Information can be 
submitted by willing land owners to the FGS for inclusion in State data repository. 

3. Permitting priority shall be given to lands that both have proven aggregate resources and 
have been altered in the past for other activities, such as agriculture, silivaculture, or 
others. Also, priority shall be given to areas designated in local government 
comprehensive plans for mining. 

4. The local government review and zoning approval or comprehensive plan amendment 
processes shall occur after the State Mining permit is issued. 

5. Local governments shall have the responsibility for review of mining applications for local 
transportation impacts and other local government issues. Local governments shall not 
have any responsibility for environmental impacts reviews. Local governments shall be 
responsible for approving the zoning necessary to allow mining activities. The Florida 
Department of Transportation (FOOT) shall make mandatory comments on the local 
government review of transportation issues. 

6. Local governments shall be strictly prohibited from imposing bans or moritoriums 
on mining of aggregate materials. 

7. If in the local government review process, it is found that unacceptable impacts 
will occur on certain local roads, either the mining companies or the State shall assist the 
local government in making the appropriate improvements to the roads. The local 
government impacts assessment on roads shall be reviewed by the FOOT. 



8. In the event that local government does not approve a mine that has been approved by 
the State, the FDEP and the FOOT have the right to appeal the local government 
decision to the Governor and Cabinet. The permit can be issued by the Governor and 
Cabinet, overruling the opposition of the local government. 

9. The local government shall maintain the right to file a Chapter 120 petition for 
administrative hearing on the ruling of the Governor and Cabinet to issue the mining 
permit. However, the burden of proof in the case shall lie with the local government. 

Change 3. Comprehensive Planning 

Amendments shall be made to the appropriate section of the State planning statutes to provide 
mandatory protection to aggregate resources that are designated as resources of the State. Also, 
specific language shall be placed in the appropriate State planning statutes to allow the State to 
initiate a local government comprehensive plan change to allow mining of aggregate mining in 
some designated area within a local government jurisdiction. 



Strategic Aggregates Task Force 
Brainstorming Notes 

Preliminary Thoughts Regarding 
Possible Section Headings for Report 

(In no particular order) 

Note: This is a brainstormed list with no sorting, categorizing or analysis done. Some items are 
other related thoughts which may or may not be intended as suggestions to be included in the 
report. 

1/9/08 

• Planning Process 

• Permitting process 
o Suggestion to benchmark 
o Address issue of trust between local and state 

• Appropriation 

• Background section 
o Geology 
o Economics 
o Problem defined 

• Demand for aggregate based on population growth 

• Follow California model of breaking state out by "district/basin" 

• Bans/moratoriums, etc 

• Comprehensive planning issue 
o Provide a mechanism for designation of resources and 
o Establish that it is a strategic resource 

• Funding Sources (base on California model) 
o Regional Funding sources 
o Have DCA comp plans and solutions that tie in to Rail, Ports, etc. 

• Mining: where it is going (future) and how will we fund? 
• Transportation 

o Ports 



o Rail 

• Inventory of resources to import & move aggregate 

• Recycling alternative 

• Recognize aggregate as strategic resource (stated above as well) and protect 
the Reserves 

o Use Per capita data 
o Use US census data 
o Suggestion that mapping is NOT necessary; it is proprietary (time and 

cost/benefit?) 
o Suggestion - No DPI 

• Protect strategic resource - how? 
o Suggestions that the theory behind lake belt is sound 
o Suggestion to model that process and streamline it 
o Suggestion to address trust issue in process 

• Consider Supply & demand 
o Look at local mine materials as well (coquina, etc.) 
o Consider this when looking at geological reserves 

• Regional approach 
o Where is aggregate? 
o Address infrastructure at Regional level - FOOT, DCA, DEP 

• Certainty for industry/public that preservation, mitigation, etc are done up front 
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January 14, 2008 

Harkley Thornton, Chair 
Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
Outlook Media Inc. 
2295 South Hiawassee Road, Suite 203 
Orlando, Florida 32825 

Re: Requested County Mining and Environmental Information 

Dear Mr. Thornton, 

I am writing to answer a few questions that were raised at the Miami meeting 
of the Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force, as well as to clarify some 
information regarding potential solutions that the task force may want to 
consider further in its deliberations. I apologize in advance that I am unable 
to attend the Jacksonville meeting, which is why I am getting this to you in 
writing, since I will be unable to give a follow-up presentation. However, I will 
be at the Tallahassee meeting, and if I can provide any further assistance to 
the task force at that point, I am happy to do so. First, I would like to answer 
a few questions that were raised as a result of my presentation in Miami. 

Question 1: Which counties have environmental programs? 

With such a short amount of time in between meetings, I am unable to 
provide complete information for all 67 counties. However, I have verified 
that the following 27 counties do have environmental regulations in place: 

Alachua 
Broward 
Charlotte 
Collier 
Duval 
Escambia 
Hernando 
Hillsborough 
Indian River 
Lake 
Lee 
Leon 
Madison 
Manatee 

Martin 
Miami-Dade 
Orange 
Osceola 
Palm Beach 
Pinellas 
Putnam 
Sarasota 
Seminole 
St. Lucie 
Volusia 
Wakulla 
Walton 

It is important to keep in mind that it is difficult to completely separate land 
use and environmental law. They are quite related disciplines, and they are 
becoming even more related with the emergence of concepts such as smart 
growth and the increasing desire of state and local governments to protect 
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environmentally sensitive lands and open green spaces. Professor John Nolan, the 
Director of Pace University School of Law's Land Use Law Center has written a series 
of books relating to this very subject for the Environmental Law Institute. In "Open 
Ground: Effective Local Strategies for Protecting Environmental Resources" (2003), he 
sums this issue up well: 

Local governments in most states have been delegated primary responsibility for 
determining how private land is developed and conserved. It is the legislative 
and regulatory actions of those [local] governments that dictate how much of the 
land is covered with impervious surfaces; how many miles of roads are built; how 
many septic systems, sewer plants, and water systems are created; and where 
buildings or improvements are located. These decisions greatly affect the 
watersheds, waterways, and other biological resources in areas that are rich in 
natural resources as well as in areas where remaining environmental assets are 
scarce. Id. at 3 - 4. 

This illustrates why it is not only a good idea for local governments to consider 
environmental issues in making land use determinations, but also why it is increasingly 
imperative that they do so. Professor Nolan specifically addresses the local role in 
watershed protection in another book in this series, "New Ground: The Advent of Local 
Environmental Law" (2003): 

Protecting healthy watersheds and restoring degraded ones is one of this 
country's unmet environmental challenges. Because watersheds do not respect 
political boundaries, effective watershed conservation will require cooperation 
and coordination among all levels of government, including local units. 
Watershed conservation is one of the increasingly significant environmental 
protection roles local governments are playing for a variety of reasons, ranging 
from choice to coercion. Since the 1970's, many local governments have 
expanded their traditional land use regulatory programs to include environmental 
objectives such as impact assessment and the protection of environmentally 
sensitive lands including floodplains, wetlands, and steep slopes. Watershed 
protection is also a logical extension of the increasing use of habitat conservation 
plans (HCPs) to comply with Endangered Species Act (ESA) mandates. Id. at 
213. 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is another federal law that now dictates much of what local 
governments do environmentally. The CWA created the total maximum daily load 
(TMDL) program, which requires states to take certain actions to improve water quality. 
In Florida, as TMDL requirements are being developed, they are included in local 
government municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permits, which are 
stormwater permits. This means that local governments bear much of the responsibility 
in reducing nonpoint source pollution. It also means that we now face significant 
compliance and enforcement costs for failing to do so. 
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We believe that the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) generally does a 
very good job of addressing water issues in environmental resource permitting, given its 
statutory directives and available resources. But one of the reasons that local 
governments regulate wetlands is because they provide valuable functions such as 
water filtration, which helps to reduce the amount of nutrients in stormwater runoff as it 
filters through the wetland down to groundwater. Keep in mind that local wetland 
regulations do not just apply in areas where mining might occur - they apply throughout 
the local government's jurisdiction. The possibility of preemption here represents a 
significant risk to local government, since every time we are preempted from addressing 
a particular water quality concern, we will find ourselves less and less able to meet state 
and federal TMDL requirements. 

Question 2: Which local governments have mining ordinances that restrict the 
location cif mines? 

Again, with such a short time in between meetings, I am unable to answer this question 
as thoroughly as I would like. However, the scenario I described in my presentation is 
by far the most common way in which local governments regulate mining. In other 
words, the appropriate locations for mines are generally determined by the 
comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance or land development regulations. With 
regard to zoning, mining is typically considered a "special" or "conditional" use within the 
agricultural designation. Mining ordinances typically deal with more operational 
concerns, such as the hours of operation, noise (including buffer zones), dust, and 
traffic, such as the maintenance of rights-of-way, and the hours during which truck traffic 
is appropriate. Financial assurance may also be addressed within a mining ordinance. 
The most common environmental concern that might be addressed in a mining 
ordinance would be requirements for reclamation. 

Question 3: Is there one county zoning ordinance that stands above the rest. that 
could potentially be a model for other counties to follow? 

The simple answer is "no." County zoning ordinances are similar in the concepts they 
cover, but do not always use the same terminology. Also, because counties vary so 
greatly in size and resources, what works in one county just simply may not work in 
another. This is why model ordinances can be so problematic. The same general 
concepts might apply, and small counties in particular sometimes find model ordinances 
helpful. But counties always need the ability to tailor an ordinance to fit their local 
needs. 

I also wanted to address some potential solutions that are being considered by the task 
force and offer some additional information regarding each of these concepts. 

Solution 1: "ORI-Lite" 

As you probably know, Developments of Regional Impact (DRI) are developments 
which, because of their character, magnitude, or location, are presumed to have a 

3 



substantial effect upon the health, safety, or welfare of citizens of more than one county. 
The variety of projects that can fall under ORI status include large-scale planned 
developments, airport expansions, office and industrial parks, sports and entertainment 
facilities, and even mining operations that meet certain criteria. 

The benefit of the ORI process from the development side is that it can provide the 
developer more certainty in how a development proposal will be reviewed and ultimately 
approved. Under this process, each of the permitting agencies and the local 
government are brought together at the beginning of the review process, which allows 
issues to be resolved early and, in some cases, expedites project approval. The ORI 
process also sets forth clear timelines for project review, provides an appeal process, 
and even allows an applicant to proceed with a portion of his or her development before 
final approval.Conceptually, this review process could be streamlined and tailored 
specifically to mining operations. 

For example, a joint state-local application process could be developed that specifically 
identifies what each permitting agency requires, including local zoning; it could specify 
review timelines, include an appeal process, and generally provide more guidance and 
certainty for the mine operator, the local government, and all permitting agencies 
involved. It should be stressed that this approach is not intended to replicate the ORI 
process and the expenses associated with it but, rather, borrow from it some of the 
unique review components of that process in a way that is beneficial to all parties. 

Solution 2: Sector Planning 

The Florida Association of Counties believes that long-range planning is perhaps the 
best way to deal with development and environmental protection issues. And one of the 
more effective tools created by the legislature is the optional sector planning process. 
This process was passed by the 1998 legislature as an alternative to the development 
of regional impact program (ORI). In fact, the sector planning process integrates the 
benefits of the ORI process, including strong intergovernmental coordination, with the 
benefits of the long-range comprehensive planning process. 

Sector planning is unique in both its size and scope. First, the planning area under 
consideration must be a minimum of 5,000 acres in size, while the actual sector plan is 
conceptual in nature, taking a long-range view of anticipated areas of urban, 
agricultural, rural, and conservation land uses. More specifically, under this process, 
the local government prepares a conceptual long-term build-out overlay map of the 
area, which identifies anticipated land use areas, giving more specific direction for 
development, infrastructure, and natural resource protection. Once the conceptual 
overlay is completed, the local government may adopt specific area plans that include 
policies in the comprehensive plan to address specific types of development for a 
smaller geographic area in the overlay sector. Once the specific area plan is adopted, 
the ORI review process is waived. 
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From a local government perspective, this is perhaps the most logical approach for 
addressing all types of rural development, including mining. It effectively allows the local 
government to move from a very general approach to rural planning - where basic land 
use categories are created without much consideration of their impacts - to a more 
focused view of what the area should look like over a 20-year planning horizon. 
Similarly, because all future land uses and their impacts are contemplated, sector 
planning gives more certainty to all land owners in the area. 

Solution 3: DEP Pre-Application Meeting 

Another alternative that has been discussed is the possibility of conducting a pre
application meeting with DEP prior to the county zoning hearing on a specific mine 
project. This would provide a county with the opportunity to sit down with DEP and the 
mine applicant to discuss any environmental concerns the local government might have 
prior to the zoning hearing. This would also allow for an order of permitting to be set 
without creating difficulties for any of the permitting agencies. The local review could be 
required to happen first. With the pre-application meeting, the county will have had an 
opportunity to make its environmental concerns known, and could issue a conditional 
zoning approval, on the condition that its environmental concerns are addressed in the 
state permitting process. Because DEP and the mine applicant will know in advance 
what snags might occur at the local level, this would allow those to be addressed during 
the state permitting process, so that the mine applicant does not find itself in the 
unfortunate situation of having to bounce back and forth between the local government 
and DEP. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments to you. I also want to thank you 
for using the Association of Counties as an informational resource, and for being so 
inclusive during your deliberations. We are happy to provide any additional assistance 
that might be required in helping the task force to reach a consensus. Please do not 
hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Diana Ferguson 
Legislative Staff Attorney 

cc: Senator Carey Baker, Chair, Senate Transportation Committee 
Representative Rich Glorioso, Chair, House Infrastructure Committee 
Commissioner Jeff Koons, Palm Beach County 
Commissioner Doug Gilpin, Sumter County 
Commissioner Mark Wiggins, Taylor County 
Mayor John Glanzer, City of Newberry 
Harkley Thornton, Chair, Strategic Aggregates Review Task Force 
Rick Cantrell, Department of Environmental Protection 
Walker Banning, Department of Community Affairs 
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Ananth Prasad, Department of Transportation 
Eric Draper, Audobon Society of Florida 
Richard Grosso, Everglades Law Center 
Heidi Mccree, Southwest Florida Water Management District Governing Board 
Larry Dale, Dickerson Florida 
Ignacio Halley, Community Asphalt Corporation 
Enrique Tomeu, Palm Beach Aggregates 
Scott McCaleb, Florida Rock Industries 
Thomas Missimer, Schlumberger Water Services USA, Inc. 
Rob Duke, Rinker Materials Corporation 
David Hanson, Walbridge Aldinger Corporation 
James Slade, Ranger Construction Industries 
Jon Steverson, Governor's Office of Policy and Budget 
Christine McDonald, Department of Transportation 
John Shoucair, Department of Transportation 
Tom Herbert, Lampl-Herbert Consultants 
Scott Dudley, Florida League of Cities 

6 



bee: Commissioner Randy Hatch, Suwannee County, President-Elect, Florida 
Association of Counties 
Commissioner Buddy Lamb, Dixie County 
Eddy Labrador, Broward County 
Barbara Jefferies, Charlotte County 
Gary Maidhof, Citrus County 
John Jenkins, Dixie County 
Nick Stazko, Hardee County 
Rick Tschantz, Hillsborough County 
Will Collins, Indian River County 
Mary Gibbs, Lee County 
Pete Winton, Lee County 
Dawn Lehnert, Lee County 
Brett Bacot, Lee County 
Anne Bast Brown, Levy County 
Rob Brown, Manatee County 
Paul Millar, Martin County 
Jan Huffert, Martin County 
Paul Voight, Miami Dade County 
Matt Davis, Miami Oade County 
Jess McCarty, Miami Dade County 
Ken Todd, Palm Beach County 
Todd Bonlarron, Palm Beach County 
Frank Bernadino, Palm Beach County 
Jack Brown, Taylor County 
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