WORKSHOP

FY 15/16 Budget Policy Workshop

Tuesday, April 28, 2015
9:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.

Leon County Board of County Commissioners’ Chambers
Leon County Courthouse, 5™ Floor



Board of County Commissioners
LLeon County, Florida

FISCAL YEAR 2016 BUDGET WORKSHOP
April 28, 2015

Fiscal Year 2016 Preliminary Budget Overview 1

Adoption of Proposed Revised Policy No. 13-1, Retitled “Sidewalk Eligibility
Criteria and Implementation” and Approval of Sidewalk Tier Prioritization and 2
Funding Allocations

Future of the Apalachee Solid Waste Facility 3

Acceptance of a Status Report on the Current Healthcare Landscape and 4
Consideration of Opportunities to Enhance the Delivery of Healthcare Services.

Analysis of Fire Rescue Services Rate Study and Alternative Funding Option S
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Leon County
Board of County Commissioners

Notes for Budget Workshop Item #1



Leon County

Board of County Commissioners

Budget Workshop Item # 1

April 28, 2015
To: Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board
From: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator
Title: Fiscal Year 2016 Preliminary Budget Overview

County Administrator
Review and Approval:

Vincent S. Long, County Administrator

Department/
Division Review:

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator

Lead Staff/
Project Team:

Scott Ross, Director, Office of Financial Stewardship

Fiscal Impact:

This item has a fiscal impact and will establish Board direction in developing the FY 2016
Tentative Budget. Preliminary estimates indicate that the current year revenue and expenditure

gap is $3.8 to $8.5 million.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1:  Accept staff’s report on the preliminary budget.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
At the January 27 meeting, the Board established the FY2016 Budget development calendar.

The budget calendar included an April 28, 2015 budget policy workshop to discuss the following
topics:

Sidewalk Priority Listing

The future of the Solid Waste Management Facility

Primary Health Care Funding

Fire Rescue Services Rate Study and Alternative Funding Option

Subsequently, at the March 10, 2015 meeting, the Board established the maximum discretionary
funding levels for FY 2016, and directed staff to prepare a number of budget discussion items for
the June 23, 2015 preliminary budget workshop. These items include: a review of the Sheriff
Deputy pay plan; reviewing the County pay plan; considering an increase in funding for Legal
Services of North Florida; and the consolidation of the Supervisor of Elections administrative
and voting operations functions at the VVoting Operations Center.

It is important to note that it is still very early in the budget process. Final revenue estimates are
still being prepared, preliminary property values will not be provided by the Property Appraiser
until June 1, 2005, the Constitutional Officers’ budgets are still being developed by the
respective officers and have not been submitted to the Board, new health insurance rates have not
been provided, and the legislature is still considering juvenile justice cost sharing and health care
funding. County departments have provided initial operating and capital budget requests to the
Office of Management (OMB) for review. OMB is analyzing preliminary budget requests for
review by the County Administrator during upcoming Executive Budget hearings.

Additional direction provided at this budget workshop will be used in developing options for the
preliminary budget that will be presented at the June 23, 2015 budget workshop.

Historical Context and Budget Development Parameters

Though the County adopts a budget annually, the historic context of prior budget development is
important and informative for subsequent budget cycles. Each budget is interdependent on prior
actions and influences the future financial condition of the County.

In considering the development of the FY2016 budget, it is important to consider that over the
last several years the County/Nation has come out of the longest and deepest recession since the
Great Depression. The slow economic recovery caused continuous reductions in property and
sales tax revenues for five consecutive years. These events presented significant challenges for
the Board to provide a balanced budget, while maintaining quality services. Due to the inflated
prices of homes, often referred to as the “housing bubble,” and the dramatic impact on mortgage
back securities when the “bubble” burst in 2007, the Country and much of the world entered
what is now referenced as the “Great Recession.”
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Due to the slow economic recovery, the Board was deliberate in providing relief to citizens,
during the toughest years the economy was in decline and at its bottom, by not raising fees and
passing on property tax savings to the community. While an increase in the millage rate up to
the rolled-back rate would not have resulted in a tax increase, the Board elected to leave the
millage rate constant for three years (FY 2010 to FY 2012); thereby, allowing property value
reductions to result in corresponding tax savings. These actions allowed property owners to
receive a total of $14 million in property tax savings.

In FY 2013, in order to stem the tide of an eroding tax base and to preserve a quality level of
services, the Board approved the rolled-back rate, which only ensured that the same amount of
property taxes received in FY 2012 were collected in FY 2013. Even with only a constant level
of property taxes being budgeted, the Board was able to appropriate the necessary funding to
support increased costs associated with the newly Consolidated Dispatch Agency and the new
Public Safety Complex.

Also during this time, the County continually evaluated the current level of services provided to
the community. This involved a thorough examination of all the services departments provide
including: libraries, tourist development, stormwater maintenance, mosquito control,
management information systems, building inspection, development support, environmental
services, parks and recreations services, probation and pre-trial programs, and solid waste
services.

By reviewing the organization from top to bottom and implementing the Leon LEADs
(Attachment #1), the Board reduced its budget by more than $62 million and its workforce by
more than 83 positions. This restructuring allowed the Board to reduce costs while minimally
effecting service levels to the community. The Board was able to achieve more than a five
percent reduction in the County workforce with no layoffs.

In addition to providing property tax relief to citizens, it was necessary for the Board to take a
reasoned and deliberate approach to addressing the budget shortfall in County enterprise
operations such as stormwater management, solid waste management and transportation services.
During the recession and slow economic recovery, the Board consciously maintained the existing
assessment rates for stormwater and solid waste. These actions were contrary to the Board’s
Guiding Principles that enterprise services should pay for themselves through dedicated fees and
taxes.

As the tide of the recession began to ebb, the Board consciously began implementing other sound
financial management principles as stated in the Board’s governance strategic priority.
Specifically,

Exercise responsible stewardship of County resources, sound financial management, and ensure
that the provision of services and community enhancements are done in a fair and equitable
manners (G5)

To implement this priority the Board adopted the following initiative:

e Develop financial strategies to eliminate general revenue subsidies for business
operations (i.e., Stormwater, Solid Waste, and Transportation programs)
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In FY 2014, the Board made great strides in achieving this initiative by reevaluating the fee
structure for these enterprise operations. After the evaluation the Board:

e Increased the stormwater assessment for the first time in over 20 years, in a manner that
provided credits for low income senior citizens, and veterans, and to owners of properties
with existing stormwater systems;

e Levied the additional five-cent gas tax in partnership with the City of Tallahassee
receiving half of the revenue. The Board designated that fifty percent of the County’s
allocation be used as an off-set for a portion of the operating expenses and fifty percent
were designated to support sidewalk construction and to fund a portion of the Bannerman
Road widening for FY2015, and,

e After listening to the residents who used the rural waste service centers opted not to close
the centers, but rather enacted a modest fee to support the operation of the centers.

These actions significantly reduced the general revenue subsidies to these programs. In
recognition of the Board’ enacting sound fiscal management the County’s bond ratings moved
from a “- AA” with an unstable outlook, to an “AA” with a stable outlook.

Analysis:
The FY 2016 budget is being developed in an improving economic environment, where growth

in property tax revenues and state sales tax revenues are beginning to cover the inflationary costs
of governmental expenses without having to reduce program services. However, revenues still
are significantly lower than prior to the recession and the County staff remains diligent in
evaluating the budget for opportunities to work more efficiently within our existing resources.

The County is in the beginning stages of developing the budget. Final revenue and expenditure
estimates will not be available until the June 23, 2015 budget workshop. Given this, Table 1
shows an estimated range of changes in revenues and expenditures for the FY 2016 budget.

Table #1: Preliminary FY 2016 Budget Shortfall Range

Preliminary Estimated Changes in Revenues In Millions
Property Taxes with current millage rate (8.3144) $4.1 $5.2
State Shared and ¥ cent Sales Tax Revenues 0.9 0.9
Gas Taxes 0.2 0.2
Development Review and Permitting Fees 0.3 0.3
Court Facilities Fees (0.4) (0.5)
Interest Allocation 0.1 0.2
Total Estimated Change in Revenues $5.2 $6.3
Preliminary Estimated Changes in Expenses
Health Care $0.8 $1.6
Retirement 0.5 0.7
Performance Raises, FICA, Workers Compensation, Overtime 2.2 2.3
Pay Plan Market Competitiveness Impact 0.3 0.4
Sheriff Pay Plan Adjustments 0.8 1.0
Constitutional Officer Increases 1.4 1.8
CHSP Funding Increase, Legal Service of North Florida 0.6 0.6
Contractual Increases (e.g. CRA, City and vendor contracts) 1.2 1.4
General Revenue Transfer to Capital 2.0 3.0
Supervisor of Elections Consolidation Capital Costs 0.5 1.0
Other Increases (Probation, Grant match) 0.3 0.5
Fuel Savings (0.3) (0.4)
Debt Service Savings (0.2) (0.2)
Total Expenses $10.1 $13.7
PreliminaryB@eidet' Shoértfall Range Posipgl gt 5:45 p.1p. on Apgpg, 2015
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If the County continues to use fund balance in the amount of $4.0 million to balance the budget,
the projected FY2016 budget shortfall is estimated in the range of $3.8 to $8.5 million. The
$3.8 million shortfall contemplates the best increase in revenue scenario ($6.3 million) with the
lowest expenditure increase scenario ($10.1 million), while the upper end of the shortfall range
shows lowest revenue increase scenario ($5.2 million) with the largest anticipated expenditure
increases ($13.7 million). A brief explanation of the revenue and expenditure variances follows.

Revenues

Ad valorem receipts are predicated on maintaining the current 8.3144 millage rate with property
value growth rates estimated to increase in a range of 3% - 4% from the valuations used to
develop the FY 2015 budget. Maintaining the current millage rate would raise ad valorem
collections an estimated $4.1 — $5.2 million, which under the Florida Statute definitions will be
considered a property tax increase. During the “Great Recession”, the Board maintained the
millage rate, and passed property tax savings to the community. Post-recession, long term
planning by the Board, showed the millage rate being maintained in order to increase the ad
valorem revenue needed to counter balance inflationary expenditure increases.

Also indicating an improved economy, increases in State Shared and %2 Cent Sales Tax revenue
are anticipated to generate additional revenue of approximately $900,000. Total projections for
these funds are still slightly lower than FY 2006 pre-recession collections by four percent or
$700,000.

Even with lower gas prices, gas taxes are only expected to increase by a modest $200,000. This
would suggest that motorist driving habits have changed due to previously high gas prices and
the continued transition to more fuel efficient vehicles.

A further indication of a strengthening economy is the continued increase in development review
and environmental permitting fees in the amount of $300,000. The estimated fees are anticipated
to generate $1.2 million in revenue. This amount is still $1.1 million less than the $2.3 million
collected in FY 2006.

One revenue category that will see a decline is Court Facilities Fees. Due to a decrease in traffic
citations, fees are currently estimated to decline by $400,000 - $500,000.

In addition, given the current low interest rate environment, interest earnings are expected to
only modestly increase by $100,000 to $200,000.

Expenses

The largest operating expense in the budget is associated with personnel costs including health
care and retirement. Based on information from the County’s health insurance provider, health
care costs are estimated to increase by five to ten percent or an estimated $0.8 - $1.6 million.
Final rates will not be available until early July.

Again, in its effort to fully fund the actuarial liability (estimated shortfall) in the State of Florida
Retirement System, the legislature increased the cost to participate in the system by raising
contribution rates. This will cause Leon County’s costs to increase by an estimated $500,000-
$700,000.
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Currently the preliminary estimates for the FY 2016 budget reflect salary dollars, including
workers compensation, F.I.C.A. and overtime increasing in the range of $2.2 - $2.3 million. Of
this amount, $1.8 million has been set aside for performance raises for all Board and
Constitutional employees. The budget currently contemplates supporting the County’s pay for
performance structure with an increase of 0 - 5% (with a targeted average of 3%) based on job
performance.

Other salary adjustments include an estimated $0.8 - $1.0 million to cover the first year of a three
year pay plan adjustments for Sheriff Deputies. This includes the implementation of a step pay
plan, and the ability to hire deputies above the minimum range depending on education and other
qualifications. Similarly, $200,000 to $300,000 is estimated to increase entry level salaries for
County positions in order to remain competitive in the hiring process, based on a market review
of pay ranges for County positions; the County has not undertaken a comprehensive review of
the pay plan in over 10 years. As authorized by the Board at the March 10, 2015 Board Meeting,
detailed budget discussion items will be presented to the Board at the June 23, 2015 budget
workshop regarding the Sheriff and County pay plans.

As stated previously, the Constitutional Officers have not yet submitted their FY 2016 budgets.
Payments to the other Constitutional Offices are anticipated to increase in FY 2016. The
majority of this increase ($1.0 - $1.2 million) will be to the Supervisor of Elections budget. This
increase was anticipated due to the presidential primary election cycle occurring during FY 2016.
Other increases include the cost for the Tax Collector to cover the cost associated with an
increase in property tax values for the Board and the School Board.

As part of establishing the maximum funding level for outside agencies, as directed by the Board
at the March 10, 2015 meeting, the maximum funding level for the Community Human Services
Partnership (CHSP) program was increased by $375,000. During this same meeting the Board
instructed staff to consider providing and additional $200,000 to Legal Services of North Florida.

Current estimates reflect the cost of contractual obligations increasing by $1.2 - $1.4 million.
These include: increases to the City for animal control, parks and recreation, 800 MHz radio
services; an increase to the Community Redevelopment Agency due to property value increases:
and vendor payments associated with custodial, maintenance and software upgrades.

In concert with Board actions in FY2015, staff is recommending increasing the recurring transfer
to the County capital program in the amount of $2.0 - $3.0 million. During the recession, the
County suspended the transfer of recurring dollars to the capital program, and instead relied on
accumulated fund balances to fund capital projects. As documented last year, ideally $2.5 to
$3.5 million in recurring funds should be transferred annually to cover capital expenses. Toward
this end, the Board did transfer $1.0 million in FY 2015.

An uncontemplated capital expense, tentatively included as a new expense for FY 2016, is the
requested consolidation of the Supervisor of Elections administrative offices from the Bank of
America to the Voting Operations Center on Apalachee Parkway. As requested by the Board at
the March 10, 2015 meeting, a budget discussion item regarding the short and long term costs of
this consolidation will be presented to the Board at the June 23, 2015 budget workshop.
Tentatively, one-time capital costs associated with the build out of office space are estimated to
be between $0.5 and $1.0 million.

Other costs that will require an increase in general revenue support include the Probation/Pretrial
Program, grant matching funds, and Municipal Services (Animal Control and Parks and

Recreation). Currently, this increase is estimafed fg4ange from $300,00Q.5 $308,0000n april 21, 2015
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In addition to the currently identified funding issues, staff is also reviewing the operating impacts
associated with additional capital projects being completed, the on-going cost related to the
maintenance of the County’s aging infrastructure and assessing other position needs through-out
the organization to address increased service demands.

In the County’s continual effort to reduce costs, two areas stand out in the development of the
FY 2016 preliminary budget; debt service and fuel savings. With the assistance to the County
financial advisor, the County’s debt service is routinely evaluated to see if the current debt
structure and market rates justify refinancing portions of the outstanding debt. Based on the
current refinancing effort, total savings for FY 2016 are an estimated $200,000. In addition,
with the reduction in crude oil prices, fuel savings are estimated to be in excess of $300,000 in
FY 2016.

Fund Balance

The current budget shortfall contemplates the continued use of $4.0 million in general revenue
fund balance to balance the budget. Depending on final revenue and expenditure estimates, the
amount of recommended fund balances could be reduced further to balance the budget. Fund
Balance is typically accumulated to support cash flow, emergency needs, unforeseen revenue
downturns and one-time capital projects. For the County’s general funds, the balances have
historically grown at a rate of $4 to $5 million a year. This is due to state budget requirements
that counties budget 95% of expected revenues, and the nominal under expenditure of Board and
Constitutional Officer’s budgets. Hence, $4 to $5 million has not been an unreasonable amount
to budget given the constraints placed on County resources.

However, the Board needs to be aware that if the amount of fund balance utilized grows
annually, this will become an unsustainable practice. If the Board grew the use of fund balance
by only $2 million a year (i.e. $6 million FY2016, $8 million FY2017, etc.), it would only take 4
or 5 years to deplete the entire fund balance. This would occur because the utilization would be
occurring at a much higher rate than the replenishment. In addition, this would further diminish
the Board’s ability to provide fund balances for future capital projects.

Conclusion

Fiscal decisions made during an individual fiscal year have impacts beyond the current budget
cycle. Over the past several budget cycles, previous financial leadership by the Board has
positioned the County for long term fiscal stability. During hard economic times, the Board
maintained fees and passed on significant property tax savings. Coming out of the recession, the
Board tackled significant long term chronic fiscal issues (such as stormwater and transportation
funding). The Board’s actions have provided the necessary resources to continue maintaining
the County as a financially viable organization. The Board’s efforts were specifically recognized
by the international ratings agency Fitch during the County’s last bond rating review, “The
county's financial profile is characterized by prudent, forward-looking budgeting, high reserve
levels, and strong liquidity supported by a demonstrated willingness to raise recurring
revenues.”

For the purposes of today’s workshop, the County is in the very early stages of the budget
development process. The Constitutional Officers have not formally submitted their budgets,
preliminary property values will not be provided by the Property Appraiser until June 1, and
there are still legislative issues involving payments for the Department of Juvenile Justice and
Medicaid that have not been resolved. In addition, budget staff is still reviewing the
Departmental operating and capital budget Bedsmdssitsas. Posted at 5:45 p.m. on April 21, 2015
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Even though, the budget process is in the early stages, there are four specific areas where staff
seeks guidance in order to prepare materials for the upcoming June 23, 3015 budget workshop.
These areas include:

The future use of the Leon County Solid Waste Facility.

Primary Health Care Funding

Sidewalk Priority Listing

Fire Rescue Services Rate Study and Alternative Funding Option

A wbh e

The remainder of this workshop will be used to present and discuss these four issues.

Options:
1. Accept staff’s report on the preliminary budget overview.

2. Do not accept staff’s report on the preliminary budget overview.

Recommendations:
Option #1.

Attachment
1. |FY 2012 — FY 2016 Strategic Plan
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LEON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

STRATEGIC PLAN

FY 2012 - FY 2016
Vision

As home to Florida’s capitol, Leon County is a welcoming, diverse, healthy, and
vibrant community, recognized as a great place to live, work and raise a family.
Residents and visitors alike enjoy the stunning beauty of the unspoiled natural
environment and a rich array of educational, recreational, cultural and social
offerings for people of all ages. Leon County government is a responsible
steward of the community’s precious resources, the catalyst for engaging
citizens, community, business and regional partners, and a provider of efficient
services, which balance economic, environmental, and quality of life goals.

Core Values

We are unalterably committed to demonstrating and being accountable for the
following core organizational values, which form the foundation for our people focused,
performance driven culture:

“Page 12 of 732
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Strategic Priority - Economy

To be an effective leader and a reliable partner in our continuous efforts to make Leon County a place which attracts talent,
to grow and diversify our local economy, and to realize our full economic competitiveness in a global economy. (EC)

» (EC1 - Integrate infrastructure, transportation, redevelopment opportunities and community planning to create
the sense of place which attracts talent. (2012)

» (EC2) - Support business expansion and job creation, including: the implementation of the Leon County 2012 Job
Creation Action Plan, to include evaluating the small business credit program. (2012)

» (EC3) - Strengthen our partnerships with our institutions of higher learning to encourage entrepreneurism and
increase technology transfer and commercialization opportunities, including: the Leon County Research and
Development Authority at Innovation Park. (2012) (rev. 2015)

» (EC4) - Grow our tourism economy, its economic impact and the jobs it supports, including: being a regional hub
for sports and cultural activities. (2012)

» (EC5) - Focus resources to assist local veterans, especially those returning from tours of duty, in employment and
job training opportunities through the efforts of County government and local partners. (2012)

» (EC6) - Ensure the provision of the most basic services to our citizens most in need so that we have a “ready
workforce.” (2012)

» (EC7) - Promote the local economy by protecting jobs and identifying local purchasing, contracting and hiring
opportunities. (2013)

e (ECI1, G3, G5) - Evaluate sales tax extension
and associated community infrastructure
needs through staff support of the Leon
County Sales Tax Committee (2012)

e (ECl, G3, G5) - Develop a proposed
economic development component for
the Sales Tax extension being considered
(2013)

e (ECl, G5) - Ensure projects being
considered for funding associated with the
infrastructure Sales Tax extension represent

geographic diversity throughout the County
(2014) Cascades Park

e (ECI1, G5) - Ensure projects being considered for funding associated with the infrastructure Sales Tax extension
address core infrastructure deficiencies in rural areas (2014)

e (ECI, G5) - Work with the City of Tallahassee and Blueprint to implement the Sales Tax extension, including the
Economic Development portion (2015)

e (ECI, G5) - Identify projects that may be advance-funded as part of the Sales Tax extension (2015)

e Implement strategies that encourage highest quality sustainable development, business expansion and
redevelopment opportunities, including:

o (E2) - Identify revisions to future land uses which will eliminate hindrances or expand opportunities to promote
and support economic activity (rev. 2013);

o (EC2) - Consider policy to encourage redevelopment of vacant commercial properties (2012); and

o (EC2) - Consider policy to continue suspension of fees for environmental permit extensions (2012)
e |Implement strategies that support business expansion and job creation, including:

o (EC2) - Evaluate start-up of small business lending guarantee program (2012);

o (EC2) - Identify local regulations that may be modified to enhance business development;

o (EC2) - Implement Leon County 2012 Job Creation Plan (2012);

o (EC2)-Engage with local economic development partners to build and expand upon the success of Entrepreneur
Month and community connectors (2014);

o (EC2, EC6) - Evaluate and identify the projected unmet local market for middle-skill job opportunities (2015);
and

X
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People Focused. Perforiniance Driven.




Ongoing Support (Highlights) - Economy
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o (EC2, EC6) - Based upon the projected unmet local market for middle-skill jobs, and with Board approval,

collaborate with community and regional partners to host a new “Leon Works” exposition to educate high
school students (15-18 years old) on the diverse and exciting middle-skill career and jobs anticipated locally,
while raising awareness regarding a wide range of career opportunities (2015)

(EC2, EC3) - Implement strategies to support the Leon County Research and Development Authority at Innovation
Park and promote commercialization and technology transfer, including being a catalyst for a stakeholder’s forum
(2012) (rev. 2015)

(EC3) - Coordinate efforts, with institutions of higher learning and other partners, to support local entrepreneurs
(2015)

Implement strategies that promote the region as a year round destination, including:

o (EC4, Q1, Q4) - Evaluate competitive sports complex with the engagement of partners such as KCCI (2012);
o (EC4) - Support VIVA FLORIDA 500 (2012);

o (EC4) - Support Choose Tallahassee initiative (2012); and

o (EC4, Ql) - Continue to work with FSU to bid and host NCAA cross country national and regional championships
at Apalachee Regional Park (2014)

Implement strategies that assist local veterans, including:
o (EC5) - Hold “Operation Thank You!” celebration annually for veterans and service members (rev. 2013);
o (EC5, EC6) - Develop job search kiosk for veterans (2012);

o (ECS5, EC6, Q3) - Consider policy to allocate a portion of Direct Emergency Assistance funds to veterans (2012);
and

o (EC5, EC6, Q3) - Consider policy to waive EMS fees for uninsured or underinsured veterans (2012)

(E6, Q2) - Implement strategies to promote work readiness and employment, including: provide job search
assistance for County Probation and Supervised Pretrial Release clients through private sector partners (2012

(EC7) - Extend the term of Leon County’s Local Preference Ordinance (2013)

(EC1, EC4) - Work with FSU on the Civic Center District Master Plan to include the potential partnership to realize
the convention center space desired by the County and to bring back issues related to the County’s financial and
programming roles and participation for future Board consideration (2014)

(EC1, Q6, Q7) - Support sector planning for the area surrounding Veterans Affairs’ outpatient clinic (2014)
(EC1, Q6, Q7) - Engage in a needs assessment for the Bradfordville Study Area (2014)

(EC1, Q2) - Develop and maintain County transportation systems,
including roads, bike lanes, sidewalks, trails, and rights-of-way
(2012)

(EC2, G2) - Implement Department of Development Support &
Environmental Management Project Manager, and dual track review
and approval process (2012)

Domi Station’s Grand Opening College Town Grand Opening

People Focused. Perforimance Driven.




e (EC2) - Partner with and support the Economic Development
Council, Qualified Targeted Industry program, Targeted Business
Industry program, and Frenchtown/Southside and Downtown
Redevelopment Areas (2012)

e (EC3) - Support and consider recommendations of Town and
Gown Relations Project (2012)

e (EC4) - Promote region as a year round destination through the
Fall Frenzy Campaign, and by identifying niche markets (2012)

e (EC5, EC6, Q3) - Collaborate with United Vets and attend monthly
coordinating meetings, support Honor Flights, provide grants to
active duty veterans, assist veterans with benefits claims, provide
veterans hiring preference, waive building permit fees for disabled
veterans, and fund Veterans Day Parade as a partner with V.ET,,
Inc. (2012)

e (EC6, G3) - Provide internships, Volunteer LEON Matchmaking,
Summer Youth Training program, 4-H programs, EMS Ride-Alongs,
and enter into agreements with NFCC and TCC which establish
internship programs at EMS for EMS Technology students (2012)

Veterans Resource Center

Strategic Priority - Environment

To be a responsible steward of our precious natural resources in our continuous efforts to make Leon County a place which
values our environment and natural beauty as a vital component of our community’s health, economic strength and social
offerings. (EN)

» (ENT1) - Protect our water supply, conserve environmentally sensitive lands, safeguard the health of our natural
ecosystems, and protect our water quality, including the Floridan Aquifer, from local and upstream pollution. (rev.
2013

» (EN2) - Promote orderly growth which protects our environment, preserves our charm, maximizes public
investment, and stimulates better and more sustainable economic returns. (2012)

v

(EN3)- Educate citizens and partner with community organizations to promote sustainable practices. (2012)

» (EN4) - Reduce our carbon footprint, realize energy efficiencies, and be a catalyst for renewable energy, including:
solar. (2012)

e Implement strategies that protect the environment and
promote orderly growth, including:

o (EN1, EN2) - Develop Countywide Minimum
Environmental Standards (2012);

o (ENT1, EN2) - Develop minimum natural area and
habitat management plan guidelines (2012);

o (EN1, EN2,Q9) - Integrate low impact development
practices into the development review process (2012);

o (ENT1, EN2) - Consider mobility fee to replace the
concurrency management system (2012);

o (ENT1, EN2, G2) - Develop examples of acceptable
standard solutions to expedite environmental
permitting for additions to existing single-family
homes (2012) ;

o (ENT1, EN2, G2) - Develop examples of acceptable
standard solutions to expedite environmental permitting for new construction (2013); and

Leon County 4-H Horticulture Club

o (ENT1, EN2, G2) - Develop solutions to promote sustainable growth inside the Lake Protection Zone (2013)

e (EN1, EN2) - Implement strategies to protect natural beauty and the environment, including: update 100-year
floodplain data in GIS based on site-specific analysis received during the development review process (2012)

e |Implement strategies which plan for environmentally sound growth in the Woodville Rural Community, including:

o (EN1, Q5) - Bring central sewer to Woodyville consistent with the Water and Sewer Master Plan, including
consideration for funding through Sales Tax Extension (2012); and

People Focused. Perforirance Driven.
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o (ENT, EN2, Q5) - Promote concentrated commercial development in Woodville (2012)

e Continue to work with regional partners to develop strategies to further reduce nitrogen load to Wakulla Springs,
including:

o (EN1, EC4) - Conduct workshop regarding Onsite Sewage Treatment and Disposal and Management Options
report (2012); and

o (EN1) - Extend central sewer or other effective wastewater treatment solutions to the Primary Springs Protection
Zone area within Leon County (2013)

e |Implement strategies to promote renewable energy and sustainable practices, including:
o (EN4) - Complete construction of Leon County Cooperative Extension net-zero energy building (2012);
o (EN2, EN3, EN4) - Pursue opportunities to fully implement a commercial and residential PACE program (2012);

o (EN3, Q5, EC6) - Consider policy for supporting new and existing community gardens on County property and
throughout the County (2012);

o (EN3, Q5, EC6) - Expand the community gardens program (2013);
o (EN4, G5) - Develop energy reduction master plan (2012); and
o (ENA4) - Further develop clean - green fleet initiatives, including compressed natural gas (rev. 2013)
e Develop and implement strategies for 75% recycling goal by 2020, including:
o (ENA4) - Evaluate Waste Composition Study (2012);
o (EN4) - Identify alternative disposal options (2012);
o (ENA4) - Explore renewable energy opportunities at Solid Waste Management Facility (rev. 2013); and

o (EN4) - Seek competitive solicitations for single stream curbside recycling and comprehensively reassess solid
waste fees with goals of reducing costs and increasing recycling (2013)

Ongoing Support (Highlights) - Environment

e (EN1) - Develop and maintain County stormwater conveyance system,
including enclosed systems, major drainage ways, stormwater facilities,
and rights-of-way (2012)

e (ENT1, EN3) - Provide Greenspace Reservation Area Credit Exchange
(GRACE) (2012)

e (EN2) - Provide canopy road protections (2012)

e (ENT, EN4) - Provide Adopt-A-Tree program (2012)

e (ENT1, EN3) - Provide hazardous waste collection (2012)
e (EN) - Provide water quality testing (2012)

e (END - Implement the fertilizer ordinance (2012)

e (EN3) - Provide state landscaping and pesticide certifications (2012)

e (EN3) - Conduct Leon County Sustainable Communities Summit
(2012)

J. Lee Vause Park

rirance Driven.




Attachment #1, Page 6 of 12
Strategic Priority - Quality of Life
To be a provider of essential services in our continuous efforts to make Leon County a place where people are healthy, safe,
and connected to their community. (Q)

» (Q1) - Maintain and enhance our recreational offerings associated with parks and greenway system for our families,
visitors and residents. (rev. 2013)

» (Q2) - Provide essential public safety infrastructure and services which ensure the safety of the entire community.
(2012)

» (Q3) - Maintain and further develop programs and partnerships necessary to support and promote a healthier
community, including: access to health care and community-based human services. (rev.
2013)

» (Q4) - Enhance and support amenities that provide social offerings for residents and
visitors of all ages. (rev. 2013)

» (Q5)-Createsensesofplaceinourruralareasthrough programs, planning and infrastructure,
phasing in appropriate areas to encourage connectedness. (2012)

» (Q6) - Support the preservation of strong neighborhoods through appropriate community
planning, land use regulations, and high quality provision of services. (2012)

» (Q7) - Further create connectedness and livability through supporting human scale
infrastructure and development, including: enhancing our multimodal districts. (2012)

» (Q8) - Maintain and enhance our educational and recreational offerings associated with our
library system, inspiring a love of reading and lives of learning. (2013)

» (Q9) - Support the development of stormwater retention ponds that are aesthetically
pleasing to the public and located in a manner that protects strong neighborhoods. (2013)

e Implement strategies through the library system which enhance education and address the Leon County’s New
general public’s information needs, including: Mobile Website

o (@8, EC1, EC6) - Complete construction of the expanded Lake Jackson Branch Library
and new community center (2012); and

o (Q8, ECI1, EC6) - Relocate services into the expanded facility (2012)

e Implement strategies which advance parks, greenways, recreational
offerings, including:

o (Q1,EC1,EC4) - Explore extension of parks and greenways to incorporate
200 acres of Upper Lake Lafayette (2012);

o (Q1, ECI1, EC4) - Update Greenways Master Plan (2012);

o (Q1, EC1, EC4) - Develop Miccosukee Greenway Management Plan
(2012); and

o (Ql, EC1, EC4) - Develop Alford Greenway Management Plan (2012)
e Expand recreational amenities, including:
o (Q1, Q5,EC1, EC4) - Complete construction of Miccosukee ball fields

2012);
( ) Residents read together at Leon
o (Q1, EC1, EC4) - Continue to plan acquisition and development of a County’s Lake Jackson Branch Library

North East Park (2012);

o (Q1, ECI1, EC4) - Develop Apalachee Facility master plan to accommodate year-round events (rev. 2013);

o (Ql, Q5, EC1, EC4) - Continue to develop parks and greenways consistent with management plans including
Okeeheepkee Prairie Park, Fred George Park and St. Marks Headwater Greenway (2012);

o (Q1, ECD - In partnership with the City of Tallahassee and community partners, conduct a community-wide
conversation on upper league competition with the goal of a higher degree of competition and more efficient
utilization of limited fields (2013); and

e (Q4) - Further establish community partnerships for youth sports development programs (2014)

X
3
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(Q1, EC1,Q9) - Redevelop Huntington Oaks Plaza,
which will house the expanded Lake Jackson Branch
Library and new community center, through a sense
of place initiative (2012)

Provide essential public safety infrastructure and
services, including:

o (Q2, EC2) - Complete construction of Public
Safety Complex (2012);

o (Q2) - Consolidate dispatch functions (2012);

o (Q2) - Successfully open the Public Safety
Complex (2013); and

o (Q2)-DevelopaleonCounty “Crisis Management

Communication Plan” (2015)
) ) ) Leon County Public Safety Complex
(Q1, Q2) - Implement strategies to improve medical

outcomes and survival rates, and to prevent injuries, including: continue to pursue funding for community
paramedic telemedicine (2012) (rev. 2014)

Implement strategies to maintain and develop programs and partnerships to ensure community safety and health,
including:

o (Q2, Q3) - Participate in American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) Partnership, and in
ASPCA ID ME Grant (2012);

o (Q3) - Implement procedures for residents to take full advantage of the NACO Dental Card program (2013);
o (Q3) - Consider establishing a Domestic Partnership Registry (2013); and

o (Q3, G2) - Provide an early budget discussion item regarding primary health care, including mental health care
services, and options to maximize resources to meet the healthcare needs of the community including those
individuals served through the local criminal justice system (2015)

Implement strategies that support amenities which provide social offerings, including:

o (Q4, EC1, EC4) - Consider constructing Cascade Park amphitheatre, in partnership with KCCI (2012);
o (Q4, EC4) - Consider programming Cascade Park amphitheatre (2012);

o (Q4) - Work with the city to celebrate the opening of Cascades Park (2014);

o (Q4) - Develop unified special event permit process (2012); and

o (Q4, EC4, G5) - Evaluate opportunities to maximize utilization of Tourism Development taxes and to enhance
effectiveness of County support of cultural activities, including management review of COCA (2012)

(Q6) - Implement strategies to promote homeownership and safe housing, including: consider property registration
for abandoned real property (2012)

Implement strategies that preserve neighborhoods and create connectedness and livability, including:

o (Q6, 7) - Implement design studio (2012);

o (Q6, Q7) - Implement visioning team (2012);

o (Q6, Q7) - Develop performance level design standards for Activity Centers (2012);

o (Q6) - Revise Historic Preservation District Designation Ordinance (2012);

o (Q6, Q7) - Develop design standards requiring interconnectivity for pedestrians and non-vehicular access (2012);
o (Q7) - Develop bike route system (2012);

o (Q7) - Establish Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee (2012);

o (Q6, Q7) - Conduct a workshop that includes a comprehensive review of sidewalk development and appropriate
funding (2013);

o (Q1, Q5,EC1, EC4) - Expand, connect and promote “Trailahassee” and the regional trail system (2013);

o (Q7,EC1) - Promote communication and coordination among local public sector agencies involved in multi-
modal transportation, connectivity, walkability, and related matters (2013);

o (Ql, EC4) - Focus on improving Leon County’s ranking as a bicycle friendly community (2014);

People Focused. Perforinance Driven.
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o (Q6, Q7) - Initiate a comprehensive review and revision to the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan

(2015); and
o (Q6, Q7) - Protect the rural character of our Rural Land use category. (2015)
(Q4) - Seek community involvement with the VIVA FLORIDA 500 Time Capsule (2013)
(Q4, EC1, EC4) - Institute a Sense of Place initiative for the fairgrounds (2014)

Ongoing Support (Highlights) - Quality of Life

(Q1, Q9, EC1, EC6) - Maintain a high quality of offerings through the library system, including public access to
books, media, digital resources, computers, Internet, reference resources, targeted programming, mobile library,
and literacy training (2012)

(Q2) - Fund Sheriff’s operations, consisting of law
enforcement, corrections, emergency management,
and enhanced 9-1-1 (2012)

(Q2) - Implement alternatives to incarceration (2012)

(Q2) - Initiate county resources as part of emergency
response activation (2012)

(Q2) - Provide, support and deploy the geographic
information system, integrated Justice Information
System, Jail Management system, case management
and work release management information systems
for Probation, Supervised Pretrial Release and the
Sheriff’s Office, and the pawnshop network system
(2012)

(Q2, G5) - Provide for information systems disaster
recovery and business continuity (2012)

(Q2, Q3) - Provide Emergency Medical Services (2012)
(Q2, Q3) - Support programs which advocate for AED’s in public spaces (2012)

Leon County Eastside Branch Library and Pedrick Pond

(Q2, Q3) - Provide community risk reduction programs (such as AED/CPR training) (2012
(Q3) - Support Community Human Services Partnerships (CHSP) (2012)

(Q3) - Support Leon County Health Departments (2012)

(Q3) - Support CareNet (2012)

(Q3) - Support DOH’s Closing the Gap grant (including “Year of the Healthy Infant |
for Healthy Babies) (2012)

(Q3) - Maintain oversight of state-mandated programs, such as Medicaid and Indigent Burial, to ensure
accountability and compliance with state regulations (2012)

(Q3, EC6) - Educate at risk families to build healthy lives through the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education
Program and other family community programs (2012)

(Q3) - Support of Regional Trauma Center (2012)

(Q3, G5) - Leverage grant
opportunities with community
partners (2012)

(Q3) - Support of Palmer Monroe
Teen Center in partnership with
the City (2012)

(Q3) - Provide targeted programs
for Seniors (2012)

(Q6) - Provide foreclosure
prevention counseling and
assistance (2012)

(Q6) - Provide first time
homebuyer assistance (2012)

|n
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Strategic Priority - Governance
To be a model local government which our citizens trust and to which
other local governments aspire. (G)

» (G1) - Sustain a culture of transparency, accessibility, accountability,
civility, and the highest standards of public service. (rev. 2013)

» (G2) - Sustain a culture of performance, and deliver effective,
efficient services that exceed expectations and demonstrate value.
(2012)

» (G3) - Sustain a culture that respects, engages, and empowers
citizens in important decisions facing the community. (2012)

» (G4) - Retain and attract a highly skilled, diverse and innovative
County workforce, which exemplifies the County’s Core Practices.
(2012)

» (G5) - Exercise responsible stewardship of County resources, sound financial management, and ensure that the
provision of services and community enhancements are done in a fair and equitable manner. (2012)

The Club of Honest Citizens

Strategic Initiatives - Governance

e Implement strategies which promote access, transparency, and accountability, including:
o (G1) - Explore providing On Demand - Get Local videos (2012);
o (G1) - Explore posting URL on County vehicles (2012);

o (G1) - Instill Core Practices through: providing Customer Engagement training for all County employees, revising
employee orientation, and revising employee evaluation processes (2012);

o (G1) - Reformat the existing on-line Comprehensive Plan to modernize its appearance and increase usability
(2015); and

o (G1) - Evaluate the existing Comprehensive Plan amendment process, and identify opportunities for further
streamlining (2015)

e Implement strategies to gain efficiencies or enhance services, including:
o (G2) - Conduct LEADS Reviews (2012);
o (G2) - Develop and update Strategic Plans (2012); and

o (G5) - Convene periodic Chairman’s meetings with Constitutional Officers regarding their budgets and
opportunities to gain efficiencies (2013)

e Implement strategies to further utilize electronic processes which gain efficiencies or enhance services, including:

o (G2) - Develop process by which the public may electronically file legal documents related to development
review and permitting (2012);

o (G2) - Expand electronic Human Resources business processes including applicant tracking, timesheets,
e-Learning, employee self-service (2012);

o (G2, EN4) - Investigate expanding internet-based building permitting services to allow additional classifications
of contractors to apply for and receive County permits via the internet (2012);

o (G2,EN4) - Institute financial self-service module, document management, and expanded web-based capabilities
in Banner system (2012);

o (G5) - Consider options to gain continuity of Commissioners’ representation on committees, such as multi-year
appointments (2013); and

o (G5) - Periodically convene community leadership meetings to discuss opportunities for improvement (2013)

e (G2) - Investigate feasibility of providing after hours and weekend building inspections for certain types of
construction projects (2012)

e |Implement strategies to further engage citizens, including:
o (G3) - Develop and offer Citizens Engagement Series (2012);

o (G3) - Identify the next version of “Citizens Engagement” to include consideration of an “Our Town” Village
Square concept (2013);

o (G3) - Develop a proposed partnership for the next iteration of Citizen Engagement, possibly with the Village
Square, which would be renewable after one year (2014); and

o (G, G3) - Expand opportunities for increased media and citizen outreach to promote Leon County (2013).

People Focused. Pzriorimance Driven.
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e (G4) - Implement healthy workplace initiatives, including: evaluate options for value—E%sgg%eneﬁ?edes?gn (2012)

e Implement strategies to retain and attract a highly skilled, diverse and innovative workforce, which exemplifies the
County’s Core Practices, including:

o (G4) - Revise employee awards and recognition program (2012);

o (G4) - Utilize new learning technology to help design and deliver Leadership and Advanced Supervisory Training
for employees (2012); and

o (G4, G1) - Pursue Public Works’ American Public Works Association (APWA) accreditation (2012)
e Implement strategies which ensure responsible stewardship of County resources, including:
o (Gb5) - Revise program performance evaluation and benchmarking (2012);

o (G5) - Identify opportunities whereby vacant, unutilized County-owned property, such as flooded-property
acquisitions, can be made more productive through efforts that include community gardens (2013);

o (G5)-Develop financial strategies to eliminate general revenue subsidies for business operations (i.e., Stormwater,
Solid Waste and Transportation programs) (2013);

o (G5, EC1) - Create a capital projects priority list for the fifth-cent gas tax (program) (2014);

o (G5) - Engage with the private sector to develop property at the corner of Miccosukee and Blair Stone, to
include the construction of a Medical Examiner facility (2014);

o (G1) - Pursue expansion for whistleblower notification (2013); and

o (G5, Ql, EN4) - Evaluate the long-term policy implications of the following options, taking into consideration
the potential fiscal, environmental, operational and neighborhood impacts: a complete closure of the landfill;
re-direct all Class | Solid Waste from the Transfer Station to the landfill; and a hybrid solution that includes both
Class | Solid Waste disposal at the landfill and through the Transfer Station (2015)

e |Implement strategies to maximize grant funding opportunities, including:
o (Gb5) - Institute Grants Team (2012); and

o (G5) - Develop and institute an integrated grant application
structure (2012)

e (G5) - Consider approval of the local option to increase the Senior
Homestead Exemption to $50,000 for qualified seniors (2013)

e (G2) - Pursue Sister County relationships with Prince George’s
County, Maryland and Montgomery County, Maryland (2013)

Ongoing Support (Highlights) - Governance

e (G1) - Develop and deploy website enhancements (2012)

e (G1) - Provide and expand online services, such as Customer -
Connect, Your Checkbook, and Board agenda materials (2012) The Club of Honest Citizens

e (G0 - Provide televised and online Board meetings in partnership with Comcast (2012)

e (Gl, G2, G5) - Provide technology and telecommunications products, services and support necessary for sound
management, accessibility, and delivery of effective, efficient services, including maintaining financial database
system with interfaces to other systems (2012)

e (G3) - Organize and support advisory committees (2012)
e (G4) - Support and expand Wellness Works! (2012)

e (G4, Q2) - Maintain a work environment free from influence of alcohol and controlled illegal substances through
measures including drug and alcohol testing (2012)

e (G4) - Support employee Safety Committee (2012)

e (G4) - Conduct monthly Let’s Talk “brown bag” meetings with cross sections of Board employees and the County
Administrator (2012)

o (Gl, G2, G4) -Utilize LEADS Teams to engage employees, gain efficiencies or enhance services, such as: the
Wellness Team, Safety Committee Team, Citizen Engagement Series Team, HR Policy Review & Development
Team, Work Areas’ Strategic Planning Teams (2012)

e (G5) - Prepare and broadly distribute the Annual Report (2012)
e (G5) - Conduct management reviews (2012)
e (G5) - Provide and enhance procurement services and asset control (2012)

e (G5) - Manage and maintain property to support County functions and to meet State mandates for entities such
as the Courts (2012)

X
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CORE PRACTICES

Core Practices put our Core Values in action. Leon County employees are committed to
the following Core Practices:

e Delivering the “Wow” factor in Customer Service
Employees deliver exemplary service with pride, passion and determination; anticipating and solving
problems in “real time” and exceeding customer expectations. Customers know that they are the reason we
are here.

e Connecting with Citizens
Employees go beyond customer service to community relevance, engaging citizens as stakeholders in the
community’s success. Citizens know that they are part of the bigger cause.

 Demonstrating Highest Standards of Public Service
Employees adhere to the highest standards of ethical behavior, avoid circumstances that create even an
appearance of impropriety and carry out the public’s business in a manner which upholds the public trust.
Citizens know that we are on their side.

* Accepting Accountability
Employees are individually and collectively accountable for their performance, adapt to changing conditions
and relentlessly pursue excellence beyond the current standard, while maintaining our core values.

* Exhibiting Respect
Employees exercise respect for citizens, community partners and each other.

* Employing Team Approach
Employees work together to produce bigger and better ideas to seize the opportunities and to address the
problems which face our community.

* Exercising Responsible Stewardship of the Community’s Resources
Employees engage in the continuous effort to create and sustain a place which attracts talent, fosters
economic opportunity and offers an unmatched quality of life, demonstrating performance, value and results
for our citizenry.

e Living our “People Focused, Performance Driven” Culture
Employees have a structure in place to live all of this as our organizational culture and are empowered to
help the people they serve.

Adopted: February 28, 2012
Revised: January 29, 2013
Revised: January 21, 2014
Revised: January 27, 2015

FOR MORE INFORMATION ONLINE, VISIT:

www.LeonCountyFL.gov

People Focused. Parfoririance Driven.
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To:

From:

Title:

Leon County
Board of County Commissioners

Budget Workshop Item #2

April 28, 2015

Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board
Vincent S. Long, County Administrator

Adoption of Proposed Revised Policy No. 13-1, Retitled “Sidewalk Eligibility
Criteria and Implementation” and Approval of Sidewalk Tier Prioritization
and Funding Allocations

County Administrator | Vincent S. Long, County Administrator
Review and Approval:

Department/
Division Review: Tony Park, P.E., Director, Public Works

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator

Kim Dressel, Senior Assistant to the County Administrator

Lead Staff/
Project Team:

Katherine Burke, P.E., Director of Engineering Services

Fiscal Impact:

This item has no current fiscal impact. Leon County’s unmet sidewalk needs (excluding
sidewalks associated with major roadway projects) are approximately $51 million (Attachment
#3). Currently, Leon County funds sidewalk construction from: (1) its ten percent of the local
option Sales Tax extension at $750,000 per year, and (2) fifty percent of the local option gas tax
at approximately $1.4 million per year.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1:
Option #2:
Option #3:

Option #4:

Adopt proposed revised Policy No. 13-1, retitled “Sidewalk Eligibility Criteria
and Implementation” (Attachment #1).

Approve Safe Routes to Schools and Community Sidewalk Enhancements Tier
Prioritization Lists (Attachment #3), and direct staff to start with Tier 1 projects.
For the development of the FY2016 Budget, continue to allocate $750,000 per
year of the County’s Sales Tax dollars to the sidewalk program.

For the development of the FY2016 Budget, continue to allocate 50% of the
County’s local option gas tax to the sidewalk program.
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Report and Discussion

Background:

Over the past several years, the Board has focused on sidewalk prioritization and the necessary
funding to support such projects:

e April 9, 2013: The Board conducted a workshop on “Sidewalk Policy, Priorities, and
Funding Options”, in response to a 2013 Strategic Initiative. The workshop item
included a listing of arterial and collector roadway sidewalks that were presented to the
Sales Tax Committee for inclusion in the Sales Tax extension. The cost to complete the
sidewalks listed was estimated at $49.6 million.

e May 14, 2013: The Board ratified actions it had taken during the workshop, including the
modified selection criteria for sidewalk/bike lane construction.

e July 9, 2013: The Board adopted Policy No. 13-1, “Sidewalk/Bikeway Provision
Selection Criteria.”

e September 10, 2013: The Board directed staff to allocate the FY14 estimated $2 million
in 2" option local option gas tax revenue 50/50 between transportation operating
expenditures and capital expenditures.

e January 21, 2014: With the implementation of the 2" Local Option Gas Tax starting in
January 2014, the Board approved a budget amendment request that realigned $1 million
in gas tax funding to the sidewalk program and approved the FY14 and FY15 sidewalk
program projects, developed consistent with the criteria set forth in Policy No. 13-1.

e November 4, 2014: The proposed penny Sales Tax extension was approved by Leon
County voters, which includes $50 million for sidewalks to be allocated evenly between
the County and City.

During its December 8, 2014 retreat, the Board directed staff to prepare an agenda item to update
the sidewalk priority list. This budget discussion item has been prepared in response to that
direction, which was ratified during the Board’s January 27, 2015 meeting.

Analysis:
Prior to the adoption of Policy No. 13-1, the only local roads eligible for sidewalks were Safe

Routes to Schools (SRTS). SRTS is a federal initiative aimed at removing impediments to
primarily elementary and middle school children being able to walk or ride their bike to school.
Adoption of Policy No. 13-1 expanded the County’s sidewalk program, such that local roads
within the unincorporated County and inside the USA became eligible for sidewalk construction
if they met the policy’s criteria (such as connectivity to a park, or completing a gap).

The SRTS program, with District Level Issues and Strategies, was updated and approved by the
Capital Region Transportation Planning Agency (CRTPA) Board on September 15, 2014. In
developing this updated SRTS list, the CRTPA consultant worked with each school and Parent
Teacher Organizations to identify improvements needed to enable children to walk or bike to
school. The study area was two miles for all schools, but for elementary schools the practical
walking area is really closer to a mile or less. The study produced a list of new sidewalks, with
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an associated cost of approximately $11 million for those sidewalk segments located in the
unincorporated area of Leon County. Of note, this estimated cost includes construction of some
segments on FDOT rights-of-way, which is discussed later in this item. Except for the FDOT
segments, most of the segments were not on the previous SRTS lists and, as most are located on
local roads, most of the segments were not on prior County sidewalk lists.

The sidewalk list currently approved by the Board is a consolidation of SRTS, Sales Tax
sidewalks, and the old Regional Mobility Plan list edited to meet the criteria set forth in Policy
No. 13-1. The status of the FY14 and FY15 sidewalk program projects, developed in accordance
with Policy No. 13-1 and approved by the Board for construction, is summarized in Attachment
#2.

Policy Revision Recommendations — Given the significant commitment of funding towards
sidewalks through gas taxes and the local option sales tax, staff recommends modifying Policy
No. 13-1. The proposed revised policy is provided as Attachment #1 (for ease of review, the
strike-through underline version follows a copy with the proposed changes accepted). The
proposed revised policy acknowledges that, while the SRTS is of the highest priority, other
sidewalks throughout the County also provide a significant community benefit which warrant
funding consideration. Features of the proposed revised policy are summarized below.

1. Criteria — While the proposed selection criteria is similar to current policy provisions, the
proposed language clarifies that the SRTS criteria means the proposed project is on the
SRTS list adopted by the CRTPA Board (not just within two miles of a school);
eliminates the CRTPA criteria.

2. Project Categories — Sidewalk projects approved by the Board for construction utilizing
County funds (the Approved Sidewalk List) would be classified as either (a) Safe Routes
to School (SRTS), or (b) Community Sidewalk Enhancements. SRTS projects would be
those listed in SRTS list adopted by the CRTPA Board, and Community Sidewalk
Enhancements would include all non-SRTS projects.

3. Funding — Through the annual budget process and five-year capital improvement plan,
60% of total County sidewalk funds would be allocated to SRTS projects and 40% would
be allocated to Community Sidewalk Enhancement projects. This 60%/40% distribution
may need to be adjusted during the year as projects and funding needs progress toward
and through construction. However the 60%/40% distribution will be maintained over
the five-year period. Staff will annually provide the Board with a program update that
includes funding allocations.

The two categories (SRTS and Community Sidewalk Enhancements) and 60% SRTS/40%
Community Sidewalk Enhancements funding allocation were proposed for a number of
reasons, including: (a) the revised SRTS list added approximately $11 million of sidewalk
segments not previously prioritized by the County, which could consume sidewalk funding
and defer other priorities for 5-10 years (including some sidewalk segments that have been
part of the Regional Mobility and Bike Masterplans for decades); (b) SRTS focuses on local
roads closest to the schools and does not generally address the arterial/collector roadway
system where traffic volumes and speed tend to be higher; (c) SRTS only considers
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connections to schools, not other community needs; and (d) most SRTS sidewalks were not
on the Sales Tax project list.

4. Prioritization Tiers — The proposed policy revision provides for the prioritization of
projects into the following four tiers, within each of the two project categories.

Table #1: Proposed Sidewalk Policy Prioritization and Funding Allocation

Safe Routes to School Community Sidewalk Enhancements
Tier! (60% Funding Allocation) (40% Funding Allocation)
1 Meets no less than 4 of the criteria Meets no less than 4 of the criteria
2 Meets 3 of the criteria Meets 3 of the criteria
3 Meets 1 to 2 of the criteria Meets 1 to 2 of the criteria
42 Meets no less than one of the criteria, however | Meets no less than one of the criteria, one side
one side of the street has an existing sidewalk | of the street has an existing sidewalk

IPrioritization tiers, with Tier 1 being the highest priority level and Tier 4 the lowest priority level.

Unless the Board specifically directs otherwise, once a roadway has a sidewalk on one side of
the street, the priority for placing a sidewalk on the opposite side of the street for the same
segment shall automatically be reclassified as a Tier 4 project, if it remains on the Approved
Sidewalk List.

5. With respect to project implementation, the proposed policy revision provides:

a.

b.

All projects within a given tier have equal priority. Therefore (1) staff will
program and facilitate the design, construction, and permitting all of the sidewalk
segments within a given priority tier, and (2) all projects within a given priority
tier will be programmed through construction prior to beginning work on projects
in a lower tier. The order by which construction occurs will be dictated by
physical, design/permitting, and funding constraints.

With respect to segments on FDOT roadways, staff will prepare plans and acquire
permits in order to be able to better position/leverage other funds for the sidewalk
construction such as FDOT or CRTPA. Once all the necessary permits have been
obtained, the Board may direct staff to proceed with the construction of a
sidewalk on FDOT right-of-way.

6. Projects may be considered for addition to the sidewalk list as follows:

a.

Staff will evaluate new sidewalk segments proposed for construction within the
unincorporated area of Leon County through the use of County funds. Those
proposed new sidewalk segments that meet no less than one of the criteria will be
presented to the Board for its consideration. Only those sidewalk segments
approved by the Board will be added to the approved sidewalk list.

New sidewalk segments located outside the USA, and not on the SRTS list, are
not eligible for addition to the list unless the Board makes an exception.
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Proposed SRTS and Community Sidewalk Enhancement Lists - Using methodology identified in
proposed revised Policy No. 13-1, staff developed proposed SRTS sidewalks and Community
Sidewalk Enhancements lists (Attachment #3). It is important to note that, within a priority tier,
complexities in constructability/permitting or availability of right-of-way will influence the order
in which the projects are delivered. Staff will endeavor to implement easier to construct projects
first, while the more difficult projects are working their way through the design, permitting, and
the right-of-way acquisition process, as applicable. The goal is to have a near continuous flow of
sidewalk projects under construction.

Some of the SRTS projects are located on FDOT roadways; however FDOT is responsible for
construction of these sidewalks as part of their roadway system. While FDOT does add
sidewalks to new or expanded roadway facilities, retrofitting for sidewalks historically has not
been a high priority. Staff has allocated monies for the design and permitting of two of the
sidewalk segments, one on North Monroe and one on Woodville Highway, in the hopes of
leveraging FDOT funds for the construction. Based on past experiences, funding is more likely
to come to “shovel ready” construction plans. In the event that FDOT does not fund these
sidewalks in a timely fashion, as part of the annual update process, staff will seek further
direction from the Board as to whether or not Leon County is to proceed with the construction
using local funds to construct SRTS sidewalks on the FDOT roads.

Magnolia sidewalk has been removed from the proposed sidewalk list as all future funding will
be provided by Blueprint. On April 1, 2015, the Intergovernmental Agency (IA) approved the
allocation of up to $6 million for the construction of the multi-use trail which should complete
the sidewalk network on one side of Magnolia from South Meridian to Apalachee Parkway.

It is important to note that the proposed list does not include sidewalk projects already planned to
be funded as part of a major roadway project. Such sidewalks would be constructed as part of
the roadway project, including the following Sales Tax extension roadway projects within the
County’s jurisdiction:

e Tharpe Street from Ocala to CCNW
e Bannerman from Meridian to Quail Commons — multi-use trail with a four-lane section
between Quail Commons and Tekesta.

e Pensacola — Capital Circle to Appleyard - FDOT road but within the unincorporated
County.

e Springhill Road — Orange Avenue to CCSW
Funding Projections -

1. Current Funding:

e Leon County funds sidewalk construction from its ten percent of the local option
Sales Tax extension at $750,000 per year. This funding level is budgeted to remain
constant through FY19.

e The County’s share of the 2" Local Option Gas Tax generates approximately $2.8
million per year. Half of this revenue is currently dedicated to the sidewalk program,
generating approximately $1.4 million per year for sidewalk construction.
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2. Future Funding:

The Sales Tax Extension allocates $50 million over 20 years towards sidewalk
construction to be split 50/50 with the City. Starting in 2020, this will increase the
funding level from sales tax from $750,000 per year to approximately $1.25
million/year. This allocation is consistent with the IA’s direction regarding the Sales
Tax extension.

If the Board continues to allocate fifty percent of the County’s portion of the local
option gas tax, this will generate approximately $1.4 million per year for sidewalk
construction. For budgeting purposes, it is expected that the gas tax revenue will
remain relatively flat. If increases are realized, the budgets will be adjusted and the
implementation schedule accelerated to utilize the funds.

SRTS and Community Sidewalk Enhancement Projects Timeline - Table 2 provides a general

range of timelines when sidewalk walk projects will begin construction; the table was developed
with the following assumptions and understandings:

The schedule is based on projected funding and does not address the
constructability/right-of-way issues that many of the segments will need to overcome.
Cost estimates are generalized based on expected level of difficulty to implement.
However, right-of-way acquisition is always unpredictable and costs can be elevated
by the level of difficulty during the acquisition process.

For FY16 - FY20, revenue is projected at $2.15 million/year, with funding split 60/40
as follows: $1.29 million for SRTS (60%); and $0.86 million for Community
Sidewalk Enhancements (40%). As of FY21, revenue estimates increase to $2.65
million/per year, with funding split 60/40 as follows: $1.59 million for SRTS (60%);
and $1.09 million for Community Sidewalk Enhancements (40%).

To be conservative, staff included the cost of FDOT roads in the timeline. If FDOT
funds can be leveraged, projects can be advanced. The years are a range for
construction to start and initially there may be a ramp-up as all the projects have not
even started initial survey work. Once the program gets started with consistent
funding, project delivery will smooth out.

Staff assumed that, after the completion of the current SRTS sidewalk list, all revenue
would be shifted towards implementation of the Community Sidewalk Enhancements
list. If in this period the CRTPA and School Board develop a new SRTS list, the
implementation schedule would be revised based on Board direction at that time.
Starting in FY24, all funding is allocated to Community Sidewalk Enhancements.
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Table #2: Projected Future Sidewalk Funding Allocation and Implementation Schedule
Safe Routes to School Community Sidewalk Enhancements
Timeframe to Begin Timeframe to Begin
Tier Est. Cost* Construction** Est. Cost* Construction**
1 $4.3 million FY16 - FY18 $7.1 million FY16 - FY23
2 $3.4 million FY19 - FY21 $16.1 million FY24 - FY29
3 $3.4 million FY21 - FY23 $4.4 million FY30 - FY31
4 n/a n/a $11.6 million FY32-FY36
* Sales Tax and Gas Tax revenues are projected to be sufficient to support these projects.
**Timeframes will be refined annually as projects move through design, permitting and right
of way acquisition.

Total estimated time for all projections in new SRTS sidewalk segment to be under construction
is about eight years, with completion within the next ten years.

Options:
1. Adopt proposed revised Policy No. 13-1, retitled “Sidewalk Eligibility Criteria and

Implementation” (Attachment #1).

2. Approve Safe Routes to Schools and Community Sidewalk Enhancements Tier Prioritization
Lists (Attachment #3), and direct staff to start with Tier 1 projects.

3. For the development of the FY2016 Budget, continue to allocate $750,000 per year of the
County’s Sales Tax dollars to the sidewalk program.

4. For the development of the FY2016 Budget, continue to allocate 50% of the County’s local
option gas tax to the sidewalk program.

5. Board direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1, #2, #3, and #4.

Attachments:

1. |Proposed Revised Policy No. 13-1, “Sidewalk Eligibility Criteria and Implementation”
(strikethrough underline version follows a copy with the proposed changes accepted)

2. |Status of Current an iaewa rogram Projects |

3. |Proposed Safe Routes to School (SRTS) and Community Sidewalk Enhancements Tier
Prioritization Lists

VSL/TP/KB/ns
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Board of County Commissioners

Leon County, Florida
Policy No. 13-1
Title: Sidewalk Eligibility Criteria and Implementation
Date Adopted: April 28, 2015
Effective Date: April 28, 2015

Reference: N/A

Policy Superseded: N/A

Policy No. 13-1, Sidewalk/Bikeway Provision Selection Criteria, adopted by the Leon County
Board of County Commissioners on July 9, 2013, is hereby retitled “Sidewalk Eligibility Criteria
and Implementation” and amended to read as follows:

It shall be the policy of the Board of County Commissioners of Leon County, that:

A. Criteria: The following Criteria shall be utilized to evaluate the proposed
sidewalks/bikeways, subject to the availability of funds:

1. Included in the Safe Routes to School list adopted by the Capital Region Transportation
Planning Agency (CRTPA) Board (SRTS)

2. Routes to parks

Connectivity of a neighborhood to an existing bike route or trail; connections need to be

within %4 mile

Completing a gap (less than % mile in length) between existing pedestrian/bike facilities

Addresses a bike or pedestrian safety issue in an area with documented demand

On an arterial or collector roadway

Located inside the Urban Service Area (USA)

. Donation of right of way

B. Project Categories: Sidewalk projects approved by the Board for construction utilizing
County funding (Approved Sidewalk List) shall be classified as either SRTS or Community
Sidewalk Enhancements. SRTS projects shall be those included in the SRTS list adopted by
the CRTPA Board. Community Sidewalk Enhancements shall be all non-SRTS projects.

C. Funding: Through the annual budget process and five-year capital improvement plan, 60%
of total County sidewalk funds shall be allocated to SRTS projects and 40% shall be
allocated to Community Sidewalk Enhancement projects. Staff is authorized to adjust this
allocation during the year as projects and funding needs progress toward and through
construction. However the 60%/40% distribution shall be maintained over the five-year
period, unless otherwise approved by the Board.

o

© N o v e
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D. Prioritization Tiers — SRTS and Community Sidewalk Enhancements projects included on

the Approved Sidewalk List shall be separately categorized as a Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3 or Tier
4 project (Priority Tier), in accordance with the definitions set forth in Table #1 below, for
the purposes of prioritizing Leon County funding, program design, permitting and

construction.
Table #1: Sidewalk Priority Tiers
Safe Routes to School — Community Sidewalk Enhancements —
Tier' Priority Tier Definitions Priority Tier Definitions

1

Meets no less than 4 of the criteria

Meets no less than 4 of the criteria

one side of the street has an existing sidewalk

2 Meets 3 of the criteria Meets 3 of the criteria
3 Meets 1 to 2 of the criteria Meets 1 to 2 of the criteria
42 Meets no less than one of the criteria, however | Meets no less than one of the criteria, one side

of the street has an existing sidewalk

lPriority Tiers, with Tier 1 being the highest priority level and Tier 4 the lowest priority level.

“Unless the Board specifically directs otherwise, once a roadway has a sidewalk on one side of the street,
the priority for placing a sidewalk on the opposite side of the street for the same segment shall
automatically be reclassified as a Tier 4 project, if it remains on the Approved Sidewalk List.

E. Additions to the Approved Sidewalk List - Staff shall evaluate new sidewalk segments

proposed for construction within the unincorporated area of Leon County through the use of
County funds. Those proposed new sidewalk segments that meet no less than one of the
Criteria, as set forth in Section A above, shall be presented to the Board for its consideration.
Only those sidewalk segments approved by the Board shall be included in the Approved
Sidewalk List. Proposed new sidewalk segments that are located outside the USA, and not
on the SRTS list, are not eligible for inclusion in the Approved Sidewalk List unless the
Board makes an exception. The order by which construction occurs on specific projects shall
be dictated by physical, design/permitting, and funding constraints.

. Implementation of Approved Sidewalk List Projects - All projects within a given Priority
Tier level shall be given equal priority with respect to funding and development activities.
All Tier 1 projects shall be programmed through construction prior to staff beginning work
on Tier 2 projects; all Tier 2 projects shall be programmed through construction prior to staff
beginning work on Tier 3 projects; and all Tier 3 projects shall be programmed through
construction prior to staff beginning work on Tier 4 projects.

With respect to sidewalk segments located on Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
roadways that are on the Approved Sidewalk List, staff shall prepare plans and acquire
permits in order to be able to better position/leverage other funds for the sidewalk
construction. Once all the necessary permits have been obtained, the Board may or may not
direct staff to proceed with the construction of a sidewalk on FDOT right-of-way.

G. Annual Status Report - Staff shall provide the Board with an annual status report on the

sidewalk program. Such annual status reports shall include, but not be limited to, the status
of funding allocations, including the distribution of funds between SRTS and Community
Sidewalk Enhancements projects.

Adopted April 28, 2015
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Board of County Commissioners
Leon County, Florida

Policy No. 13-1

Title: SidewaHe/BHewar-ProviromrSelectonCriterraSidewalk Pligibility

Criteria and Implementation

Date Adopted: Fuby-9:-2083April 28. 2015

Effective Date: Fuly 92083 April 28, 2015

Reference: N/A

Policy Superseded: N/A

Policy No. 13-1, Sidewalk/Bikeway Provision Selection Criteria, adopted by the Kshal-be-the
pehiey—ot-the-Leon County Board of County Commissioners on July 9, 2013, is hereby retitled
“Sidewalk Eligibility Criteria and Implementation” and amended to read as follows:

It shall be the policy of the Board of County Commissioners of Leon County, Hlerida-that:
) Boliowichersbead 1 e

A. Criteria: The following Criteria shall be utilized to evaluate the proposed Previston—of
sidewalks/bikeways, subject to the availability of fundsbudget-eonstraints;shal-be-evaluated;
baved on thetolowinoselectioncritera:

1. Included in the Safe Routes to School list adopted by the Capital Region Transportation
Planning Agency (CRTPA) BoardZ-mies) (SRTS)

2. Routes to parks
3. Connectivity of a neighborhood to an existing bike route or trail; connections need to be
within %4 mile

4. Completing a gap (less than % mile in length) between existing pedestrian/bike facilities
5. Addresses a bike or pedestrian safety issue in an area with documented demand
6. S&dewalH&—eOn an artenal or collector roadway

}Locatcd 1n51dc the uUrban sSemce &Area (USA)
8. Donation of right of way
B. Project Categories: Sidewalk projects approved by the Board for construction utilizing

County funding (Approved Sidewalk List) shall be classified as either SRTS or Community
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Sidewalk Enhancements. SRTS projects shall be those included in the SRTS list adopted by
the CRTPA Board. Community Sidewalk Enhancements shall be all non-SRTS projects.

Funding: Through the annual budget process and five-year capital improvement plan, 60%

of total County sidewalk funds shall be allocated to SRTS projects and 40% shall be
allocated to Community Sidewalk Enhancement projects. Staff is authorized to adjust this
allocation during the vear as projects and funding needs progress toward and through

construction. However the 60%/40% distribution shall be maintained over the five-year
period, unless otherwise approved by the Board.

Prioritization Tiers — SRTS and Community Sidewalk Enhancements projects included on

the Approved Sidewalk List shall be separately categorized as a Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3 or Tier
4 project (Priority Tier), in accordance with the definitions set forth in Table #1 below, for
the purposes of prioritizing Leon County funding, program design, permitting and
construction.

| Tier' Priority Tier Definitions Priority Tier Definitions

Table #1: Sidewalk Priority Tiers
Safe Routes to School — Community Sidewalk Enhancements —

Meets no less than 4 of the criteria Meets no less than 4 of the criteria

Meets 3 of the criteria Meets 3 of the criteria
Meets 1 to 2 of the criteria Meets 1 to 2 of the criteria

[ oo ]—

Meets no less than one of the criteria, however | Meets no less than one of the criteria, one side
one side of the street has an existing sidewalk of the street has an existing sidewalk

]Prioritv Tiers, with Tier | being the highest priority level and Tier 4 the lowest priority level.

2 — 5 [ = % =
Unless the Board specifically directs otherwise. once a roadway has a sidewalk on one side of the street,

the priority _for placing a sidewalk on the opposite side of the street for the same segment shall

automatically be reclassified as a Tier 4 project, if it remains on the Approved Sidewalk List.

E. Additions to the Approved Sidewalk List - Staff shall evaluate new sidewalk segments

proposed for construction within the unincorporated area of Leon County through the use of
County funds. Those proposed new sidewalk segments that meet no less than one of the
Criteria, as set forth in Section A above, shall be presented to the Board for its consideration.
Only those sidewalk segments approved by the Board shall be included in the Approved
Sidewalk List. Proposed new sidewalk segments that are located outside the USA, and not
on _the SRTS list, are not eligible for inclusion in the Approved Sidewalk List unless the
Board makes an exception. The order by which construction occurs on specific projects shall
be dictated by physical, design/permitting, and funding constraints.

Implementation of Approved Sidewalk List Projects - All projects within a given Priority

Tier level shall be given equal priority with respect to funding and development activities.
All Tier 1 projects shall be programmed through construction prior to staff beginning work
on Tier 2 projects; all Tier 2 projects shall be programmed through construction prior to staff
beginning work on Tier 3 projects; and all Tier 3 projects shall be programmed through
construction prior to staff beginning work on Tier 4 projects.

With respect to sidewalk segments located on Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
roadways that are on the Approved Sidewalk List, staff shall prepare plans and acquire
permits in_order to be able to better position/leverage other funds for the sidewalk
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construction. Once all the necessary permits have been obtained, the Board may or may not
direct staff to proceed with the construction of a sidewalk on FDOT right-of-way.

G._Annual Status Report - Staff shall provide the Board with an annual status report on the
sidewalk program. Such annual status reports shall include, but not be limited to, the status
of funding allocations, including the distribution of funds between SRTS and Community
Sidewalk Enhancements projects.

Adopted Fui-9-2043April 28, 2015
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Status of FY14 and FY15 Sidewalk Program Projects & Project Funding

Completed:

Tower Road — all but 200 feet closest to CCNW — Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) will
let an intersection improvement project in May 2015 which will include this section of sidewalk.
Stoneler Road — Gaps between CCNW and the Preserve at the west end

Chaires Cross Road Phase | — between the school and the Community Center

Timberlane Road Phase 1 — Woodley to Deer Lane

Lawhon — filled the gap between Old Woodville and Woodville Highway

Natural Bridge Road — filled the gap between Old Woodville and Woodville Highway

Under Construction:

Timberlane School Road from Timberlane Road to daycare driveway. The portion between the
daycare driveway and 1-10 will be coordinated with the City if and when they complete their segment
on Timberlane School Road, so the sidewalks match.

In Design and Permitting:

Magnolia Drive Multi-use Trail from South Meridian to Chowkeebin Nene

Nabb Road — Buck Lake south to City limits

Dome Level Phase 1 — Aenon Church to Aaron Smith

Fred George Road from west of Mission to CCNW

Gearhart Road from Mission to CCNW — City to pay for the portion inside the City limits
(approximately $100K)

Chaires Cross Road Phase 2 — School south to Parkhill — needs right-of-way

Woodville Highway — Lawhon to Cemetery and Hickory to Natural Bridge — need FDOT funding to
construct

North Monroe (US 27) — Clara Kee to Harriett - need FDOT funding to construct

Timberlane Phase 2 — Deer Lane to Meridian

Bannerman Road widening is not a sidewalk project but widening from the new roundabout to 900
feet west of Quail Commons was partially funded from the FY15 gas tax monies.

Programmed Construction Phasing of Projects in Design and Permitting:

Magnolia Multi-use Trail Phase 1 — South Meridian to Pontiac will bid later this spring 2015.
Magnolia Multi-use Trail Phase 2 — Pontiac to Chowkeebin Nene will bid this fall for an early 2016
construction start.

Nabb Road — construction in late 2015/early 2016.

Dome Level Phase 1 — Aenon Church to Aaron Smith - construction in 2016.

Fred George Road from Mission to CCNW — construction to start by June 2015 with a completion
date as close to the Fred George Greenway and Park opening as is feasible.

Gearhart Road — still need a CSX Transportation drainage permit to do this work. Construction start
is estimated to be mid/late 2016 subject to successful acquisition of the drainage easement.

Chaires Phase 2 — needs right-of-way so construction timeline cannot be determined.

Woodville Highway — need FDOT funding — expect permits in hand by summer 2015.

North Monroe — need FDOT funding — expect permit in hand by summer 2015.

Timberlane Phase 2 — this is difficult permitting. Expect construction to occur in mid-2016.
Bannerman Road widening to 900 feet west of Quail Commons — construction is estimated to start
late summer 2015.
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Sidewalk Not Started as Programmed and Approved by Board:

o Clarecastle — Pimlico to the City limits. Clarecastle provides a much-needed connection between the
City’s sidewalk on Shannnon Lakes North and the County’s sidewalk on Pimlico. However, only
140 feet of the approximate 650-foot length is in the unincorporated area. Since Clarecastle is a local
road, the City is responsible for construction of sidewalk within the City limits in this location. This
segment of sidewalk is currently not high on the City’s list for construction. The construction needs
to be coordinated as it makes no sense for the County to construct 140 feet of sidewalk and stop. We
will continue to work with the City on the timing of this construction, which is to be determined.

e Button Willow — from Crawfordville Highway to Button Willow Lane. This sidewalk should never
have been listed as it is a private road. Staff inadvertently included it on the list, therefore, it has been
removed from further consideration.

Table #1 - Funding Status of FY14 and FY15 Sidewalk Program Projects

Estimated Cost of Approved Sidewalk Segments:

o All Projects Excluding Magnolia Sections Funded by Blueprint $2,865,425
e All Projects Excluding (1) Magnolia Sections Funded by Blueprint and (2) FDOT $2.201.875
Roads e

Available Funds:
e Community Safety and Mobility — Balance as of 4/3/2015 $1,755,640
e Gas Tax Funds — Balance as of 4/3/2015 513,154
Total Funds Available
(sufficient if FDOT dollars can be leveraged for construction) $2,268,794
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Tier 1 Safe Routes to -
Schools- meets at least 4 B
CNOooIs- a o » . - .
S T Sidewalk/Bikeway Provision Selection Criteria
of 6 policy criteria
y ” Is there
engt! Safe
Route to |Connects to| Completes| Safety/ Donation sidewalk Probably | Does LC | Probably
Location ;E::::v':::; s::::r"f lt::: :::)d Miscellaneous Notes Ro:te It?? Parks ? | bike rte. or gap ? demand cc:::z:::-" . lnsid; L of RIW | already onone | easyto own easy to Cost Estimate
pp Schoo 2 trall 7 3 4 5 8 side ofthe | permit? | RMW? build
key maps) 1
street
walls might be needed adjacent to
Tram Rd - Zilah to Crossing wetlands, also potential karst features
1,830 es no n es NA No No maybe es no $640,500
Rocks Rd- Sales tax and SRTS e may require geotech, difficult area near = : yes © v Y Y
Zilah Rd
Chadwick Way - from east side
of Bull Headley Rd to west side 3,592 south in Bradfordville Study Area yes yes yes no no yes NA No No yes yes maybe $808,200
of Deer Lake West- SRTS
Natural Bridge Rd - from Only maintained R/W- Need to acquire
3,059 NA N N es no $1,070,650
Woodbville Hwy to Taff Rd-SRTS arh R/W yes yes yes no no yes 0 0 ¥ no
(B:ﬁ;;: RSI:E': - Kinhega to Lawton 472 west in Bradfordville Study Area yes yes yes yes no no NA No No maybe yes maybe $106,200
. ; . —EX, SIOEWAIR On NoTN SIJe, Need 10 aad
Perkins R,d =irom Foint View Dr 100 south crosswalk to connect to neighborhood on|  yes yes no yes no yes NA No No yes yes yes $10,000
to Roweling Oaks Ct--SRTS ——
Rlouhistown Hwy - from requires input, approval, and fundin
Williams Landing Rd to existing 223 north q A ARR 5 B yes yes yes no no yes NA No No yes yes maybe $501,975
. from FDOT
sidewalk east of campus--SRTS
Timbeslang Rd-from Murtin add raised curb separator adjacent to
Hurst Rd to Market Square-- 285 north i de:falk ) yes yes no yes no yes NA No No yes yes yes $28,500
SRTS
o reconfigure corner and widen existing
DM Bann.bndge el ~\est T Ave 324 west sidewalk, additional costs due to yes yes no yes no yes NA No No yes maybe no $113,400
to Volusia st--SRTS ;
structural and r/w issues
assumed easy if we use skip curb design
Lonnie Rd - from Torchmark Ln would be more difficult to build if
3,949 . g . NA N N b maybe 888,525
to Dempsey Mayo Rd--5RTS ek drainage is involved - assumed to provide v YEE e no ne YES . ° = e . \
access to Miccosukee Greenway
KL Greenway Trail from Deer Use of KLHOA greenway for a trail
Lake West at Middle School connection would need to be evaluated
347 NA N No 5 maybe $78,075
Crosswalk to Copperfield Cir-- as the greenways are designated Vs VEs L= L= no i © s ne Y
SRTS drainage easements, also in BSA
Tler 1 Safe Routes to Schools-
meets at least 4 of 6 policy $4,246,025
criteria -Total
Tier 1 Safe Routes to Schools
e $3,744,050

w/0 FDOT Project-
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Tier 2 Safe Routes to Length Safe Is there
School t3of6 (Linear Feet | Side of the road Miscellanaons Notas Route to I;o:lt‘o t,? L::::: :::s;f Comple?tas :afatyld Arteriall | Inside USA D:: ;:;n sidewalk P:::a::y D?:nl'c Pé::;':;y Cost Estimate
O as shownon | (if applicable) School 2| ' 5" " o emanc | collector s 7 already on one y
Pyt 2 trafll 7 3 4 5 8 permit? | RW? Build
criteria key maps) 1 side of the
Chaires Cross Rd - from Green sidewalk just built from community park
1,630 . N 366,750
Oak Dr to Boykin Rd--SRTS to Green Oak Dr 14 Y s e o L4 N He - ¥ea yes mayke »
- Pi to Ci
EE:;CB;:;ESWEV Plmlice Wi Ci%y 155 east adjacent floodplains - County Portion yes yes no yes no no NA No No maybe yes maybe $34,875
Sherborne Rd - from Old
Bainbridge Rd to Rockingham Rd 280 south yes yes no yes no no NA No No yes yes maybe $63,000
-SRTS
Bull Headley Rd - from Manor
House Dr to Lloyds Cove Rd-- 1,605 west Include crosswalk at Chadwick, in BSA yes yes no no no yes NA No No no yes no $561,750
SRTS
Clarecastle Way - from N. )
d e : -
Shannon Lakes Dr to City Limits-—- 570 east . jacen;ﬂ::ti?tl‘?ln:mgt::z:mn, wil yes yes no yes no no NA No No maybe yes maybe $128,250
SRTS - City Responsibility particip
Woestway Rd - from .
C dway,
Crawfordville Rd to Capital Cir 3,751 north olmby roRcwey adjacer}t tawetands yes yes yes no no no NA No No maybe yes maybe $843,975
and floodplain
SW--5RTS
Lakeshora Dr.~ fram bMays R % 3.454 east Potential R/W and drainage constraintS es es no no no es NA No No maybe | maybe no $1,208,900
Litchfield Rd—SRTS : b Y y Y - . e
Canyon Creek Rd - from Old
Woodville Rd to Shumard Dr-- 637 north yes yes yes no no no NA No No yes maybe yes $63,700
SRTS
Shumard Dr - from Canyon
316 N N b 31,600
Creek Rd to Bur Oak Dr--SRTS east yes yes yes no no no NA 0 0 yes maybe yes $
Bur Oak Dr - from Shumard Dr to possible R/W issues, and road is not
845 No - es 84,500
Forest Grove Rd--SRTS rorth paved 160'+/- beyond Hackbery Dr VEE Ve e ne s ne Ll Ne yes mavbe ¥ L
Tier 2 Safe Routes to Schools
G 3,387,300
meet 3 of 6 criteria Total $3,387,
Tier 2 SRTS w/o City street $3,259,050
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Tier 3 Safe Routes to
Schools meets 2 of 6
criteria

Side of the road
{if applicable)

Miscellaneous Notes

Safe
Route to

School ?
1

Route to

Parks 7
2

Connects to
bike rte. or
trail ? 3

Completes
gap ?
4

Safety/
demand

Arterial/
collector &

Inside USA
7

Donation
of RIW
8

Is there
sidewalk
already on one
side of the
street

Blountstown Hwy - from Merry
Robin Rd to Sir Richard Rd--SRTS

1,300

south

Connect to existing crosswalk - requires
input, approval, and funding from FDOT

yes

yes

na

no

no

yes

NA

No

No

Probably
easy to
permit?

no

Does LC
own
RW?

yes

Probably
Easy to
Build

no

Cost Estimate

$455,000

Sharer Rd - from approx. 234'
south of Sandy Dr to Lakeshore
Dr--SRTS

6,243

east

Potential R/W and drainage constraints

yes

yes

no

no

no

no

NA

No

No

maybe

maybe

no

$2,185,050

Skyview Dr - from Point View Dr
to dead end of Skyview Dr--SRTS

888

west

ROW may be constrained - Summerfield

Developer

yes

yes

no

no

no

NA

No

No

yes

maybe

yes

$88,800

Mays Rd - from Lakeshore Dr to
Sharer Rd--SRTS

1,400

north

Potential R/W and drainage constraints,

intersections could be difficult

yes

yes

no

no

no

no

NA

No

No

yes

maybe

no

$490,000

Killearn Lakes Elementary School
access driveway-5RTS

25

north

extend sidewalk and add crosswalk to

church drwy

yes

no

no

no

no

NA

No

No

yes

maybe

yes

$50,000

Deerlake from Chadwick to
Heatherbrook Drive--SRTS

34

west

in Bradfordville Study Area

yes

no

no

yes

no

no

NA

No

No

maybe

no

no

$119,350

Tier 3 Safe Routes to Schools
meets 2 of 6 criteria - Total

$3,388,200

Tier 3 SRTS w/o FDOT Project

$2,933,200

Total All Safe Routes to
Schools

$11,021,525

Total All Safe Routes to
Schools - w/o FDOT and
Clarecastle

$9,936,300

There are no tier 4 SRTS
segments
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Community Sidewalk Enhancements

Tier 1 Community Langth i ';“‘”:’k
- sidewa
Sidewalk Enhancements | (Linear Feet | Side of the road Route to Route to (Connects toj Completes|  Safety/ Arteriall | Inside USA Donation Erghably|\Doss LC | jRrobably
as shownon| (if applicable) Miscetlaneous Notes School ? Parks 7 | bikerte.or | gap ? demand (. i.cior 6 7 of RIW | already on one | easy to own Easy to Cost Estimate
meets at least 4 of 6 PP el 2 trail? 3 4 5 8 side of the | permit? | RW? Build
el key maps) 1
criteria street
. walls might be needed adjacent to
- R Rd t
-(I;;a;:ri‘::::irflt:ssmg e © 8,577 north wetlands, also potential karst features no yes yes no no yes yes No No maybe yes maybe $1,929,825
may require geotech

Old 5t. Augustine - Paul Russell
to Blair Stone - (Segment 2,161 tbd canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No No maybe no no $756,350
number is south)
Old St. Augustine - Blair Stone to

3,441 i ,
ifdlidn: Head (saith) thd canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No No no no no $1,204,350
Old St. Augustine - Midyette to

2,899 014,
paul Russell north) thd canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No No no no no $1,014,650
Old St. Augustine - Midyette to

1.815
Capital Circle (north) tbd canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No No no no no $635,250

- i 5 th
f::sden Ingleside toSeven 1,045 east right of way issues no yes no yes no yes yes No No maybe yes no $365,750
Gadsden - Seventh to (8th} 195 east sidewalk is existing past 8th no yes ne yes no yes yes No No maybe yes no $68,250
- i dto Ci dj tt tlands, idian i

I\{Ia'.':lav Rd - Meridian Rd to City 4799 adjacent to wetlands, and Meridian is a no o . no no e ves No No no - D $1.070.775
Limits canopy road
Tier 1 Community Sidewalk
Enhancements meets 4 of 6 $7,054,200

criteria - Total
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s i . Is there
Tier 2 Community engt Safe | poute to |Connects to Completes| Safety/ Donation | sidewalk | Probably | Does LC | Probably
- {Linear Fest | Side of the road Route to Arterial/ | Inside USA
Sidewalk Enhancements - Miscellaneous Notes Parks 7 | bikerte.or | gap? | demand of RW |alreadyonone| easyto | own Easy to Cost Estimate
as shown on| (if applicable) School ? 2 trall ? 3 4 5 collector 6 7 8 de of th armit? | RIW? Build
meets 3 of 6 criteria key maps) 1 sideofthe | P
street
inbridge - Is might b d
Old Bainbridge - Brevard to 6,013 —_— walls might be needed to accommodate 56 e - - i s ves No — i - - $1.352,025
Tharpe steep slopes
d and adj floodplai
Old Bainbridge - High to I-10 2,838 east KaRqpyone saracicantHlaadpising no yes no no no yes yes No No no no no $993,300
and wetlands near I-10
Mtcl:cosukee L 2,707 canopy road no yes no no no yes yes No No no no no $947.450
Fleischman
Thomasville Rd to Witchtree Acres is in
Ox Bottom Rd - Meridian Rd to Bradfordville Study Area, also potential
17,152 N N o es maybe 3,859,200
Thomasville Rd karst features may require geotech, and no = . S no YES yes © ° " Y ¥ 8
has historical flooding problems
Cel?terwlle ~@lsnncrest L't 2,242 canopy road no yes no no no yes yes No No no no no $784,700
Fleischmann
Old Bainbridge - Volusia to ortions of ex. sw are substandard - new il
& 1,387 west P ' no yes no no no yes yes No narrow some no no no $485,450
Tharpe walls would be needed
gaps
Canopy Road, and adding sw to [-10
Old Bainbridge - 1-10 to Fred bridge might be expensive, and has
9,483 w21,
George (west) tha historical flooding problems, and within "e ves e na w Y Y= Nei o w i = Sate050
Fred George closed basin
Old Bainbrides/CCNW - T walls might be needed adjacent to
Rd toal-:‘n ; ls; ol 3,601 wetlands / ditches / slopes- some no yes no no no yes yes No No maybe maybe maybe $810,225
™ sidewalk on CCNW to CVS
walls migh j
Buck Lake - Walden to Alameda 1,946 north s mig t, e TieRsied SajataNLIe no yes no no no yes yes No No yas yes maybe $437,850
ditches/slopes
in Bradfordville Study Area, Velda Dairy
Bradfordville Rd - from Velda intrsection will be challenging, walls yes- see
3,100 ) . N N b 0 aybe 697,500
Dairy to Bowling green might be needed adjacent to wetlands / no Y no ne ne Ve comment © © maybe n may .
ditches / slopes
T - hurch t
LS:;:-.S::& Ay CHIFCH X0 3,318 FDOT- has historical flooding problems no yes no no no yes yes No No no no yes $331,800
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Centerville Rd. - Harpers Ferry Dr
{Centerville Trace) to 4,884 canopy road no yes no no no yes yes No No no maybe maybe $1,098,900
Fleischmann Rd
Old Bainbridge - from Fred
Road, within F |

George to Amber Trace (Laurel 886 Canopy Raed;: WA b:;iand Gacege closed no yes no no no yes yes No No no no no $310,100
Trace Way)
Louvirile 0 - fram Agaliachee 1,041 east connect to ex. sw 200’ at Apalachee Pkw no es no no no es es No No es maybe maybe $234,225
Pkwy. to Balmoral Dr ! ‘ P Y ¥ Y Y Y ¥ v '
Louvinia Dr - from Balmoral Dr possible wetland and floodpiain issues,

2,106 N N b H
to Old St. Augustine Rd et Old St. Augustine is a canopy road no V= . no e L Yes " . magbe | Mayhs mayke AATRA00
Tier 2 Community Sidewalk
Enhancements - Total $16,136,525

Page 44 of 732 Posted at 5:45 p.m. on April 21, 2015




Attachment #3
Page 7 of 11

Is there
Tier 3 Community Length Safe sidewalk
¥ (Linear Feet | Side of the road Rocianto Route to |Connects to| Completes| Safety/ Arteriall | Inside USA Donation Probably | Does LC | Probably
Sidewalk Enhancements e (e Miscellaneous Notes e Parks ? | bikerte.or | gap ? demand [ .o o 5 of R"'W |alreadyonone| easyto | own Easy to Cost Estimate
meets 1- 2 policy criteria | key maps) 1 2| el : . 2 side of thall | Permit2 | SRANTE| S5 Bulld
street
;(e]nterwlle - Pimlico to Roberts 2§17 canopy road, ar::::li :::torlcal flooding no o no no no ver ves No No o e no $880,950
i - kes t
\g:::i:;wav Ll ok 4,926 mostly in Bradfordville Study Area no yes no no no no yes No No no yes maybe $1,108,350
S I — boardwalks will be needed adjacent to
Chiset c 2,641 wetlands / ditches, has historical flooding no yes no no no no yes No No no yes no $924,350
problems
create a connection to Dome Level w /
easement - probably should wait till
Lacey - north to Dome Level 972 future Lacey Ln shown on GIS maps is no yes no no no no yes No No no no maybe $218,700
built by developer, also has historical
flooding problems
herbrook
zsii:i’;ea?:emv::;ttfr ree 4,004 north in Bradfordville Study Area no no no no no yes yes No No maybe no maybe $921,150
i ive - fordvill Resi insi - resi i
Slash Pine Drw.e Crz.lw ordville 3.600 esident request inside USA- residential i i - - . i v No 5 - ——_ o 360,000.00
Hwy to Lone Pine Drive road
Slash Pine Ct 300 Residential road - small cul-de-sac no no no no no no yes No No yes maybe yes
30000
Community Sidewalk
Enhancements Tier 3 Total
$4,443,500
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Tier 4 Community Length o Is there
Sidewalk Enhancements- | (Linear Feet | Side of the road Rt Route to |Connects to| Completes| Safety/ Arterlall | inside USA Donation sidewalk | Probably | Does LC | Probably
‘ _ : as shown on | (if applicable) Miscellaneous Notes School 7 Parks ? | bikerte.or | gap? demand T . of R’'W | already onone | easyto own Easy to Cost Estimate

sidewalk on second side T : 2 trail ? 3 4 5 8 sideofthe | permit? | RW? Build
of street street
Old 5t. Augustine - Paul Russell

2,178 ,
to Blair Stone (north) tbd canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No yes maybe no no $762,300
Old St. Augustine - Blair Stone to

2,820 h ' '
indian Head (north] nort canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No yes no no no $1,022,000
Old 5t. Augustine - Midyette to

2,849 thd d 7.1
Paul Russell (south) canopy roa no yes yes no no yes yes No yes no no no $997,150

: ine - Mi tte t
g;?:iitalﬁ?rgcr:t(lsleutll:;l idyette to 1,754 tbd canopy road no yes yes no no yes yes No yes no no no $613,900
North side of Meridian to Golf Terrace
. - has existing asphalt sidewalk that should
g:gnl:r"a il 2,524 north be replaced {NFi approved 7/31/14})- no yes no no no yes yes No yes maybe no no $883,400
residents placed a low priority on this
segment

Magnolia - Country Club Dr to

1,054 ,
€T oS north (NFl approved 7/31/14) no yes no no no yes yes No yes maybe yes maybe $237,150
Magnolia - Alban Ave (across

3,451 N R .
from Jin Uaelto Clrcle Br west (NFl approved 7/31/14) no yes no no no yes yes No yes maybe yes no $1,207,850
Magnolia - Circle Dr to Azalea 471 west {NFl approved 7/31/14) no yes no no no yes yes No yes maybe yes no $164,850

Canopy Road, and adding sw to I-10

Old Bainbridge - 1-10 to Fred bridge might be expensive, and has

9,477 i k . . 3,316,950
Geroge {east) L historical flooding problems, and within L e ne no & v A o yes ne no no $

Fred George closed basin
ls & i
Gaines - Gadsden to Calhoun 252 north walls & rampsieht be nedec to no yes no yes no yes yes No yes maybe yes no $88,200
accommodate steep slopes

Gaines - Meridian to Gadsden 355 north no yes no yes no yes yes No yes maybe yes no $124,250
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. walls might be needed to accommodate
i - d St. t
gii?;l:b"dge Gpevard St 324 east steep slopes / depending on where R/W no yes no yes no yes yes No yes yes no no $113,400
is
i k - Capital Circle t isti

Nfuccosu ee Rd - Capital Circle to 680 e canopy road, and alr.eady existing on i v i - - o o No Vs - - — $153,000
Ginger north side
Gadsden - Carolina St. to sidewalk is existing on east side -

1,306
McDaniel west consider adding sidewalk to west? = = ne ne T ve2 VSR N L maybe L ¥es 130,600
Gadsden - McDaniel {actually sidewalk is existing on east side -

1,422
Johnston) to Ingleside west consider adding sidewalk to west? no VEs no no ne Y3 Ye No yes mayhe yes yes e

o gtz Canopy road designation begins north of
- 4,681
Old Bainbridge - Tharpe to High west S —— no yes no no no yes yes No No no no no $1,638,350
Tier 4 total $11,595,550
Community Sidewalk
Enhancements tiers $39,229,775
1,23&4
Total - All Sidewalks $50,251,300
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Sidewalks In DesiJgn, Permitting or Construction

Is there
Length Safe
sidewalk
- {Linear Feet | Side of the road Route to Route to |Connects to| Completes|  Safety/ Artarial/ | Inside USA ponstion naopably {Doss LC/| jRrebebly
Location as shown on | (if applicable) Miscellaneous Notes SEha Parks ? | bike rte. or gap 7 demand Cole Y 7 of RIW | already on one | easyto own Easy to Cost Estimate
2 trail? 3 4 5 8 side of the permit? | R/W? Build
key maps) 1
street
Magnolia - Pontiac to Jim Lee - . :
735 itti
Sales Tax and SRTS south currently in design and permitting yes yes no yes no yes NA No No maybe | maybe no $257,250
Magrioliaic./im Lee.tg currently in design and permitting, costs
Chowkeebin Nene- Sales Tax 4,872 east . Y & . P & yes yes no yes no yes NA No No maybe maybe no $2,750,000
higher due to anticipated ret wall costs
and SRTS
’ . add possible pedestrian signal - Safety
Chowkeebin Nene at Magnolia ; )
DrO;!:Se o Enol N/A south review and warrant needs analysis would yes yes no no no yes NA No No yes yes yes $100,000
be required
ex. sidewalk on south side, r/w, grading
2 and drainage issues on north side, need
M lia - Monroe to Meridian- ’
agr?o i . o0& . nean 1,039 south to exp. Ex. sidewalk to 10" multi-use trail, no yes no no no yes yes No No maybe no no $600,000
pending blueprint funding i s
additional cost to anticipate r/w
acquisition
CliairesLross Ro B2 - Padil 1,177 south = h';:’:"::: frI.GOi'rﬁiz:'obl::;s%ork'ns es no no S NA N N mayb n $117,700
Rd to Chaires Elem.-SRTS ' B PEERTIRE. VS Y yes L o o ybe 0 yes ,
acquistition
Timberlane School Road -
1,005 ;
Timberlane to city limits--SRTS yes yes yes no no yes NA No No yes yes maybe $226,125
Woodville Hwy - Hickory Ln to FDOT permitting needed, currently in
1,825 ‘
Cemetery Rd- SRTS-2014 east designand permitting yes yes yes yes no yes NA No No yes no yes $182,500
Timberlane Rd - Meridian Rd to
1,209 th i i itti
ey Laie = Salis Tanamd BHTE .2 sou in design and permitting yes no ne yes no yes NA No No maybe yes no $423,150
Nabb Road - Buck Lake south to County programmed. In permitting for
1,185
city limils—SRTS east constitiction [até FY:15 yes yes no yes no no NA No No yes yes maybe $268,875
Monroe St (US 27) - Clara Kee FDOT R/W, currently in design and
2,138 '
Bivd to Harriet Di~SRTS east permitting yes yes no no no yes NA No No no no maybe $481,050
currently in design and permitting-
Fred George- Mission to Park at boardwalk needed to avoid fill in the
3,197 rth ; . N .
CONW no Hoodpiain-ragid Hasher beacon at no yes yes no no yes yes No o maybe yes maybe $719,325
Sagebrook Mill cressing
walls might be needed adjacent to
wetlands / ditches, and within Fred
Gearhart Road - i 4,467 h ! i
earhart Road - in County sout Grorie closed Bisin, working on no yes no no no yes yes No No maybe yes yes $446,700
permitting CSX crossing
subtotal sidewalks segments
approved excluding Magnolia $2,865,425

Sections funded by Blueprint
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Working data/assumptions

Connectivity of a neighborhood to an existing bike route or trail; connections need to be within 1/4 mile
Completing a gap (less than 1/4 mile in length) between existing pedestrian/bike facilities

Addresses a bike or pedestrian safety issue in an area with documented demand

Sidewalk is on an arterial or collector roadway with a higher priority placed on provision of the second side of the street
For all these criteria above the following answer generated the following numbers:

Yes=10, Maybe=5, No=0

then the Recommended Priority Level generates a min. value of 0, and a max value of 60

Probably easy to permit? yes=means there are few known environmental issues, not a canopy road, few large trees, etc

Does LC own R/W? yes=confirmed by Jim Pilcher, maybe=areas where there is limited R/W or unkown, no=maint. R/W or FDOT R/W
Probably easy to build? yes=few drainage issues, few walls and railings, few grading issues, few tree or other conflicts

No existing SIW? yes=no ex. sw, no=ex. sw; Designed to provide higher priority for segments that do not have any existing sidewalks

I
Cost Estimate is established 1
by using the following cost per i ! _
linear foot based on ease to Yes=)§100.00 e yes= $350.00

I
build {with some exceptions}): i
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Leon County

Board of County Commissioners

Budget Workshop Item #3

April 28, 2015
To: Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board
From: Vincent S. Long, County Administrator
Title: Future of the Apalachee Solid Waste Facility

County Administrator
Review and Approval:

Vincent S. Long, County Administrator

Department/Division
Review:

Alan Rosenzweig, Deputy County Administrator
Scott Ross, Director of Financial Stewardship

Lead Staff/
Project Team:

Robert Mills, Director, Solid Waste Division

Fiscal Impact:

This agenda item has a fiscal impact and seeks Board direction for the development of the FY16

Tentative Budget.

Staff Recommendation:

Option #1:  Direct staff to proceed with the next steps in developing the preliminary budget
and associated tip fees to support a complete closure of the landfill and begin the
corresponding long-term master planning of the site.
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Report and Discussion

Background:
Florida counties have a statutory responsibility to provide solid waste disposal to their entire

jurisdiction (Chapter 403.706, Florida Statues). In 2001 the County ceased accepting Class |
(household waste) materials at the SWMF and opened the Leon County Transfer Station.
Through an agreement with Waste Management, Inc., the waste received at the Transfer Station
is hauled and disposed of at a regional disposal facility in Jackson County (approximately
170,000 tons annually at a cost of $4.3 million). To increase the County’s recycling rate, the
County entered into a partnership with Marpan Recycling in 2008. Through this partnership all
Class 111 (construction/demolition) waste is no longer accepted at the SWMF, but is directed to
Marpan where approximately 65% of the waste is now recycled. The only waste continued to be
buried at the SWMF are materials that cannot be recycled by Marpan.

In addition to the disposal of waste at the Transfer Station and Marpan Recycling, the County
provides yard waste, hazardous & electronic disposal services, free mulch & re-used items at the
“Swap Shop”. To address odor issues at the SWMF, in 2007 the County installed a gas
collection system that has significantly mitigated the odor. The SWMF currently costs more to
operate than the revenues generated. In the FY2014 budget process, staff projected cost savings
associated with a complete closure of the landfill occurring in the near future. Leon County
maintains a Class | Disposal Operating Permit for the SWMF. The operating permit is valid
through 2019 and allows the SWMF to accept solid waste. The permit is eligible for renewal
every 5 years.

In the fall of 2014, in evaluating the Solid Waste facility, the County’s consulting engineer
reviewed the remaining overall capacity at the landfill. Through an expansion of the existing
permitted cells and the utilization of newer technology to “mine” an old closed cell, the
engineer’s preliminary analysis of capacity when the site is maximized would be 31 years.

As part of the annual retreat held December 8, 2014, the Board discussed a series of long term
policy issues. One of the policy issues focused on opportunities for the long term use of the Solid
Waste Management Facility (Attachment #1). The policy discussion built upon the County’s
commitment to the environment, quality of life and fiscal stewardship already included in the
adopted Strategic Plan through series of existing Strategic Priorities and associated Initiatives:

Current Strategic Priorities:

e Environment: To be a responsible steward of our previous natural resources in our
continuous efforts to make Leon County a place which values our environment and
natural beauty as a vital component of our community’s health, economic strength and
social offerings (EN).

0 (EN4) Reduce our carbon footprint, realize energy efficiencies.

e Quality of Life: To be a provider of essential services in our continuous efforts to make
Leon County a place where people are healthy, safe, and connected to their community

Q).
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0 (Q1) Maintain and enhance our recreational offerings associated with parks and
greenway system for our families, visitors and residents.

e Governance: To be a model local government which our citizens trust and to which other
local governments aspire (G).
0 (G5) Exercise responsible stewardship of County resources, sound financial
management, and ensure that the provision of services and community
enhancements are done in a fair and equitable manner.

Current Strategic Initiatives:
e (Q1) - Develop Apalachee Facility master plan to accommodate year-round events.
e (EN4) - Develop and implement strategies for 75% recycling goal by 2020.
e (GbH) - Develop strategies to eliminate general revenue subsidies for business operations
(i.e. Solid Waste)

In building upon these existing efforts, at the retreat, and subsequently ratified at the January 27,
2015 meeting, the Board adopted the following strategic initiatives:

e Evaluate the long-term policy implications of the following options, taking into
consideration the potential fiscal, environmental, operational, and neighborhood impacts:
o A complete closure of the landfill
0 Redirect all Class | Solid Waste from the Transfer Station to the landfill; and
0 A hybrid solution that includes both Class | Solid Waste disposal at the landfill
and through the transfer station (Q1, ENF4, G5)

This workshop item provides the preliminary evaluation of this strategic initiative.

Analysis:

Consistent with adopted County policies (Atachment#2), Leon County Solid Waste Management
is intended to operate as an enterprise fund; meaning solid waste revenues should support
expenditures. However, the fund is currently reliant upon the use of solid waste fund balance
and general revenues to support the operation of the landfill. The current model is not
sustainable in the long term without either increasing revenues and/or decreasing expenditures.

As approved as part of the strategic initiative, staff evaluated three specific approaches to address
the current financial shortfall; each of the alternative approaches considers fiscal, environmental,
operational and neighborhood impacts:

1. A complete closure of the landfill.

2. Redirect all Class I solid waste from the transfer station to the landfill.

3. A hybrid solution that includes both Class | solid waste disposal at the landfill and
through the transfer station.
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In reviewing the options, staff also evaluated a fourth approach:

4. Dispose of a the minimum amount of waste at the landfill necessary to keep the permit
active and offset any projected shortfall through an increase in the transfer station tip fee.

Staff has modeled the projected annual budget shortfall for the operation of the landfill at $1.3
million annually; previously the shortfall was projected at approximately $600,000. A
significant portion of the revised projected shortfall is the result of the on-going success of
Marpan Recycling. To increase the County’s recycling rate, the County entered into a partnership
with Marpan Recycling in 2008. Through this partnership all Class 111 (construction/demolition)
waste is no longer accepted at the SWMF, but is directed to Marpan Recycling. Since this time,
Marpan Recycling has delivered material that cannot be recycled to the landfill, generating
approximately $550,000 annually in revenue for the solid waste fund. However, recently Marpan
Recycling has identified an opportunity to reduce and most likely eliminate the waste being
brought to the landfill for disposal thereby eliminating this $550,000 revenue coming to the solid
waste fund. Marpan Recycling will begin diverting Class 111 material to its new destination by
July 2015.

Marpan’s opportunity to dispose of the waste as boiler fuel (which was previous buried at the
landfill) will have a positive effect on the County’s overall recycling rate. Leon County reports
the entire community’s recycling efforts to state annually; this includes all government and
private partner efforts. Any additional recycling credit Marpan receives benefits the entire
community’s efforts.

Option #1: A complete closure of the landfill.

Option 1 Summary: This option formally proceeds with the permanent closure of the landfill
and eliminates the projected annual budget shortfall. Once closed, the County will maintain and
monitor the site for 30 years; funds to support this effort have been accumulated in a separate
escrow account. Through the on-going use of the transfer station and the associated Waste
Management hauling and disposal contract, the County will continue to utilize the Springhill
landfill for disposal of waste. Other existing activities at the landfill will continue to operate
(free mulch for the public, hazardous waste, yard waste, etc.). Fewer trucks will be utilizing the
Apalachee facility on a regular basis. Existing recreational activities will not be impacted; the
opportunity to completely master plan the site could commence (funding to support the
implementation of the plan would need to be identified through future budgets).

Fiscal Impact: This option eliminates the projected budget shortfall. Funds associated with the
closure and post closure maintenance have been accumulated in a separate dedicated landfill
escrow account.

Environmental Impacts: Through a closure, the County will no longer be burying waste at the
Apalachee facility. Under current law, the County will be obligated to monitor and maintain the
site for a 30 year period. Once the facility is lined and capped, any outstanding odor concerns
will be completely addressed.
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Through this approach, the County will continue to utilize Waste Management for the hauling
and disposal of waste to the Springhill landfill. Annually, this equates to 7,000 individual semi-
trucks traveling 85 miles each way to Springhill Landfill located in Jackson County. The carbon
footprint impact is 645 pounds of COz2 per truck; which means 4.5 million pounds of CO2 each
year. For comparison, the average American produces about 57 pounds of C02 per day or
20,805 pounds per year.

Operational Impacts: Working with the County’s consulting engineer, the County would work
through the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to proceed with the closure
process. The entire process is estimated to take 9 to 12 months. Once the closure is complete,
the County would eliminate 5 staff; the County would work to place any filled positions into
other County vacancies.

Other existing operations would remain active at the facility: hazardous/electronics disposal, the
“Swap Shop”, the Apalachee rural waste service center, free mulch, yard waste disposal and tire
disposal. Any necessary permit modifications would be addressed through the closure process to
allow for these operations to continue.

FDEP has indicated that once the site is closed, to re-open is comparable to re-siting a new
greenfield site.

Neighborhood Impacts: The County has taken great strides to be sensitive to the surrounding
neighborhoods.  These efforts involve constant monitoring of possible odor issues and
addressing them immediately; investing in having an attractive and well maintained site,
including upgraded landscaping in the median on Apalachee Parkway; and providing beneficial
amenities for the community (i.e. multi-purpose fields, cross country facility, radio control
airplane air strip, free mulch, rural waste service center, “Swap Shop”, etc.).

A complete closure eliminates all trucks currently disposing Class Il waste at the landfill;
thereby, reducing the number of trips on Apalachee Parkway by 5 to 7 trucks per day.

With a complete closure, any outstanding possible odor issues would be eliminated and no
additional garbage trucks would be utilizing Apalachee Parkway. The opportunity to completely
master plan the site could commence; however, funding to support the implementation of the
build out would need to be identified through future budget processes. However, funding for the
master planning has already been budgeted.

Option 2: Re-direct all Class | Solid Waste From the Transfer Station to the Landfill

Option 2 Summary: This option redirects all waste currently being processed at the transfer
station to the landfill and eliminates the projected annual budget shortfall. The existing hauling
and disposal agreement with Waste Management extends through May 2018 and would need to
be renegotiated. A significant capital expenditure to open the new cells is required; a long term
interlocal agreement with the City would be necessary to ensure adequate revenues to support
the investment. The estimated tip fee at the landfill would be between $35- $38, the existing tip
fee at the transfer station is $36.50/ton.
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The County’s carbon footprint would be reduced 4.5 million pounds of COz each year through
the elimination of hauling the waste to Springhill. A re-opend landfill has an estimated 31 years
of capacity; final build-out would be 199 feet in height; the current maximum height is 175 feet.
A citizen advisory committee would be recommended to be formed to assist in implementation of
the opening to ensure all odor and vector (bird) issues are properly addressed. An additional
100- 120 trucks daily would utilize the site. Recreational activities would continue as currently
operated. Opportunities can be explored for the re-use of the Transfer Station.

Fiscal Impact: This option eliminates the projected budget shortfall. The County currently
spends approximately $4.6 million annually for the cost of hauling and disposal of solid waste
through the Waste Management. The County also spends approximately $6 million for the
operation and maintenance of the Transfer Station.

If the County utilizes the existing landfill for disposal, the entire cost of hauling, disposal and
transfer station costs are eliminated. A preliminary analysis indicates additional expenditures of
$1.6 million dollars would be required to manage the operation of an active landfill.

As reflected in the consultant’s report (Attachment #3), there would be a significant capital cost
to create the additional capacity. The additional capacity is mainly derived from an expansion of
20 acres, the “mining” and re-lining of the old class one landfill (approximately 60 acres) and
then utilizing additional air space across the entire site. Each of these aspects would be phased in
over a series of years as additional capacity is required. Capital costs for the expansions will be
significant. Prices do fluctuate significantly as the liners are petroleum based products. Based
on recent landfill projects, the consulting engineer is estimating $24 million for the 60 acre site
and $8 million for the 20 acre site. Including the relocation of the existing hazardous and
administrative facilities, the total capital costs could be $36 million. For planning purposes, the
annual impact of the capital requirements is approximately $2.3 million. The actual costs of the
capital projects maybe lower and phased in depending on actual costs and timing. For planning
purposes, the additional capital costs would add approximately $13 annually to the landfill tip
fee based on current tonnages.

Currently, the tip fee at the Transfer Station is $36.50. Included in the tip fee are revenues to
support the hazardous waste and electronics programs which are free to residents. Through the
utilization of the landfill (and the corresponding closure of the transfer station), staff estimates
the tip fee at the landfill to be set at approximately $35 to $38. In additional to inflationary cost
increases, if tonnages decreased significantly in the future, the tip fee would need to increase to
offset the revenue loss from the reduced tonnage. A final recommended rate would be brought
to the Board for approval once a detailed budget is established.

The tip fee is charged per ton for disposal of the waste at the landfill. For City trucks that
dispose of the waste, the County bills the City directly. The impact to City residents is
determined in how the City decides to allocate the costs or savings on a per household basis. For
unincorporated area residential trucks, the $40 non-ad valorem is collected annually to support
this cost; commercial accounts from the unincorporated area pay per ton.

Under this option, the Transfer Station will no longer be needed for its designed purpose. The
facility may be repurposed or sold. The revenuy Id be used to off set som of the landfill’
capital expenses in the future and thereby maﬁga% %e tip fee further. oRen 3518 pm. civagr 4. 2013
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Environmental Impacts: Through this approach, the County would eliminate the hauling and
disposal of waste to the Springhill landfill. Annually, this equates to 7,000 individual semi-
trucks traveling 87 miles each way to Springhill. The carbon footprint impact of these trucks is
645 pounds of CO2 per truck; which means reduction of 4.5 million pounds of COz2 each year.

The County would have a minor loss in recycling credits the County receives from Springhill
Landfill. The recycling credits are a result of the energy that is generated from the household
garbage delivered from Leon County to Springhill landfill.

With increased capacity Leon County will be able to work with our engineering contractor to
develop possibilities of alternative energy through the increased methane production, thereby
compensating for any lost credits. This may even exceed the level of current Springhill credits.
The County’s existing permit allows for the disposal of Class | waste. Under the existing
operating permit, the County complies with or exceeds all FDEP environmental requirements
related to monitoring and maintaining the site. Through an expansion, the County will continue
to meet or exceed any environmental requirements to ensure the site is properly maintained and
to protect our ground water.

Operational Impacts: The County would cease operation at the Transfer Station. Existing staff
would either be redeployed to the landfill or provided other opportunities with other County
departments.

By redirecting the solid waste to the Apalachee landfill, Leon County will be able to maintain a
community asset. As reflected in the engineer’s report (Attachment #3), based on conservative
projections, the site has approximately 31 years of capacity. Staff would work with the engineer
and FDEP to secure the appropriate permits to utilize the associated capacity. The overall site
would have a final height of 199 feet at complete usage. The upper portion of the overall final
height will be viewable from Apalachee Parkway. This is due to the additional 24 feet of
airspace needed to maximize cell capacity. Staff has determined that when the vegetation
underneath the power lines on the north side of Apalachee Parkway are cleared (every five
years), 75% of the current cell is already viewable to Apalachee Parkway.

The County’s existing term with Waste Mangement for hauling and disposal expires on May 1,
2018. The contract requires the County to direct all household waste under the control of the
County (with the exception of the Apalachee Rural Waste Service Center) to the transfer station
for hauling and disposal to Springhill. The County can process and recycle any/all of the waste
for alternative uses, but has to utilize Waste Management/Springhill for final disposal. The
contract does not have a tonnage requirement. The County’s existing contract has an extremely
favorable rate and is renewable in five year increments at the County’s sole discretion. The
County would need to work with Waste Management to renegotiate this agreement.

The City and County do not currently have an interlocal agreement for the utilization of the
transfer station. If the County proceeded with re-opening the landfill, staff recommends working
with the City to establish an interlocal agreement for the utilization of the landfill to ensure
adequate revenues are available to support the significant capital investment.
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Neighborhood Impacts: Over the previous decades, the solid waste industry has developed
improved technologies allowing a landfill to co-exist near residential communities. This new
technology has allowed landfills to operate with minimal to no odor problems with no little
environmental impact. Staff would recommend that an advisory committee be formed to
evaluate and review the approach the County would be pursuing with the utilization of the
landfill, specifically as it relates to odor and vector (bird) issues.

The traffic impact would entail 100-118 collection trucks per day delivering solid waste to the
landfill. Likewise Gum Road would see a reduction in collection trucks by 100-118 trucks per
day.

At some point in the future, possibly ten to fifteen years, during significant running events (1 to 2
per year), a portion of the landfill that would no longer be available for parking. Alternative
locations on the site will need to be identified as part of the long term site planning process.

Option 3: A hybrid solution that includes both Class | solid waste disposal at the landfill
and through the transfer station.

Option 3 Summary: This option allows for a reduced amount of tonnage compared to a
complete opening to be buried at the landfill (lessening the neighborhood impacts), while
eliminating the budget deficit in the solid waste fund. This option redirects a significant portion
(*2 to ¥4) of the waste currently being processed at the transfer station to the landfill. The
existing hauling and disposal agreement with Waste Management extends through May 2018
and would need to be renegotiated. A significant capital expenditure to open the new cells is
required; a long term interlocal agreement with the City would be necessary to ensure adequate
revenues to support the investment. The estimated tip fee at the landfill would be $41 to $44/ton
compared to the existing tip fee at the transfer station $36.50/ton. The County’s carbon footprint
would be reduced by 2.2-3.3 million pounds of CO2 each year through the elimination of hauling
the waste to Springhill. A re-opend landfill has an estimated 31 years of capacity; final build-
out would be 199 feet in height; the current maximum height is 175 feet. A citizen advisory
committee would be recommended to be formed to assist in implementation of the opening to
ensure all odor and vector (bird) issues are properly addressed. An additional 50 to 60 trucks
daily would utilize the site. Recreational activities would continue as currently operated.

Fiscal Impact: This option eliminates the projected budget shortfall. Approximately Y2 to % of
the tonnage currently being delivered to the transfer station would be brought to the landfill. The
tip fee at the landfill would be $41 to $44/ton compared to the $36.50/ton at the transfer station.
As detailed in Option #2, revenues are needed to support the significant capital costs of opening
the new cell, operating expenditures of the landfill, as well the on-going support for the
hazardous waste/electronics and waste tire programs.
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As detailed in Option #2, the new cells would entail a significant capital expenditure and long
term commitment for the County to dispose of waste at site. The tip fee would be set to pay for
any necessary borrowing to support the capital costs. Typically, the borrowing would be repaid
over a twenty year period.

Environmental Impacts: Through this approach, the County would reduce by approximately half
the hauling and disposal of waste to the Springhill landfill. Annually, this equates to 3,500 to
5,250 individual semi-trucks traveling 87 miles each way to Springhill. The carbon footprint
impact of these trucks is 645 pounds of CO2 per truck; which means a reduction of 2.2 - 3.3
million pounds of COz2 each year.

The County would have a minor loss in recycling credits the County receives from Springhill
Landfill. The recycling credits are a result of the energy that is generated from the household
garbage delivered from Leon County to Springhill landfill.

With increased capacity Leon County will be able to work with our engineering contractor to
develop possibilities of alternative energy through the increased methane production.

Operational Impacts: The County would continue the operation at the Transfer Station.
Additional staff may be needed at the landfill to address the increased work load. The cost of
this staff would be contemplated as part of the budget and paid for through the proposed tip fee.

By redirecting the solid waste to the Apalachee landfill, Leon County will be able to maintain a
community asset. As reflected in the engineer’s report (Attachment #3), based on conservative
projections, the site has approximately 31 to 45 years of capacity through a partial diversion of
half the tonnage. Staff would work with the engineer and FDEP to secure the appropriate
permits to utilize the associated capacity. The overall site would have a final height of 199 feet
at complete usage. The upper portion of the overall final height will be viewable from
Apalachee Parkway. This is due to the additional 24 feet of airspace needed to maximize cell
capacity. Staff has determined that when the vegetation underneath the power lines on the north
side of Apalachee Parkway are cleared (every five years), 75% of the current cell is already
viewable to Apalachee Parkway.

The County’s existing term with Waste Management for hauling and disposal expires on May 1,
2018. The contract requires the County to direct all household waste under the control of the
County (with the exception of the Apalachee Rural Waste Service Center) to the transfer station
for hauling and disposal to Springhill. The County can process and recycle any/all of the waste
for alternative uses, but has to utilize Waste Management/Springhill for final disposal. The
contract does not have a tonnage requirement. The County’s existing contract has an extremely
favorable rate and is renewable in five year increments at the County’s sole discretion. The
County would need to work with Waste Management to renegotiate this agreement.

The City and County do not currently have an interlocal agreement for the utilization of the
transfer station. If the County proceeded with re-opening the landfill, staff recommends working
with the City to establish an interlocal agreement for the utilization of the landfill to ensure
adequate revenues are available to support the significant capital investment.

Page 59 of 732 Posted at 5:45 p.m. on April 21, 2015



Title: Future of the Apalachee Solid Waste Facility
April 28, 2015 Budget Workshop
Page 10

Maintaining the active permit keeps the County in a strong negotiating position with Waste
Management when discussing future costs associated with the hauling and disposal contract. It
also provides for an emergency location in the event either the transfer station or Springhill is
unable to process and accept waste.

Neighborhood Impacts: Over the previous decades, the solid waste industry has developed
improved technologies allowing a landfill to co-exist near residential communities. This new
technology has allowed landfills to operate with minimal to no odor problems with no little
environmental impact. Staff would recommend that an advisory committee be formed to
evaluate and review the approach the County would be pursuing with the utilization of the
landfill.

The traffic impact on Apalachee Parkway would entail 50 to 60 collection trucks per day
delivering solid waste to the landfill with a corresponding reduction at the transfer station.

At some point in the future, possibly ten to fifteen years, during significant running events (1 to 2
per year), a portion of the landfill that would no longer be available for parking. Alternative
locations on the site will need to be identified as part of the long term site planning process.

4. Dispose of a the minimum amount of waste at the landfill necessary to keep the permit
active and offset any projected shortfall through an increase in the transfer station tip fee.

Option 4 Summary: A minimum disposal operation costing approximately $730,000 annually is
conducted at the landfill and is supported through an increase of approximately $4.20/ton in the
tip fee at the transfer station thereby eliminating the projected budget shortfall. An increase in
general revenue to the landfill fund of approximately $100,000 would be required to support the
unincorporated area’s share of tonnage processed at the transfer station. The transfer station
tip fee is estimated to increase from $36.50/ton to $40.74/ton. This rate is consistent with other
regional landfills. The County would continue to haul and dispose of waste at Springhill
through the existing contract with Waste Management. Maintaining an active permit keeps the
County in a strong future negotiating position with Waste Management. Fewer trucks will be
utilizing the landfill and all existing recreational amenities would not be impacted.

Fiscal Impact: This option eliminates the projected budget shortfall. The tip fee at the transfer
station is currently $36.50. Included in this rate is $24.04 for the hauling and disposal contract,
$6.50 for the operation of the transfer station, $2.16 for fuel surcharge and $3.80 to support the
hazardous/electronics waste tire programs.

Staff estimates the annual cost of approximately $730,000 to keep the landfill in an active state.
This includes required annual payments to support future closure and post closure maintenance
costs, as well as, the costs necessary for the equipment to maintain the facility. Based on the
current tonnages, this equates to an increase of approximately $4.20 in the transfer station tip fee.
The total tip for next fiscal year would be approximately $40.74; this may increase/decrease once
the final fuel adjustment and inflationary charges are calculated for the hauling and disposal
contract.

If the cost of hazardous/electronic waste tires r;)gggzms are excludedp trtled tlt%#fge. %gé)e ortlnTg th§
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Thomasville Georgia have posted rates of ($29 -$32) for out of County waste disposal. However,
in previous years, Leon County has approached these jurisdictions about a reduced rate and has
been told that if tonnage requirements could be met that lower rates might be achievable. In
addition to the tip fee, there would be an additional cost to “direct haul” the waste to either of
these Georgia facilities. Therefore, the estimated tip fee of $40.74 is reasonable for the region.

The unincorporated area pays for disposal costs through the $40 non ad valorem assessment and
through any general revenue transfer necessary to address a shortfall. To pay the increased tip
fee, the County would need to provide additional general revenue of approximately $100,000.
The City would pay the increase through the tip fee paid at the transfer station.

Environmental Impacts: The County would continue to monitor and maintain the landfill in
meeting or exceeding all requirements of the landfill permit. There would be no change in the
carbon emissions related to truck utilization.

Through this approach, the County would continue the hauling and disposal of waste to the
Springhill landfill.

Operating Impacts: As noted in the fiscal impact section, the cost to operate the landfill will be
reduced to a minimum level. Staffing levels would be reduced by approximately 5 positions.
The County would work to place any filled positions into other County vacancies.

The waste collected at the Apalachee rural waste collection center would be buried at the landfill
to maintain the permit. This equates to approximately 1-2 trucks a week. The diversion of 1-2
trucks a week saves approximately $30,000 annually.

The remaining staff at the landfill would be utilized to support the limited landfill operation and
the yard waste program.

Maintaining the active permit keeps the County in a strong negotiating position with Waste
Management when discussing future costs associated with the hauling and disposal contract. It
also provides for an emergency location in the event either the transfer station or Springhill is
unable to process and accept waste.

Neighborhood Impacts: Eliminates all trucks currently disposing Class I11 waste at the landfill;
thereby, reducing the number of trips on Apalachee Parkway by 5 to 7 trucks per day.

The existing recreational amenities at the landfill would not be impacted.

Conclusion

Leon County is statutorily required to provide for the solid waste services in the County. This
can be accomplished through a combination utilizing the current transfer station operations
and/or burying waste at the Apalachee landfill. The policy decision of the Commission involves
long term fiscal, environmental, operational and neighborhood issues. Each of the individual
options presented include both positive and negative aspects. The analysis provides a thorough
vetting of the most significant elements of all of the options considered.

Regardless of the option selected, staff will review all remaining operations at the landfill (i.e.
yard debris, waste tires, etc.) to ensure the fees are set at a rate sufficient to cover the cost of

operation; any changes to these fees will be brought to the Board for final approval. As detailed
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in the item, there a range of options for the Board to consider. Table 1 provides a brief summary
of the various impacts of the options presented in the workshop item.

Table 1: Impacts of Options for Consideration

FISCAL

| ENVIRONMENTAL |

OPERATIONAL

| NEIGHBORHOOD

Option 1: A complete closure of the landfill.

¢ Eliminates budget shortfall

o Closure/post closure
maintenance funds
available

* 30 yr monitoring begins
e Carbon emissions continue
for hauling to Springhill

o Proceed to closure process

e Reduce staff to support
only maintenance

o Maintain other operations:
yard waste, hazardous,
etc.

e Once closed, re-opening
equivalent to siting new
landfill

e Reduction of trucks to site

e Opportunity for long term
master planning

e Continued use of recreational
amenities

Option 2: Redirect all Class I solid waste from the transfer stati

on to the landfill.

Eliminates budget shortfall
Eliminate transfer station
cost

Increased cost of operating
landfill

Significant capital cost for
new cells

Landfill tip fee $35-38;
transfer station currently
$36.50 per ton

o Eliminate 7,000 semi-truck
trips annually to Springhill;

45 mill Ibs carbon
emissions.
e Minor loss in recycling

credits from Springhill

e Possibility of developing
alternative energy through
increased methane
production

e Cease transfer station
operations

e Estimated 31 years of
capacity at  existing
landfill

e Final height of 199

(current maximum height
is 175)

Amend agreement with
Waste Management

e Need for long term
interlocal with City of
Tallahassee

¢ Recommend establish
community advisory
committee to assist in re-
opening to monitor odor and
vector issues

e Increase of 100-118 trucks
per day

e Impact to parking for limited
number of major running
events

Option 3: A hybrid solution that includes both Class I solid waste disposal at the landfill and

through the transfer station.

Eliminates budget shortfall
Landfill tip fee $41 to

$44/ton; transfer station
$36.50.
o Significant capital

expenditure for opening of
new cell

o Eliminate 3500-5250 semi-
truck trips annually to
Springhill; 2.2-3.3 mill Ibs

reduction of carbon
emissions.
e Minor loss in recycling

credits from Springhill

e Possibility of developing
alternative energy through
increased methane
production

e Both transfer station and
landfill operational
Estimated 50 plus years of

capacity at  existing
landfill
e Final height of 199

(current maximum height
is 175)

Amend agreement with
Waste Management

e Need for long term
interlocal with City of
Tallahassee

e Recommend establish
community advisory
committee to assist in re-
opening; monitor odor and
vector issues

o Increase of 25-35 trucks per
day

o Impact to parking for limited
number of major running
events

Option 4: Dispose of

a the minimum amount of waste at the landfill necessary to keep the permit

active and offset any projected shortfall through an increase in the transfer station tip fee.

Eliminates budget shortfall
Increase in transfer station
tip fee (est. $4.20)
General revenue subsidy
increase of $100K

o Continue to meet or exceed
requirements of operating
permit

e Continue 6,950 semi-truck
trips annually to Springhill;
contributing 4.4 mill lbs to

carbon emissions

e Reduced landfill
operations to minimum

e Bury nominal amount of
waste weekly to retain
active permit

o Fewer trucks
e Existing recreational
amenities not impacted

Depending on the option selected or any other Board direction provided, staff will proceed with
the appropriate next steps. These steps may include:
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e Develop the preliminary budget and associated tip fees to support the direction provided
by the Board

e Working with Waste Management to amend the hauling and disposal agreement

e Forming a citizen’s advisory committee to monitor the re-opening of the landfill

e Discuss with the City the necessity for a long term interlocal agreement if the landfill is
re-opened

e Work with FDEP to modify the existing landfill operating permit

Based on the analysis in the item, staff recommends proceeding with the formal closure of the
landfill and proceeding with the long term master planning of the site. This recommendation
takes into consideration:

e The significant capital investment required to open the additional cells.

e The necessity to have a steady consistent amount of tonnage to support the capital
investment over an extended period of time.

e The need to set a tip fee at or above the existing transfer station rates.

e The uncertainty of how solid waste may be disposed of over the next thirty years and if
solutions evolve that significantly reduce the necessity to utilize the landfill, the County
would have to find alternative ways to pay for the capital investment made at the landfill.

e The extremely favorable agreement with Waste Management for the hauling and
disposal of Solid Waste to Springhill.

e The availability of other competitive regional landfills to dispose of waste.

Options:

1.

5.

Direct staff to proceed with the next steps in developing the preliminary budget and
associated tip fees to support a complete closure of the landfill and begin the corresponding
long-term master planning of the site.

Direct staff to proceed with the next steps in developing the preliminary budget and
associated tip fees to redirect all Class I solid waste from the transfer station to the landfill.

Direct staff to proceed with the next steps in developing the preliminary budget and
associated tip fees to a hybrid solution that includes both Class | solid waste disposal at the
landfill and through the transfer station.

Direct staff to proceed with the next steps in developing the preliminary budget and
associated tip fees to dispose of a the minimum amount of waste at the landfill necessary to
keep the permit active and offset any projected shortfall through an increase in the transfer
station tip fee.

Board direction.

Recommendation:

Option #1.

Attachments:

1.
2.
3.

December 8, 2014 retreat analysis

Financial Revenue Pollcy

[Locklear Analysis |
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5.2 Opportunities for the Solid Waste Management Facility (SWMF)

Background:

Florida counties have a statutory responsibility to provide solid waste disposal to their entire
jurisdiction (Chapter 403.706, Florida Statues).

In 2001 the County ceased accepting Class I (household waste) materials at the SWMFE and opened
the Leon County Transfer Station. Through an agreement with Waste Management, Inc., the waste
received at the Transfer Station is hauled and disposed of at a regional disposal facility in Jackson
County (approximately 170,000 tons annually at a cost of $4.3 million).

To increase the County’s recycling rate, the County entered into a partnership with Marpan Recycling
in 2008. Through this partnership all Class III (construction/demolition) waste is no longer accepted
at the SWMF, but is directed to Marpan where approximately 65% of the waste is now recycled.

The only waste continued to be buried at the SWMFE are materials that cannot be recycled by
Marpan.

In addition to the disposal of waste at the Transfer Station and Marpan Recycling, the County
provides yard waste, hazardous & electronic disposal services, free mulch & re-used items at the
“Swap Shop”.

To address odor issues at the SWMF, in 2007 the County installed a gas collection system that has
significantly mitigated the odor.

The SWMF currently costs more to operate than the revenues generated. In the FY2014 budget
process, staff projected cost savings associated with a complete closure of the landfill occurring in
the near future.

Leon County maintain a Class I Disposal Operating Permit for the SWMF. The operating permit is
valid through 2019 and allows the SWMF to accept solid waste. The permit is eligible for renewal
every 5 years.

Current Issues:

Consistent with adopted County policies, Leon County Solid Waste Management is intended to
operate as an enterprise fund; meaning revenues should support expenditures. However, the fund is
currently reliant upon the use of fund balance (approximately $600,000 annually) to support the
operation of the landfill. The current model is not sustainable in the long term without either
increasing revenues or decreasing expenditures; possible options include fully closing the landfill or
evaluating the possible opening of the landfill to Class I solid waste.

A preliminary review indicates the landfill has capacity to accept waste for at least 31 years.

Leon County has an active disposal & hauling agreement with Waste Management through May
2018.

Leon County receives recycling credits from the amount of energy generated by the disposal of Solid
Waste Leon County sends to Waste Management (Springhill Landfill).

Leon County ships, on average, between twenty five to twenty eight semi-trucks of solid waste a day
to Springhill Landfill, which has a significant carbon footprint.

December 8, 2014 Strategic Planning Retreat: Serving Citizens. Shaping Community.
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Near-Term Issues:

Over the past several years, the Solid Waste disposal industry has evolved tremendously. New
technology and disposal methods have been specifically developed to further control odor and
vectors (birds)l.

Accepting solid waste to the SWMF could generate enough revenue to allow the SWMF to be self-
sustaining.

Expand services offered to the public at the SWMF with regards to landscaping and reuse of
materials.

The SWMF is situated near a residential area and is adjacent to Leon County Parks Regional Cross
County course and multipurpose fields. Technological advancements in the disposal of solid waste
have allowed many disposal facilities to coexist near residential communities.

Long-Term Issues:

Maintaining an active landfill permit provides Leon County a strong position for future negotiations
with Waste Management regarding the hauling and disposal contract to the Springhill Landfill.
Maintaining an active landfill permit provides Leon County an alternative disposal option in the
event a natural disaster or if Springhill no longer is able to accept waste.

The existing closed Phase I cell has the potential to be re-opened, lined (thereby providing greater
environmental protection) and the waste reclaimed thereby creating additional long-term capacity.
Redirecting Leon County’s Solid Waste to the SWMF would allow the County to explore renewable
energy opportunities. Without a constant waste stream current methane levels will continue to
decrease.

Waste Management disposal contract allows for an unlimited annual fuel surcharge. The surcharge is
a calculation based on several features (travel distance, number of trips, and MPG). In 2013 Leon
County paid Waste Management a fuel surcharge in excess of $330,000.

Carbon footprint, related to the trucking of solid waste to Springhill.

Master planning for the SWMF would commence once a final determination is made with regard to
the landfill operations.

Pending a final determination of the landfill, opportunities can be explored for the future of the
Transfer Station.

Current Strategic Priorities:

Environment: To be a responsible steward of our previous natural resources in our continuous
efforts to make Leon County a place which values our environment and natural beauty as a vital
component of our community’s health, economic strength and social offerings (EN).

o (EN4) Reduce our carbon footprint, realize energy efficiencies.

Quality of Life: To be a provider of essential services in our continuous efforts to make Leon
County a place where people are healthy, safe, and connected to their community (Q).
o (Q1) Maintain and enhance our recreational offerings associated with parks and greenway
system for our families, visitors and residents.

Governance: To be a model local government which our citizens trust and to which other local
governments aspire (G).
o (G5) Exercise responsible stewardship of County resources, sound financial management,
and ensure that the provision of services and community enhancements are done in a fair
and equitable manner.

December 8, 2014 Strategic Planning Retreat: Serving Citizens. Shaping Community.
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Current Strategic Initiatives:
e (Q1) - Develop Apalachee Facility master plan to accommodate year-round events.
e (EN4) - Develop and implement strategies for 75% recycling goal by 2020.

e (G5) - Develop strategies to eliminate general revenue subsidies for business operations (i.e. Solid
Waste)

Potential New FY 2015 Strategic Initiative, for Board Consideration:
e Evaluate the long-term policy implications of the following options, taking into consideration the
potential fiscal, environmental, operational and neighborhood impacts:
o A complete closure of the landfill;
o Re-direct all Class I Solid Waste from the Transfer Station to the landfill; and
o A hybrid solution that includes both Class I Solid Waste disposal at the landfill and through
the Transfer Station. (Q1, EN4, G5)

Attachments:

1. Solid Waste Consulting Engineer of Record Preliminary Landfill Analysis
2. Site Map of Solid Waste Management Facility

3. Waste Management Contract for Hauling and Disposal

4. Contract Extension

December 8, 2014 Strategic Planning Retreat: Serving Citizens. Shaping Community.
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November 12, 2014

Mr. Robert Mills

Leon County Solid Waste Director
7550 Apalachee Parkway
Tallahassee, FL 32311

RE: Airspace Evaluation
Leon County Solid Waste Management Facility

Dear Mr. Mills:

As requested, Locklear & Associates, Inc. (L&A) has performed an evaluation of potential
landfill airspace at the Leon County Solid Waste Management Facility (Landfill). The objective
of the evaluation was to estimate the disposal life expectancy of four potential disposal scenarios
(i.e., how many years can the County dispose the projected waste stream before the airspace is
consumed). The evaluation included the following four disposal scenarios: (1) the airspace
currently permitted by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) comprised
of Cells 11B, IIC and I1D; (2) the airspace available through the permitting and construction of a
lateral expansion to the west of Cell 11B; (3a) the airspace available through the permitting and
construction of a new disposal cell through the reclamation of the previously landfilled area
known as Phase I; (3b) the airspace available through the permitting and construction of a fill
area between Cell 11B and Phase | plus increasing the entire site disposal height to 199 feet,
National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD).

Disposal life estimates are determined by two primary factors: (1) disposal airspace; and (2) rate
of waste disposal. Airspace volumes were calculated using AutoCAD Civil 3D software. The
scenario design drawings are provided in Appendix A. Waste disposal projections are provided
in Appendix B. In all four scenarios, the following assumptions were utilized:

e All waste currently processed at the Gum Road Transfer Station will be directed to the
Landfill;

e All waste currently disposed at the Landfill (Marpan materials) will continue to be
disposed at the Landfill;

e An average annual population increase of 0.77% (Bureau of Economic and Business
Research);

e A per capita waste disposal estimate of 0.83 tons per year (the 5-year average for Leon
County from 2009 through 2013);

¢ An in-place waste density of 1,500 pounds per cubic yard;

e Final closure cover system will consume two cubic feet per square foot of area (i.e., the
cover system will be two feet thick as required by Chapter 62-701 of the Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.))
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Scenario 1 Currently Permitted Airspace

Scenario 1 includes the remaining airspace that is already permitted and constructed. The
Landfill is regulated by FDEP operating permit 0009560-013-SO-01. This permit includes a
conceptual closure plan which requires a maximum height of 170 feet, NGVD and 4:1 final side
slopes. Ultimately, the final closure design will be determined at the time of closure. However,
a maximum height of 180 feet, NGVD and 3:1 side slopes would be allowed under Chapter 62-
701, F.A.C. In 2003, Post Buckley Shuh & Jennigan (PBS&J) calculated the remaining landfill
capacity using a maximum height of 180 feet, NGVD and 3:1 side slopes since these design
features could be reasonably expected to be approved by FDEP. To calculate the volume for
Scenario 1, L&A determined the airspace consumed between 2003 and 2014 and subtracted that
volume from the PBS&J volume. A topographic survey of the active landfill area was performed
2014 as part of the permit renewal application. The 2014 landfill surface was subtracted from
the 2003 landfill surface to calculate the volume of airspace consumed as shown on Drawing
C1.00 of Appendix A. Subtracting this volume from the 2003 PBS&J volume and accounting
for airspace consumed by cover materials results in a remaining airspace volume of 539,857
cubic yards available for waste disposal. Using the waste projections in Appendix B the
estimated disposal life for Scenario 1 is 1.5 years.

Scenario 2 Lateral Expansion West

Scenario 2 includes a 20 acre lateral expansion west of Cell 1IB as shown in Drawing C2.00 of
Appendix A. The volume was estimated using the following assumptions:

The cell will be constructed to a depth of 10 feet below current land surface;
The cell will have a maximum height of 180 feet, NGVD;

The cell will have 3:1 side slopes at closure;

The cell will “piggyback’” over Cell 11 B.

An airspace volume of 1,572,438 cubic yards was calculated using the total volume shown on
Drawing C2.00 of Appendix A and accounting for volume that will be consumed by cover
material. Using the waste projections in Appendix B the estimated disposal life for Scenario 2 is
4.5 years. It should be noted that Scenario 2 will require the relocation of the administrative
buildings and other site infrastructure currently located within the conceptual expansion
footprint.

Scenario 3a  Landfill Reclamation of Phase |

Scenario 3a involves reclaiming the previously landfilled Phase | area which is approximately 60
acres. The waste would be mined to recover materials that can be recycled and soil which can be
used as daily cover. Our experience with landfill mining in Escambia and Bay counties of
similar aged landfills has shown a recovery rate of 70% is reasonable. In other words, 70% of
the material removed from the old landfill can either be recycled or used as cover soil. This
results in 30% of the mined materials being disposed in the new landfill. For every 10 cubic
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yards of material removed, 7 cubic yards of airspace is reclaimed. A Subtitle D landfill (bottom
liner and leachate collection system) is then permitted and constructed within the mined footprint
as shown as shown in Drawing C3.00 of Appendix A. The volume for Scenario 3a was
estimated using the following assumptions:

The cell will be constructed to a depth of 10 feet below current land surface;
An airspace “recovery” ratio of 70% will be realized

The cell will have a maximum height of 180 feet, NGVD;

The cell will have 3:1 side slopes at closure;

An airspace volume of 3,548,794 cubic yards was calculated using the total volume shown on
Drawing C3.00 of Appendix A and accounting for volume required for cover materials. Using
the waste projections in Appendix B the estimated disposal life for Scenario 3a is 10 years. Note
that Scenario 3a has the added benefit of eliminating a potential source of groundwater
contaminants from the environment by removing the unlined Phase | waste.

Scenario 3b  Filling “Wedge” North of Cell 11 B

Scenario 3b involves filling in the “wedge” between Phase | and Phase 1IB and increasing the
entire disposal area to maximum height of 199 feet, NGVD as shown in Drawing C4.00 of
Appendix A. The volume was estimated using the following assumptions:

e The “wedge” cell will “piggyback” over the cell to be constructed in Scenario 3a as well
as Phase 11B;

e The entire filled area (the disposal footprints detailed in Scenarios 1, 2 and 3a as well as
the “wedge” of Scenario 3b) will be increased vertically to a maximum height of 199
feet, NGVD (exceeding 200 feet requires approval from the Federal Aviation
Administration).

An airspace volume of 5,672,022 cubic yards was calculated using the total shown on Drawing
C3.00 of Appendix A and accounting for volume associated with final cover materials. Using
the waste projections in Appendix B the estimated disposal life for Scenario 3b is 15 years.
Scenario 3b realizes a large volume increase over the other three scenarios because of the
geometry involved with the vertical increase over the entire facility footprint.

If the County elected to utilize all of the scenarios, the cumulative projected disposal life would
be 31 years. Table 1 summarizes the estimated values for each scenario.
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. Airspace Volume | Projected
Scenario . .

(cubicyards) Life (years)

1 539,857 1.5

2 1,572,438 4.5

3a 3,548,794 10

3b 5,672,022 15

Total 11,333,111 31

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to Leon County.

please call me at 352-672-6867.

Sincerely,

John Looklear

John D. Locklear, P.G.

President

Locklear & Associates, Inc.
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If you have any questions,
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APPENDIX A
VOLUME CALCULATIONS
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APPENDIX B
WASTE DISPOSAL PROJECTIONS
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Scenario 1
Anticipated Class | Class I Airspace
Waste Acceptance* Remaining
Current Airspace** 539,857
Year 1l 357,116 182,741
Year 2 359,873 0

* Assumes a 357,116 CY/year acceptance rate and a growth rate of 0.77% per year
**Calculated as remaining airspace utilizing the 2003 and 2014 topographical aerial survey
0.75tons/CY was the assumed in-place waste density
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Scenario 2
Anticipated Class | Class I Airspace
Waste Acceptance* Remaining
(CY) (CY)
Current Airspace 1,572,438
Year 1 357,116 1,215,322
Year 2 359,873 855,448
Year 3 362,652 492,796
Year 4 365,452 127,344
Year 5 368,274 0
* Assumes a 357,116 CY/year acceptance rate and a growth rate of 0.77% per year
0.75tons/CY was the assumed in-place waste density
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Scenario 3a
Anticipated Class | Class I Airspace
Waste Acceptance* Remaining
(CY) (CY)
Current Airspace <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>