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Executive Summary

The Office of Economic and Demographic Research (ED&) completed the fifth annual
assessment of FIl oridads water resources and
Florida StatutesThe report presents topics in isolation that, at least in part, overlap. Land
conservation, water supply, water aijty, and water infrastructure are all interrelated, and
investments in one of these ar@all almost certainly benefit another.

Lands can be acquired for conservation by public or private entities and can be obtained in fee or
lessthanfee simple owneship. Once acquired, the lands are typically managed to maintain their
conservation purposes. As such, expenditures on conservation lands can be categorized into
acquisition expenditures and management expenditures. In Fiscal YeaP@Ott® State of

Florida expended &.5 million on conservation land acquisition and $220.5 million on
conservation land manageméiegarding the impact on ad valorem taxation, roughly 1.8 percent

of the satewide county tax base and Jércent of the statewide school thase have been
removed from the tax rolis a result of the total acquisitions to daieis translates into,ronet,

$2%A.8 million in county taxes and $22 million in school taxeghat were shifted to other
property owners or lost due to lands beietplin conservation in 2020.

Approximately 30 percent of all land in the State of Florida is currently designated for conservation
purposes, with eight counties already over 50 percémtll lands identified in plans set forth by

state agencies and water management districts are acquired, this share will jump to over 41
percent If federal, local, and private plans were accounted for, this share would be even greater.
Summing the practed total acquisition costs for the additional conservation lands identified in

the plans developed by the state and water management districts produces a preliminary cost
estimate of just over $A3illion. The analysis suggests that roughly 86 peroktitis costwould

bet h e srespohsiilitys At the current rate of annual state conservation land acquisition
expenditures, it would take about 370 yeargte ner at e t hie ottentwardssidbvdll s har e
takenearly fouryearsfor the statgo generate its share fgust onepercent othetotal additional
conservation landslentified in plansAny future conservation lands that are acquired will entail
additional costs for management as well as the acquisition cost. Currently, a dedicatee revenu
source for managing the stateb6és | ands does no
per acre, the additional cost to the state to manage its potential land acquisitions is projected to be
$104.9 million, annually.

With just under on¢hird of the land in the State of Florida already acquired for conservation
purposes and approaching dmaf after accounting for potential conservation land acquisition in

the future, significant policy questions arise. For example, how much conservatias riaeded

and for what purpose? Where should it be | o
conservation land acquisition efforts be accelerated? At what point does the volume of
conservation land acreage alter the pattern of economic growth aslgxpanetropolitan areas

1SeeTable 2.2.8

2SeeTable2.13. Further, value reductions reported in the 2020 Edition were overstated as explained at the end of Section 2.1. See
Table B.4 in Appendix B for corrected values for the previous edition.

3 SeeTables 2.1.1. The eight counties are: Broward, Collier, Miaade, Monroe, Okaloosa, Franklin, Liberty, and Wakulla.

4 SeeTable2.33. This projection does not include any additions to curfederal, local, or private conservation lands.



are forced upward instead of outward? Is this change acceptable to policy makers? Should there
be a greater focus on selling ressential conservation lands as surplus? Is primarily owning
conservation land in fee simple the me#icient strategy for Florida? Would encouraging 1ess
thanfee simple ownership help to alleviate econoraid fiscal concerns associated with
government ownership of conservation land? Are adequate funds available for managing current
and future acquisains?0One of EDRO s whgpirg ceparisitaassistipaicy makérs s

in developing the@nswers to these questions.

EDR is currently modelingvater supply and demamwdth two approaches: one based on water
management district projectiofthe pincipal model used in this editipand the other using an

i ndependent water demand f mrincpa mosldl prajeBidv®ed s p i |
demand to increase lyver 15 percent betwee2020 and 2040, reaching 7,407.8millions of

gallons daily by204Q° E D R pilst modelsuggests lowerforecast primarily because it takes

greater account of the historic pace of conservalitie two largest drivers of water demand are

and will continue to be population growth andiagjture. Accordingtata he di stri ctséo
water supply plans and water supply assessiatsvater needs of the state can be met through

the 2040 planning horizonthrougha combination of traditional and alternative wateurses

however, thisassunesappropriate managemempntinuingconservatiorefforts andnecessary
investmentsre madeThese investments are relateadlternative water supplyrojects identified

in regional water supply plans. Because no district can meet its future derfendveh existing

source capacity, these extra efforts (and the funding for them) are doigéig@iningnow and
continuingthrough204Q

Using water demand projections frotrefprincipal modelshowsthat he total costs, excluding
operations andnaintenance, associated with ensuring that future water supplies are available to
meet the increasing water demands are betwedY $0d $113 billion over the2020through
2040planning horizor? Using E D R pilst model suggests that tlaweragetotal cost would be

similar, butwould fall within atighterrange These estimates are based on an analysis of projects
identified by water management districts through the water supply planning process and may
change significantly in the future as the methodeegboth of EDR and the water management
districts, are refined. The future demand not met with existing supply assumes average weather
conditions and that the demand which has been met in the past will continusebibéhe future.

In this edition,EDR has begun to explorbd risks inherent insome ofthese assumptions.

Thecost estimatedescribed abowanly capture the cost of developing alternative water supplies.

In addition,the estimated cost to complete projdmsefittingthe natural systeemust be taken

into account. These are projects needed to meet the minimum flows and minimum water levels for
natural systems that are currently in recovery and prevention statwg|l as additional projects
expected to priméy benefit the natural stems. This cost is estimated to$6&5.1 nillion.’

Overal, he stateds share of odndue sufficigntevater istavailatdesto n e c e
meet the growing water demand, as welltss needs of the natural systemaries based on

5 This assumeaverage annual rainfall amtbes not accouribr potential newwater conservation activitieor more details, see
Section 4.3.

6 SeeTable 4.6.5.

7 SeeSection 4.9, which provides an explanation of the reduced cost estimate since the previous edition.



locationand prgect type, buis expected tbe aboutl0.4percentBased on the costs identified to
date,this amountgo a state investment §&157.3 million by 2040however, additional research
is planned that is likely to increase this estimate

Preliminaryestimate®f the expenditures necessary to comply \kékfederal and state laws and
regulations governing water quality protection and restoratigigestequiredstate expendituse

of approximately $70.5million for the development of total maximumilgdoads? $3.2 billion

for the implementation of basin management action plans, $8.4 billion for completion of the
Comprehensive Evergladd®estorationPlan® Future editions will expand the water quality
analysis to include expenditure forecastsdiher activities required by or implemented pursuant

to federal or state law, including alternative plans for impaired waters, water quality monitoring,
and Everglades restoration initiatives outside of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan.
Alone, the expected state expenditures for Total Maximum Daily Load development, Basin
Management Action Plan implementation, and Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan
implementation will exceed currently dedicated revenues and result in funding shorffalés

degree to which the assumed timeframes and cost shares underlying these expenditure forecasts
are legally required is still being assessed.

In the201920 fiscal year, the State of Florida expended approximateR2 Bmillion on water

supply? projects and an additionaP$3.9 million on water quality and other water resource
related program¥’ In recent years, expenditures for water resources have increased significantly,
leading to questions about financial sustainability. Based on historicaé n d s , EDROGs f
indicate that the recent levels of increases in expenditures cannot be sustained into the future using
only the implied revenue shares historically allocated to water quality. In this regard, a gap exists
in every future year, growg to $840.69million by the end of the tegear forecast period* This

gapdoes not include any specific adjustments for new or expanding initiatives. Potential options
to close the projected gap include the use of statutorily uncommitted Documeatagy Bixes,
additional General Revenue funds, or bonding. As a result, substantial policy questions arise. What
is the total amount of funding that should be committed to these initiatives? What are the
appropriate levels of funding and shares among pablitprivate stakeholders? To what extent
should land acquisition programs be required to identify quantifiable water resource bé&nedits?

of EDROGSs o0 b jorgoingirepaistoatswstrpolity maksrs in developing tneswers to

these questions.

There is, however, yet another cost to be considépguenditures necessary to replace, maintain,

and expand Rhterinfiadracture ovar ghe megt decades will reach tens of billions

of doll ars. The U. S. E n v istrecemtrdrnkirtg svater, Rastewatergc t i o n
and stormwater 2§earcapitatneedsestimates for Florida totalearly$45 billion after adjusting

for inflation. While only $20.9 billion of that total is attributable to wastewater and stormwater
infrastructure, EDBs 1 ni ti al a that suingettoBeedts ttal §49.8 bilinaneady t

8 SeeTable 5.1.4.
9 SeeTable 5.1.6.
10 Seethe conclusion of Siion 7.2.
11 SeeTable 8.2.4.
125eeTable 3.1.1.
13SeeTable 3.3.7.
14 SeeTable 8.1.2.



doubling the costdentified by the U.S. Environmental Protection AgenepR is preparing to
survey drinking water and wastewater utilities to produce an independsnesimate that
includes all expenditures, not just the capital investment porfiokey policy question arises:
once they have been identified, what is the

Subsequent editions of this report wabhntinte to satisfy the requirements of section 403.928,
Florida Statutes, and addrebssesubjectghat requirdurtherresearchFirst, EDR is continuing

to refineits integrated water supply and demand modelgeg@aring to submit itgilot model for
publication angeerreview before full deploymengecond EDR will work with the Department

of Environmental Protection and the water management districts to incorporate additional
expenditures thaare necessary to comply with laws governing water tudfinally, EDR 6 s
estimates of necessary waftafrastructureexpenditures will continue to be developed. This
includes incorporating the results of the forthcoming EDR surveysaaséssinghe higher
stormwater expenditumrgeedsn coastal areas



1. Introduction and Purpose

F 1 o r natumléesourcesreabundantindinclude825 miles of sandybeaches? 27,561 miles
of streamsandrivers;morethan7,700lakeslargerthan10 acresn sizecoveringa surfaceareaof
1.6million acres11.3million acresof freshwatemndtidal wetlands 33 first magnitudespringst®
andhabitatfor 528endangeredr threateneghlantspecieand55 endangeredr threatenednimal
specied’ In addition, Florida has fresh groundwaterin underlying aquifers which provides
drinking water through public supply or private residentialwells to more than90 percentof
F 1 o r pogudatios!® It is the intentof this reportto assistpolicy makerswith the information
neededo effectivelyandefficiently managd= | o r matlral@sources.

1.1 Statutory Requirement

Section403.928,Florida Statutes directsthe Office of Economicand DemographicResearch
(EDR) to conductanannualassessmemtf F | o r watlearedsaurcesndconservationands.The
following directoryincludesthe statutorylanguageaswell asthei s s placénsenin the 2021
Edition of theanalysis

Section403.928 Florida Statutes:

Assessmentof water resourcesand conservationlandsd The Office of Economic and
DemographicResearctshall conductan annualassessmeraf F | o r walearéssurcesand
conservatioands.

(1) WATER RESOURCES) Theassessmemustincludeall of thefollowing:

(a) Historical andcurrentexpendituresnd projectionsof future expenditures
by federal, state, regional, and local governmentsand public and private
utilities basedupon historical trends and ongoing projects or initiatives  Sectiors
associateavith: 31& 3.3
1. Watersupplyanddemandand
2. Waterquality protectionandrestoration.

15 hitps://floridadep.gov/water/beachéaccessedecember 2020.)

16 June2016,IntegratedWaterQuality Assessmeriior Florida: 2016Sections303(d),305(b),and 314 ReportandListing Update
Florida Departmentof EnvironmentalProtection.https://floridadep.gov/dear/dear/content/integratederquality-assessment
florida. (Accessedecember 2020.)

17 http://www.fnai.org/FieldGuide/plant_intro.cfrfAccesseddecember 202).

18Marella, R.L., 2015, Water withdrawals in Florida, 2012: U.S. Geological Survey OpenFile Report 2015 1156, 10 p.,
http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/0fr2015115@ ccessedecember 2020.)
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(b) An analysisandestimate®f futureexpendituredy federal state regional,
andlocalgovernmentsindpublicandprivateutilities necessario complywith
federaland statelaws and regulationsgoverningsubparagraph&)1. and 2.
The analysisandestimatesnustaddresguture expendituredy federal,state,

regional,andlocal governmentsandall public and private utilities necessary gﬂ g’
to achievethe L e g i s | iastantuthatesudfisient water be availablefor all Ch. 6,
existingandfuturereasonabldeneficialusesandthenaturalsystemsandthat & ’
adverseeffectsof competitionfor watersuppliesbe avoided.The assessmer Ch. 7

must include a compilation of projected water supply and demand data
developedby eachwater managementistrict pursuantto ss. 373.036and
373.709,with notationsregardingany significant differencesbetweenthe
methodsusedby the districtsto calculatethe data.

(c) Forecastsof federal, state, regional, and local governmentrevenues
dedicatedn currentlaw for the purposespecifiedin subparagraph@)1.and Sectiors
2. or thathavebeenhistorically allocatedfor thesepurposesaswell aspublic 3.2& 3.4
andprivateutility revenues.

(d) An identification of gapsbetweenprojectedrevenuesand projectedand

estimatedexpenditures. Ch.8
(2) CONSERVATION LANDS.d The assessmenmust include all of the
following:
(a) Historical and currentexpendituresndprojectionsof future expenditures
by federal,state regional,andlocal governmentdaseduponhistoricaltrends Section?.2

and ongoing projects or initiatives associatedwith real property interests
eligible for fundingunders.259.105.

(b) An analysisandestimate®f futureexpendituredy federal,state regional,
andlocal governmentsiecessaryo purchaseandsidentifiedin planssetforth Section2.3
by stateagencie®r watermanagementistricts.

(c) An analysisof theadvaloremtax impacts by county,resultingfrom public

ownershipof conservatioands. Section2.1




(d) Forecastsof federal, state, regional, and local governmentrevenues
dedicatedn currentlaw to maintainconservationandsandthe gapbetween Section2.4
projectedexpendituregndrevenues.

(e) The total percentageof Florida real propertythat is publicly ownedfor

conservatiorpurposes. Section2.1

() A comparisorof the costof acquiringandmaintainingconservatioands 2020 Ed*
underfee simpleor lessthanfee simpleownership.

(3) Theassessmemshallincludeanalyse®n astatewideregional,or geographic
basis, as appropriate,and shall identify analytical challengesin assessing
informationacrosghedifferentregionsof the state.

(4) The assessmenmust identify any overlapin the expendituredor water 2020 Ed*
resourcesindconservatioands.

(5) The water managementdistricts, the Department of Environmental
Protectionthe Departmenbf AgricultureandConsumefServicesthe Fishand

Wildlife Conservation Commission, counties, municipalities, and special
districts shall provide assistanceo the Office of Economicand Demographic
Researchelatedto their respectiveareasof expertise.

(6) The Office of EconomicandDemographidkesearcimustbegivenaccesso

anydataheld by anagencyasdefinedin s. 112.312if the Office of Economic
and DemographicResearchconsidersthe data necessaryto complete the
assessmenincludinganyconfidentialdata.

(7) The assessmerghall be submittedto the Presidentof the Senateand the
Speakeof the Houseof Representatively Januaryl, 2017,andby Januaryl
of eachyearthereatfter.

*Final discussions of these topics can be found in the 2020 Edition on pages 51 and 54, available at:
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturalsources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment 2020Edition.pdf

Becausehis annualreportmay play a supportingrole for future lawmakingregardingF | or i da 6 s
naturalresourceskEDR hasfocusedon a structurethatwill facilitate the measuremendf changes
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over time. By keepingthe underlying methodologiesconsistentthe different editions can be
directly compared Somerequiredcomponent®f thereportarestill in developmenandwill be
finalized in future editions. The anticipatedtimeline for introducingthe major componentss
shownbelow, with eachsubsequenteportbuilding ontheprior reports.

T
)l

Januaryl, 20177 Initial assessmemf conservatiodandacquisitionprograms.

Januaryl, 2018i Analysisof watersupplyanddemandiataandmethodologiesleveloped
by the watermanagemendistricts. Assessmendf projectsandinitiativesrelatedto water
supply and demandas well as quality protectionand restoration,including a review of
financialassistancprogramdor variouswaterprojectssuchaspotablewater,wastewater,
and surfacewater projects,and an assessmendf regulatory programsand initiatives
designedo protectwaterresources.

Januaryl, 20197 Continuationof the assessmeni the 2018reportwith a statusupdate
andinitial resultsfrom the integratedwater supplyanddemandmodel. Initial evaluation
of the dataand methodologyto be usedin forecastingexpendituresiecessaryo comply
with federalandstatelaws andregulationgyoverningwaterquality.

Januaryl, 20207 Developmentof a prototypewater demandmodel with preliminary
statewideresults Expandedanalysisof water quality programsand the expenditures
necessaryto comply with applicable laws and regulations. Introduction of water
infrastructuresystemsand an overview of the existing estimatesof the expenditures
necessaryo maintainthem.

Januaryl, 20217 Enhancement of water demand and expenditure forecasting model and
initial preparation for peereview. Analysis of methodologies and data sources, as well as
development of surveys for water and wastewater facilities, for the purpose of estimating

the expedi t ur es necessary to mai nt ai n, repai
infrastructure.

January 1, 2022 and BeyoifidDeployment ofa peefreviewedwater demand model,

capable of modelling various scenariesy( drought, climate change, population &)if

and the resulting annual statewide expenditure forecasts. Complete analysis of water
quality programs and the expenditures necessary to comply with applicable laws and
regulations.Analysis of survey responses fromater and wastewater facilities and
development of independent estimates of expenditures necessary to maintain, repair, and
replace Floridaés aging water infrastructu

Finally, somepartsof this edition providedfor backgroundand contextmay not be includedin
futureeditions,althoughreferencesnaybe madebackto it. Otherareaswill befurtherdeveloped
andreplacementablesandfigureswill be generatedin thesecasesany significantdifferences
will be noted.All tablesand figures usedin this edition supersedehosereportedin previous
editions.A table of acronyms is provided in Appendix D.



1.2 Principles of Natural ResourceEconomics

Certaineconomicprinciplesapply to natural resourceghat frame many of the analysesn this
report.A brief overviewof theseconceptss provided here for context

Inherently,economicss thestudyof theallocationof scarcaesources® Scarcitydescribes state
whereavailableresourcesarefinite, while the demandfor the resources potentiallyunlimited.
Land, freshwater,and the capacityof waterresourcego assimilatepollutantsare examplesof

scarceesources

Giventhis scarcity,societymustevaluateeconomidradeoffsassociatedavith alternativeresource
usescenariosand selectthe optimal scenario.This reportexamineghe combinationof feasible
andcosteffectiveprojectsandactivitiesdesignedo achievethefollowing policy goals:

1 Meetthegrowingdemandor water.
1 Restoreandprotectwaterquality.
1 Restoreandprotectthe naturalsystems.

Certainprinciples of economicsapplyto naturalresourcemarketsthatalsorequireconsideration.
A marketfailure occurswhena free and competitivemarketleadsto an equilibrium thatis not
sociallyoptimal. This generallyoccursdueto uniqueattributesof the goodor market.Regarding
waterresourcesmarketfailure potentiallyoccursdueto thefollowing attributes®:

1 Public Good: This occursif the use of a good by one persondoesnot diminish the
availability of the good for other users(nonrival), andit is prohibitively expensiveto
excludesomeondrom usingthe good(nonexcludable) For examplerecreatioal usesof
public water bodiesare generallynon-rival and nonexcludableand,as such,are public
goods With suchgoods well-definedpropertyrightscannotbeestablishedpreventinghe
marketsystemfrom optimally allocatingtheresource.

1 Commons If agoodis nonexcludableandtwo or moreusershaveaccesso theresource,
andif useby onediminishesthe useby the other(s),theneachuserhasan incentiveto
overusethe resourcewhile it is still available.In theseinstancesresourcesare often
depletedquickly and arenot allocatedoptimally.

Aquifersserveasanexampleof commonssince,in theabsenc®f governmentegulation,
individuals have incentivesto overwithdraw water beforeit is withdrawn by others.

19 Russell,R.R. and M. Wilkinson. 1979. Microeconomics’A Synthesisof Modernand Neoclassicallheory. New York: John

Wiley andSons.Cited by: Griffin, R.C.2006.WaterResourcéeconomics:The Analysisof Scarcity,Policies,andProjects MIT
PressCambridgeMA.

20 various sources: Griffin, R.C. 2006. Water Resource Economics: The Analysis of Scarcity, Policies, and Projects. MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA.

Field, B.C. 2015. Natural Resource Economics: An Introduction. Third Edition. Waveland Press.

Hanley, N., Shogren].F., and B. White. Environmental Economics: in Theory and Practice. Macmillan International Higher
Education.



Anotherexampleof commonss pollution loadingfrom the MississippiRiver Basininto
the Gulf of Mexico. The Mississippiwatershedncludes,in partor in whole, 13 states.
Nutrientloadingfrom urbanandagriculturalareasn thesestatescontributego increased
nutrientconcentratiomn the Gulf, whichleadsto low-oxygendeadzonesPastreportshave
alsolinked nutrientloadingfrom the MississippiRiver with harmfulalgal bloomsoff the
westcoastof Florida?! Giventhesizeof thewatershedndthepollutionimpactthatoccurs
in distantdownstreantocationsjt hasbeenextremelydifficult to excludeeconomicagents
from using(andoverusing)he pollution assimilativecapacityof the Gulf of Mexico.

1 Externalities: This occurswhena party otherthanthoseinvolvedin a markettransaction
are directly affectedby the outcomeof the transaction Externalitiescan be positive or
negativeWaterpollutionis aclassicexampleof anegativeexternality.Whenaneconomic
agent, such as an industrial facility, is responsiblefor pollution downstream,the
downstreameffects (without existing regulations)are not reflected in the economic
transaction®f the plant. An exampleof a posiive externalityis returnflow. Somewater
usedby oneagent,suchasa hydroelectricpowerplant, maybe returnedbackto a stream
or aquiferandmadeavailablefor othersto use However the initialagentusingthe water
likely do not considetthe effectsof their activitiesonthereturnflow becausé t hdenpt
derivepersonabenefitsor costsfrom their own returnflow, so,theyarenot motivatedto
controlreturnflow to the benefitsof agentdying downstrean??

1 Natural Monopoly: This form of monopolyexistswhenlargeinvestmentsareneededo
bein apositionto servecustomersandonesuppliercanservetheentiremarketatasmaller
costthanmultiple suppliers.This preventsthe competitionthatis necessaryor a market
to leadto asociallyoptimaloutcome butthemonopolymaybe preferredo themarketnot
existing due to high barriersto entry. Examplesof natural monopoles include water
utilities andwastewatetreatmenservicesForthesemarketg¢o becompetitive significant
duplicationof infrastructurecostswould be necessarywhich ultimately leads to a more
costlyprovisionof goodsrelativeto onesupplier.Undera naturalmonopoly,onesupplier
controlsthemarket,andin theabsencef regulatorymechanisms$o approprately limit its
market power, sucha monopolywould be expectedto set higher prices for goodsand
services evenif that constrainsconsumptionin comparisonwith the socially optimal
outcome.

1 Overdiscounting: Private agents tend to overuse depletable resource (such as
groundwater)and undeinvestin largescaleprojectsdesignedo extendor augmentthe
useful life of such resources(such as reservoirs) Decisionsdependoni ndi vi dual s
preferencedor presemday veraus future outcomes.As such, individual preferences
determnetherateof discountingof futureevents Somestudiesarguethatindividualstend
to overdiscountfutureevents:i i n d i Wavefaulyy @ £ | e swvsionroncetinghe
future, and areinclined not to makesufficient provisionto it 23 8uchoverdiscounting

2! National Oceanicrad AtmosphericAdministration.(2007,Novembe®). FloridaRedTidesLinked To MississippiRiver Nutrient
Outflow. ScienceDdy. www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/11/071108190413.(Accessed November 2019.)

22 Griffin, R.C.2006.WaterResourceEconomics:The Analysisof Scarcity,Policies,andPrgects.MIT PressCambridge MA.
At P. 111.

2 SassoneR.G.,andW.A. Schaeffer1978.CostBenefitAnalysis.New York: AcademicPressCitedin: Griffin, R.C.2006.Water
Resourcé&EconomicsThe Analysisof Scarcity,Policies,andProjectsMIT PressCambridgeMA. At p. 105.
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mayleadto overuseof resourcesodayandunderinvestmenn resourcgreservatiorand
augmentation

Marketfailuresprovidejustificationsfor institutionsotherthanmarketso bedevelopedo achieve
a more societally desirablewater resourceor land allocation. Governmentpolicies that are
intendedo correctfor marketfailuresshouldbe designedo achieveanallocationof goodsthatis

as closeto the socially optimal allocationof goodsas possible.This is traditionally attempted
throughtwo tools:

1 Regulationgsuchasstandard®r quotas)

1 Economicinstrumentssuchas subsidiestaxesandfees and marketbasedinstruments
suchaswaterquality credittradingandpaymentfor ecosystenservices).

Policiesusedto correctfor marketfailuresin Floridaincludea mix of regulationsandeconomic
instruments.Examplesof regulatory policies include the permitting programsthat regulate
consumptiveusesof water or pollutant dischargesinto waterbodies Examplesof economic
instrumentsncludetheinclining block ratestructureof manywaterutilities underwhichtheprice
perunit of waterincreasesvith theamountof waterdemanded.

This frameworkmay offer guidancein evaluatingtwo particularpartsof section403.928(1)(b),
Florida Statutesyvhich stateghatthis annualr e p canatyissndestimatesnustaddresguture
expendituresi n e c ets aclieveghel e g i s | iantthat sufficent waterbe availablefor

all existingandfuturereasonhble-beneficialusesandthe naturalsystemsandthatadverseeffects
of competitionfor watersuppliesbea v o i d e thterpretationof this subsectioris crucial to

thefoundationof muchof thewatersupplyanddemandanalysisin this report.

Thefirst part,regardingi t b e g i s |irdentthatsufficeentwaterbe availablefor all existing
and future reasonablkbeneficialu s eis madedifficult by the fact that the determinationof
whethera useis reasonabldeneficialcan changeover time andis, in part, influencedby the
quantityof waterto be used** For example jmaginean agriculturalproducemwho canproducea
cropusinga varietyof irrigation systemslin aworld without waterscarcity,irrigation relying on
a low-efficiency andlow-costsystemcould be consideredh reasonabldeneficialuse.ln reality,
aspopulationandothercommerciawaterusesgrow, waterscarcityincreasesAs such,for ause
to be consideredreasonabldeneficial in the future, more costly technologieswith higher
irrigationefficiendesmayberequired Astime goesonanddemandor waterin thestatecontinues
to increase,the efficiency requirementsfor agricultural irrigation systemscould become

24 To obtain a water use permit, an applicant must establish that the proposed use of water: (a) is a reesefieibleuse; (b)

will not interfere with any presently existing legal use of water; and (c) is consistent withuthel i ¢ i nt erest - The ter
benefici al useo is defi ned theusesfevatdrin suchquaniitBasidnécssarydr economicd a St at u
and efficient utilization for a purposeandin a mannerwhich is both reasonablend consistentvith thepublicinterestd Fur t her
guidance is providedinrule&0 . 410 of the Florida Administrative Code, DEPO
identifies 18 factors to be considered in determining if a water use is a reasogreleld i c i a l use, the first of
of water requested for the use. 0
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increasinglystringent?® making an agricultural operationwith a specificirrigation systemthat
would havebeenconsidereca reasonableneficialuse 20 yearsago not passmuster20 years
from now. Similarly, consideringwater use permitsfor public supply the projectedper capita
waterusecapcouldbereducedvertimein responséo increasingvaterscarcitydueto moreand
moreusersof thelimited existingsupply.

Thequestionariseswhenis it possiblethatthereis not sufficientwateravailablefor areasonable
beneficialuse,particularlyif it is possiblethatthe determinatiorof a useasreasonabldeneficial
canpartiallydependnwhethersufficientwateris availableonsideringall of this, EDRassumes
that this part of section403.928(1)(b) Florida Statutesis to be interpretedto include a similar
regulatorystructureto addressvaterscarcityasis seentoday.For examplejf anentityis seeking
to withdraw 100 million gallonsof waterdaily from an aquifer,it mustseeka permit from the
appropriatewater managementlistrict and, dependingon the efficiency of water usein the
proposedactivity, availability of water,andthe statusof affectednaturalsystemsjt may needto
investin alternativewatersupplyprojects(for which governmentasubsidiesnaybe availablg.

Thesecondartof sectior403.928(1)(b)FloridaStatutesindicateghatther e p canatysisaust

addresshel e g i s lingenhtthatieaddsv effectsodcompetitionfor watersuppliesbea v o i d e d .

As a scarceresourcein high demand,competitionfor water suppliesis inevitable.In A Model
WaterCode usedasabasisfor theexistingwaterregulationsn Florida,it wassuggestedhatthe:

[R]egulationof consumptivaisesandreallocationof waterto moreproductiveuses
€ would enablestateofficials to preventoverdevelopmenand competitionfor
water,requiringlow valueusersto seeknew supplies.Underdevelopmerdswell
asoverdevelopmentan be avoidedby a choiceof the betterusewhen pending
applicationdfor wateruserelateto the samesupplyandthe availablewateris not
sufficientfor both.é Longrangeplansmustnot only anticipatesuchchangesn
waterusepatternsput mustactuallyinducetransfergo highervalueuses®

In otherwords,whenthe waterpoliciesin Floridaweredevelopedthe choiceof thetypesof use
in theproces®f grantingwaterusepermitswasenvisionedasastrategyo addresshecompetition
for waterresourcesWhile thewaterpoliciesin FloridahaveevolvedsinceA Model WaterCode
was written, competition for water suppliesremains The questionthat arisesis: when is

competitionfor watersuppliesconsidereddverse EDRinterpretdi a d v edfectsoécompetition
forwaters u p p to mearthatwaterscarcityhasdriventhecostsassociateavith obtainingwater
suppliesto suchalevelthatreasonabkbeneficialusesexistthatcannolongerbe affordeddueto

this increasectost, evenafter accountingfor governmensubsidiesThus,if thereare sufficient

water suppliesavailablefor all existingand future reasonabldeneficialuses,thenthe adverse
effectsof competitionfor thosewatersupplieshave beenavoided.

25 For example, see the changes in the efficiency goals over time for supplemental irrigation in SWFWMD on/faté2Uise
PermitAp p | i EHamdbookPart B, availableta
https://www.swiwmd.state.fl.us/sites/default/files/medias/documents/WUP_Applicants_Handbook_Part B.pd (Amtfessed
November 209.)

%Mal one et al . @AA Mo d78,lavailMaeabtips:/Gfdcdifeedu/ViL90D@RI678/0007kcessed November
2019))
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Theeconomiaconceptandprinciplespresentedh thesectionprovideaframeworkfor evaluating
the unique aspectsof natural resourcesand the role of governmentin both preservingand
allocatingthem.
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2.Assessmendbf F | o r iCohasedvationLands

Floridahasalong tradition of acquiringland andwaterareago conserveandprotectnaturaland
cultural resourcesand to provide for outdoor,resourcebasedrecreation but the approach has
evolved over timePrior to the 1960s,Floridadid not haveanyformal land acquisitionprograms
andnodedicatedundingsourcegor landacquisitionfor conservatiomndoutdoor reourcebased
recreationlnstead)and acquisitionwasad hoc andtheresultof eitherspecificappropriationgo
purchaseparticular parcels of land or donationsfrom private landownersor the federal
government’

In 1963, the Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF) was createdto fund the newly-established
OutdoorRecreatiorand ConservatiorProgramfor the purchaseof land for parksandrecreation
areas.The programwasfundedby a5 percenttax collectedon outdoorclothingandequipment.
In 1968,the LATF was fundedfor the first time with bond proceedsdebt serviceon the $20

million bondissuancevaspaid from DocumentaryStampTax receiptscollectedfrom deedsand

notes.In the 1970s,Floridavotersapproveda ballot referendunauthorizinga $200million bond

programto fund the EnvironmentallyEndangered_ands (EEL) program and authorizedan

additional$40million in recreatiorbonds.Debtserviceon thesebondscontinuedo bepaidfrom

aportionof the DocumentanStampTax .2

In 1979, the Conservatiorand RecreationLands (CARL) programwas createdto replaceand
expandthe former EEL program.Under the CARL program, funds were allocatedfor the
acquisitionof landsto protectandconservenaturalresourcesind,for thefirst time, archeological
andhistoricalresourcesHowever,unlikeits predecessothe CARL programwasinitially funded
by proceedsollectedfrom taxeslevied on the severanc®f phosphateindotherminerals.Later
on, it receivedfunding from the DocumentaryStampTax. From 1979through1990,the CARL
programprotectedapproximatelyl81,000acresof conservatiorandrecreationandsat a costof
nearly$356million.2°

In 1981, the Legislatureauthorizedthe sale of $275 million in bondsto purchasdandsalong
F | o r codsHirie Known asthe SaveOur Coastprogram,this coastaland acquisitionprogram
wasimplementedaspartof the LATF-fundedprogramsandresultedn the purchasesf morethan
73 milesof coastline or 73,000acresof coastaland®

Alsoin 1981 theSaveOur Riversprogramwascreatedor theacquisitionandrestoratiorof water
resourcesy encouraginghe acquisitionof buffer areasalongsidesurfacewaters.The program
wasfundedfrom DocumentaryStampTax revenuesthe fundsweredistributedto the five water
managementlistricts (WMDs) roughly in proportionto the populationwithin their districts3!
Throughthe SaveOur Riversprogram,the WMDs acquiredmorethan1.7 million acresof land,

2"Farr,James AF | ori dad6s Landmar k Pr oRecreatins LafiddcquisBic@0G6) Sustant d Joumal afn
Environmental and Sustainability Issues, Issue 14, Spring/Summer 2006, available at:
http://partnersipgreencity.wixsite.com/greencitypartnership/sustasgazine (Accessed September 2020.)

281d.

221d.

301d.

31 For a map of the five WMDs, see Figure 3.0.1.
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includinglandacquiredoy the SouthFloridaWaterManagemenbistrict aspartof therestoration
efforts of the FloridaEverglades?

The Preservation2000 program (P2000) was createdin 1990 as an aggressivepublic land
acquisitionprogramaimedat preservinghe quality of life in Florida. Underthe P2000program,
$3 billion in bondswereauthorizedover a tenyearperiodrunningfrom 1991to 2000.The debt
servicewaspaidfrom DocumentarystampTax revenuesEachyear,in aneffort to counteracthe
alterationanddevelopmenbf naturalareasresultingfrom Florid a gagidly growing population,
bond proceedswere distributedto land acquisitionprogramssuch as the CARL program,the
WMDs0 Save Our Rivers programs,Florida CommunitiesTrust, and the recreationaltrails
program Underthe P2000program,over 1.7 million acresof land wasacquiredat a costof $3
billion.33

F 1 o r cudeatblgeprintfor public landacquisitionis the Florida Foreverprogram,which was
createdn 1999asthe successoto the P2000program* To date the FloridaForevermprogramhas
beenresponsiblefor the acquisitionof 835,107 acresof land at a cost of nearly $3.2 billion
dollars®® TheFloridaForeverprogramis discussedn greaterdetailin Section?2.2 of this edition

Exceptas otherwiseprovidedin law, the Board of Trusteesof the Internal ImprovementTrust
Fund(Boardof Trustees)comprisedof the Governor Attorney General Chief FinancialOfficer,
and Commissionerof Agriculture, is chargedwith i a ¢ g u i asimirtistratiam,management,
control,supervisiongonservation protectionandd i s p o sfistatdamds’®Accordingly,under
theFloridaForeverprogramandthe previousacquisitionprogramstitle to statelandacquiredor
conservatiorpurposess heldby the Boardof Trustees’ Landsacquiredoy the WMDs andlocal
governmentsvith fundingfrom the FloridaForevemprogramareheldin the nameof theacquiring
governmentaéntity.

TheBoardof Trusteesandthe WMDss alsohaveauthorityto sell real propertyor interestsn real
propertydeterminedo be surplusin accordancevith applicableproceduregrescribedn law. In
some caseshéproces®f sellinglandsdeterminedo be surplusmayresultin anexchangef real
property.In generalthe proceduresinderwhich the Boardof Trusteegnay surplusstateowned
landsaresetforth in section253.0341 Florida StatutesThe WMDs mustfollow therequirements
setforth in sections873.056 373.089and373.139 Florida StatutesFurther for anyconservation
landsacquiredunderthe P2000program the Boardof Trusteesandthe WMDs mustalsocomply
with additional requirementsset forth in section 259.101(6), Florida Statutes.For more
informationregardingthe surplusprocesdor conservatiortands,seethe 2019Edition 8

321d.

33 Committee on Environmental Preservation and Conservation, The Florida Sematacquisition in Florida Report Number
2008123, available atattp://archive.flsenate.gov/data/publications/2008/senate/reports/inteports/pdf/2008.23eplong. pdf
(Accessed September 2020.)

34Ch. 99247, Laws of Fla. (codified as amended at § 259.105, Fla. Stat.).

35 Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Florida Forever Monthly Complete Report (as of June 30, 2020)available
https://floridadep.gov/lands/environmengdrvices/content/floridéorever. (Accessed September 2020.)

36§ 253.03(1), Fla. Stat.

387§ 259.105(7)(c), Fla. Stat.

38 See http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturalsources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment _2019Edition.pdf
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Oncestateownedconservatioandsaresoldthroughthe surplusprocessproceed$rom the sale
of conservatiorlandspurchasedeforeJuly 1, 2015, mustbe depositednto the Florida Forever
TrustFund®® Proceedd$rom the saleof conservatiodandspurchasedifter July 1, 2015, mustbe
depositednto the LATF unlessthelandswerepurchasedvith fundsfrom a trustfund otherthan
LATF or atrustfund createdto implementsection28, article X of the Florida Constitution® In

thatinstancethoseproceedsnustbedepositedn thetrustfund from whichtheconservatiotands
were purchased! For the WMDs, revenuesierivedfrom the saleof surpluslandsmay only be
usedfor (1) the paymentof debtsavice on revenuebondsor notesor (2) the purchaseof other
landsfor flood control, water storage water management;onservatiorand protectionof water

resourcesaquifer recharge water resourceand water supply developmentor preservationof
wetlands streamsandlakes*

A summaryof surplusconservationandsaleseportedoy eachWMD andtheFloridaDepartment
of EnvironmentaProtectionpon behalfof theBoardof TrusteegBOT), is providedin Table2.0.1.

Table 2.0.1Summary of RecentSurplus ConservationLand Salesand Available Surplus

Available
FY2017-18 FY2018-19 FY201920 Acresfor
WMD/State Surplus
Acres Revenue Acres Revenue Acres Revenue
($millions) ($millions) ($millions)
NWFWMD - $ $ $ 123.39
SJRWMD 1.53 $0.00 $ $ -
SFWMD 2,591.73 $1.27 $ $ -
SWFWMD 1,151.81 $5.90 $ $ 871.13
SRWMD 100.22 $0.00 - $ $ 208.82
BOT 40.84 $0.02 1.16 $0.17 - $ 7.66
Total: 3,886.13 7.19 1.16 $0.17 - $ 1,211.00

Note:fi $indicatesazero,whereadi $ 0 .indliGatesanamountessthan$5,000.
SourceDispositionof StateLandsandFacilitiesAnnual Reportsfor the 2018, 2019, and2020 fiscal years producedy the
FloridaDepartmenof EnvironmentaProtectionandthe Florida Departmenbf Managemengervices.

Finally, the required comparison of acquiring and maintaining conservation tlamdgh fee
simpleversusless than fee simple ownershgs well as the identification of any overlap in the
expenditures for water resources and conservation,lead$e found in the 2020 EditiGh.

2.1 Percentageand Effect of Publicly-owned Real Property for Conservation
Purposes

The Office of EconomicandDemographidResearci{EDR) is directedto analyzethe percentage
of Floridarealpropertythatis publicly ownedfor conservatiopurposesswell astheadvalorem
tax impacts,by county, resultingfrom public ownershipof conservationands.Landsheld in

398 253.0341(12), Fla. Stat.

40§ 253,0341(13), Fla. Stat.

4ld.

42§ 373.139(1), (6), Fla. Stat.

43 Seenttp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturasources/LandandWaterAnnualAssasst_2020Edition.pddt pages 51 and 54.
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conservatiorby public entitiesaretotally exemptfrom ad valoremtaxationand assuch reduce
ad valoremtax collections In previous editions, EDR has explored whetties reductionin
collectionsis offset, at leastin part, by anincreasen propertyvaluesof surroundingproperties.
No definitive conclusions were drawn.

The Percentageof Florida Ownedfor ConservationPurposedy Public Entities

The Florida Natural AreasInventory (FNAI), a non-profit organizationadministeredy Florida
StateUniversity,is oneof themostcompleterepositoriesor geainformationonconservatiotand
areasin Florida®* F N A | péinsary contractis with the Florida Departmentof Environmental
Protection(DEP). Under this contract-NAI providesvariousservicessuchas naturalresource
assessmenia aid of assessingndsettingpriorities for the Florida Foreverprogram® Through
its fundingfrom DEP,FNAI alsocompilesthefi S u m no&RloyidaConservatio. a n dvhicho
identifiesthe conservatiorland acreagesnanagedy federal,state,local, and private entitiesin
Florida*®

In orderto be considerectonservatiorlandsfor the purposeof F N A |databasefia significant
portion of the propertymustbe undevelopedndretainmostof the attributesone could expectit
to havein its naturalcondition.In addition,themanagingagencyor organizatiormustdemonstrate
a formal commitmentto the conservatiorof the land in its naturalc o n d i *t BDR uses the
FNAI datain identifying conservatiorlandsin Florida asit provides the mostcomprehensive
information on lands managedfor conservationpurposesby federal, state,local, and private
entities?®

It is clearfrom Figure2.1.1thatmuchof the conservatiodandidentifiedby FNAI is in fact water
areasbeingmanagedas part of conservatiorland. In determiningthe shareof the stateheld as
conservationlands, it is necessarythat the numerator(the amount of Florida land held as
conservatioand)andthe denominatotheamountof Floridaland) befrom the samesourceand
notincludewater.The United StatesCensusBureaumaintainsannuallyupdatedyeographidiles

44 Florida Natural Areas Inventory, Conservation Laridis://www.fnai.org/conservationlands.cfifAccessed September 2020.)

45 Florida Natural Areas Inventgr Partnershipyttp://www.fnai.org/partnerships.ctrfAccessed September 2020.)

46 SeeFlorida Natural Areas Inventory, Summary of Florida Conservation Lands Acreages (IncludirdreSee) February

2019, available ahttps://www.fnai.org/PDF/Maacres 202002 FCL_plus_LTFE.pAEcessed September 2020.)

47 Florida Natural Areas Inventory, Conservation lands, Frequently Asked Quesibout Florida Conservation Lands,
http://www.fnai.org/conlands_faq.cfrfAccessed September 2020.)

48 |t is important to note that with regard to statened lands, section 253.034, Florida Statutesadly defines the term
fifconservation |l andso to mean: Al L] ands t hat-basaed recreatianfarent | y 1
archaeological or historic preservation, except those lands that were acquired solely to facilitate Higomcquiother

conservation lands. Lands acquired for uses other than conservation, outdoor +leasedceecreation, or archaeological or

hi storic preservation may not be designated c oThesmostrthle on | anc
differences in the definition of conservation lands observed thus far are with respect to historical or archaeologichtsitiesn
|l ess than fee interests. While the st at eldgisal pdesefvationg(g. flarmdsn i ncl ud

managed by the Florida Department of Statebés Division of His
included in the FNAI database if the property is preserved in its natural state, and not foptse pf preserving or restoring

historic buildings or other land improvements. However, the FNAI data does includbdagse interests, such as conservation

easements as defined in section 704.06, Florida Statutes, which are conveyed in perpkarigyragularly monitored by an

agency or other organization. This may include, for example, conservation easements that are held by the State or a water
management district for the purpose of mitigating adverse impacts to wetlands and other surfacsaussdrby a permitted

activity under part IV of chapter 373, Florida Statutes.
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of eachstate,its counties,and all waterbodie$® The CensusBureau county and waterbody
geographiesare usedto calculatethe total acresand conservationland acresof eachFlorida
county®°

As of June 2020all nonsubmergedconservationandsin Florida cover 10.43 million acres,
comprising3043 percenf thetotal statelandarea(34 27 million acres) Figure2.1.1providesa
mapof all conservatiomandsin Florida Table2.1.1providescountyleveldetailregardingacreage
in and out of conservatiorand the shareof total county land acreageheld in public or private
conservationAlso includedarethe populationdensityandeffectivepopulationdensty calculated
asthe populationof a countyasof April 1, 2019 dividedby thelandacreageandthelandacreage
not heldfor conservationrespectively

Theeffectivepopulationdensityprovidesa morerealisticview of density particularlyin counties
like Monroe Countywherepopulationdensityincreasesrom 0.12 persongeracreto nearly2.4
personsper acre when the effects of conservatioands are considered Statewide,population
densityin 2019 was 0.62 personsper acre but increasedo 0.89 when conservationandsare
removed Finally, the densestountyin the stateis typically consideredo be PinellasCountyat
5.58 but whenthe effect of conservatioriandis consideredihe densest county Miami-Dade
Countyat 7.39.

[See figure on following page]

49United States Census Bureau, TIGER/Line Shapefitgss://www.census.gov/geographies/mapgites/time-series/geol/tiger
line-file.html. (Accessed September 2020.)
50 This results in minor variances in county and statewide acreage between editions of this report.
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Figure 2.1.1Map of All ConservationLands in Florida
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Table 2.1.1ConservationLands and Effective Population Density

County Non- _ Conservation Public _ Private_ Shareo_f Pop. Effective

Acres Conservation Acres Conservation  Conservation County in Density Pop_.
Acres Acres Acres Conservation Density
Alachua 559,816.61 459,839.89 99,976.72 96,002.17 3,974.55 17.86% 0.48 0.58
Baker 374,547.47 209,941.58 164,605.89 164,572.04 33.85 43.95% 0.08 0.13
Bay 485,502.11 414,935.57 70,566.54 63,639.52 6,927.02 14.53% 0.34 0.40
Bradford 188,013.68 176,901.69 11,111.98 10,273.02 838.96 5.91% 0.15 0.16
Brevard 645,559.33 376,168.18 269,391.15 265,667.46 3,723.69 41.73% 0.92 1.58
Broward 769,807.20 287,714.24 482,092.96 482,061.78 31.18 62.63% 2.49 6.67
Calhoun 363,090.56 354,754.86 8,335.70 5,971.08 2,364.62 2.30% 0.04 0.04
Charlotte 435,268.82 263,225.18 172,043.64 171,996.76 46.89 39.53% 0.42 0.69
Citrus 369,589.48 246,653.07 122,936.41 122,540.39 396.03 33.26% 0.40 0.60
Clay 386,955.36 243,921.35 143,034.01 127,623.72 15,410.28 36.96% 0.56 0.88
Collier 1,277,940.86 403,635.03 874,305.83 862,023.50 12,282.33 68.42% 0.29 0.93
Columbia 510,237.12 361,840.40 148,396.72 145,964.24 2,432.48 29.08% 0.14 0.19
DeSoto 407,237.02 356,250.85 50,986.16 49,071.78 1,914.38 12.52% 0.09 0.10
Dixie 451,278.74 318,664.12 132,614.63 132,614.63 - 29.39% 0.04 0.05
Duval 488,083.77 407,038.78 81,045.00 68,727.07 12,317.92 16.60% 1.99 2.38
Escambia 420,479.52 375,602.84 44,876.68 42,489.71 2,386.96 10.67% 0.76 0.85
Flagler 310,464.31 266,374.51 44,089.81 40,464.80 3,625.01 14.20% 0.36 0.42
Franklin 348,764.95 65,672.31 283,092.63 281,631.04 1,461.59 81.17% 0.04 0.19
Gadsden 330,442.87 311,649.91 18,792.96 16,525.17 2,267.78 5.69% 0.14 0.15
Gilchrist 223,801.07 215,366.15 8,434.92 8,316.04 118.88 3.77% 0.08 0.08
Glades 514,140.94 421,909.83 92,231.11 73,944.80 18,286.31 17.94% 0.03 0.03
Gulf 351,223.79 303,828.41 47,395.38 47,395.38 - 13.49% 0.04 0.04
Hamilton 328,822.36 303,835.91 24,986.46 24,849.96 136.50 7.60% 0.04 0.05
Hardee 408,047.90 396,933.76 11,114.14 10,629.58 484.56 2.72% 0.07 0.07
Hendry 739,705.77 579,385.81 160,319.96 156,604.00 3,715.96 21.67% 0.05 0.07
Hernando 302,423.60 215,358.66 87,064.95 86,790.60 274.35 28.79% 0.62 0.87
Highlands 649,981.49 457,222.09 192,759.40 174,346.20 18,413.20 29.66% 0.16 0.23
Hillsborough 654,029.16 544,336.98 109,692.18 108,304.91 1,387.27 16.77% 2.21 2.65
Holmes 303,736.09 290,779.28 12,956.81 12,956.81 - 4.27% 0.07 0.07
Indian River 321,067.66 223,080.84 97,986.82 94,918.90 3,067.91 30.52% 0.48 0.69
Jackson 587,049.30 567,326.04 19,723.26 18,853.14 870.12 3.36% 0.08 0.08
Jefferson 382,657.15 272,174.16 110,482.99 77,778.09 32,704.90 28.87% 0.04 0.05
Lafayette 347,739.99 287,820.15 59,919.84 59,919.84 - 17.23% 0.02 0.03
Lake 606,406.38 410,021.44 196,384.94 193,137.12 3,247.82 32.39% 0.59 0.87
Lee 500,117.09 399,637.16 100,479.94 96,759.24 3,720.69 20.09% 147 1.84
Leon 426,800.81 266,467.22 160,333.59 132,131.69 28,201.90 37.57% 0.69 111
Levy 714,994.32 540,424.24 174,570.07 173,027.33 1,542.74 24.42% 0.06 0.08
Liberty 520,479.88 193,019.91 327,459.98 321,026.22 6,433.75 62.92% 0.02 0.05
Madison 445,712.46 428,816.93 16,895.53 16,474.12 421.42 3.79% 0.04 0.05
Manatee 475,921.80 413,451.49 62,470.31 61,008.36 1,461.94 13.13% 0.81 0.94
Marion  1,015,685.77 669,923.89 345,761.88 345,515.04 246.84 34.04% 0.35 0.54
Martin 346,469.92 253,219.69 93,250.23 91,526.80 1,723.43 26.91% 0.46 0.63
Miami-Dade  1,215,790.88 380,580.58 835,210.29 821,814.58 13,395.71 68.70% 231 7.39
Monroe 625,754.44 31,828.38 593,926.06 593,061.54 864.52 94.91% 0.12 2.39
Nassau 415,150.08 384,869.75 30,280.33 22,738.93 7,541.39 7.29% 0.20 0.22
Okaloosa 595,342.93 278,156.06 317,186.86 317,186.86 - 53.28% 0.34 0.72
Okeechobee 490,733.69 383,022.10 107,711.59 105,229.11 2,482.48 21.95% 0.09 0.11
Orange 577,193.16 479,731.90 97,461.26 92,510.64 4,950.62 16.89% 2.40 2.89
Osceola 848,064.32 671,051.06 177,013.26 165,828.50 11,184.76 20.87% 0.44 0.55
Palm Beach 1,257,136.82 780,404.69 476,732.13 476,719.41 12.72 37.92% 1.15 1.86
Pasco 471,769.69 363,406.15 108,363.54 106,580.27 1,783.27 22.97% 112 1.45
Pinellas 175,220.99 157,908.32 17,312.67 17,312.67 - 9.88% 5.58 6.19
Polk  1,148,795.42 860,300.77 288,494.65 266,397.49 22,097.16 25.11% 0.60 0.80
Putnam 463,820.85 346,803.66 117,017.19 116,131.58 885.61 25.23% 0.16 0.21
Santa Rosa 647,397.60 390,855.79 256,541.81 255,020.44 1,521.36 39.63% 0.28 0.46
Sarasota 355,822.14 247,361.36 108,460.78 107,587.53 873.25 30.48% 1.20 1.72
Seminole 196,290.33 157,817.34 38,472.99 37,894.75 578.24 19.60% 2.40 2.99
St. Johns 384,359.12 300,466.24 83,892.87 73,745.65 10,147.23 21.83% 0.66 0.85
St. Lucie 365,556.23 332,540.39 33,015.84 30,515.34 2,500.51 9.03% 0.85 0.93
Sumter 355,549.32 246,019.92 109,529.40 109,420.34 109.06 30.81% 0.36 0.52
Suwannee 440,671.68 419,444.20 21,227.48 21,129.95 97.53 4.82% 0.10 0.11
Taylor 667,729.70 570,551.44 97,178.26 92,283.36 4,894.90 14.55% 0.03 0.04
Union 153,335.65 153,100.64 235.01 199.09 35.92 0.15% 0.10 0.10
Volusia 704,293.26 477,312.55 226,980.71 223,129.35 3,851.36 32.23% 0.76 1.13
Wakulla 388,104.26 136,534.87 251,569.40 250,838.81 730.59 64.82% 0.08 0.24
Walton 664,163.26 414,480.67 249,682.60 244,702.45 4,980.14 37.59% 0.11 0.17
Washington 373,481.82 323,211.54 50,270.28 49,556.39 713.89 13.46% 0.07 0.08
Statewide 34,271,622.09 23,842,884.77 10,428,737.33| 10,133,609.06 295,128.27 30.43% 0.62 0.89




Conservatioandsin Floridaareowned* by federal,state,andlocal governmentsor by private
entities®? Of thetotal 10.43 million acresof conserationlandsin Floridain 2020, 97.17 percent
is publicly-owned (10.13 million acres)Among the publicly-owned conservationands,54.14

percents ownedby the stategovernment40.90 percents ownedby thefederalgovernmentand
4.96 percentis ownedby local governmentsAt this time, everycountyin Florida haspublicly-

ownedlandsdedicatedo conservatiompurposesTable2.1.2 providesa breakdownof publicly

held conservatiodandsby countyandindicatesthat29.57 percentof thes t a tbtal langl areais

publicly heldfor conservation.

[Seetableonfollowing page]

51 Due to the lack of ownership data at ttounty level, the FNAI managed area data is used as a proxy to calculate ownership
shares. For the purposes of this report, ownership reflects the primary managing entity.

52 Some of the statewned conservation lands are managed across regions in the statee conservation lands managed by the
five water management districts). In Table 2.1.2, such regional conservation lands are included in the State/Regignal categor
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Table 2.12 ConservationLands by Public Ownership

County Local State/Regional Federal Total Public Cons.

Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
Alachua 19,756.52 3.53% 76,242.16  13.62% 3.49 0.00% 96,002.17 17.15%
Baker 2,591.17 0.69% 37,905.30 10.12% 124,075.57  33.13% 164,572.04  43.94%
Bay 2,940.40 0.61% 31,175.60 6.42% 29,523.53 6.08% 63,639.52 13.11%
Bradford 144.77 0.08% 10,103.94 5.37% 24.31 0.01% 10,273.02 5.46%
Brevard 18,043.54 2.80% 153,924.65  23.84% 93,699.27  14.51% 265,667.46  41.15%
Broward 4,974.31 0.65% 477,069.55 61.97% 17.92 0.00% 482,061.78  62.62%
Calhoun - 0.00% 5,060.13 1.39% 910.94 0.25% 5,971.08 1.64%
Charlotte 4,480.47 1.03% 166,956.29  38.36% 560.01 0.13% 171,996.76  39.52%
Citrus 304.94 0.08% 112,989.18  30.57% 9,246.27 2.50% 122,540.39  33.16%
Clay 1,165.60 0.30% 126,458.12  32.68% - 0.00% 127,623.72  32.98%
Collier 4,578.83 0.36% 213,697.16  16.72% 643,747.50 50.37% 862,023.50 67.45%
Columbia 1,048.79 0.21% 28,249.85 5.54% 116,665.60  22.86% 145,964.24  28.61%
DeSoto 210.71 0.05% 45,829.50 11.25% 3,031.57 0.74% 49,071.78 12.05%
Dixie - 0.00% 104,612.11  23.18% 28,002.52 6.21% 132,614.63  29.39%
Duval 22,993.55 4.71% 29,568.04 6.06% 16,165.49 3.31% 68,727.07 14.08%
Escambia 1,772.86 0.42% 28,220.76 6.71% 12,496.10 2.97% 42,489.71 10.11%
Flagler 6,870.68 2.21% 33,594.12  10.82% - 0.00% 40,464.80 13.03%
Franklin 296.17 0.08% 247,651.90 71.01% 33,682.97 9.66% 281,631.04  80.75%
Gadsden 232.80 0.07% 16,292.38 4.93% - 0.00% 16,525.17 5.00%
Gilchrist 273.19 0.12% 8,042.84 3.59% - 0.00% 8,316.04 3.72%
Glades 206.02 0.04% 71,932.41  13.99% 1,806.38 0.35% 73,944.80 14.38%
Gulf 96.08 0.03% 46,463.06  13.23% 836.23 0.24% 47,395.38 13.49%
Hamilton 4.46 0.00% 24,369.71 7.41% 475.79 0.14% 24,849.96 7.56%
Hardee - 0.00% 10,629.58 2.60% - 0.00% 10,629.58 2.60%
Hendry - 0.00% 116,487.84  15.75% 40,116.16 5.42% 156,604.00  21.17%
Hernando 1,054.81 0.35% 79,823.89  26.39% 5,911.89 1.95% 86,790.60 28.70%
Highlands 1,351.51 0.21% 61,284.16 9.43% 111,710.54  17.19% 174,346.20  26.82%
Hillsborough 60,816.41 9.30% 42,180.59 6.45% 5,307.92 0.81% 108,304.91 16.56%
Holmes - 0.00% 12,956.81 4.27% - 0.00% 12,956.81 4.27%
Indian River 4,861.73 1.51% 88,670.45  27.62% 1,386.73 0.43% 94,918.90 29.56%
Jackson 854.52 0.15% 17,998.62 3.07% - 0.00% 18,853.14 3.21%
Jefferson 59.94 0.02% 67,087.69  17.53% 10,630.45 2.78% 77,778.09 20.33%
Lafayette - 0.00% 59,919.84 17.23% - 0.00% 59,919.84 17.23%
Lake 8,494.44 1.40% 102,574.28  16.92% 82,068.40  13.53% 193,137.12  31.85%
Lee 39,843.86 7.97% 51,525.22  10.30% 5,390.15 1.08% 96,759.24 19.35%
Leon 4,046.70 0.95% 23,526.29 5.51% 104,558.70  24.50% 132,131.69  30.96%
Levy 3,681.69 0.51% 144,383.84  20.19% 24,961.80 3.49% 173,027.33  24.20%
Liberty - 0.00% 57,986.06  11.14% 263,040.16  50.54% 321,026.22  61.68%
Madison - 0.00% 16,474.12 3.70% - 0.00% 16,474.12 3.70%
Manatee 27,046.53 5.68% 32,713.32 6.87% 1,248.51 0.26% 61,008.36 12.82%
Marion 1,616.67 0.16% 80,069.69 7.88% 263,828.68  25.98% 345,515.04  34.02%
Martin 2,735.50 0.79% 84,517.67  24.39% 4,273.63 1.23% 91,526.80 26.42%
Miami-Dade 10,234.64 0.84% 274,556.54  22.58% 537,023.40 44.17% 821,814.58  67.60%
Monroe 1,600.10 0.26% 14,429.09 2.31% 577,032.34  92.21% 593,061.54  94.78%
Nassau 317.87 0.08% 22,412.53 5.40% 8.52 0.00% 22,738.93 5.48%
Okaloosa 313.50 0.05% 71,793.99  12.06% 245,079.37  41.17% 317,186.86  53.28%
Okeechobee - 0.00% 87,268.17  17.78% 17,960.93 3.66% 105,229.11  21.44%
Orange 8,971.22 1.55% 83,539.42  14.47% - 0.00% 92,510.64 16.03%
Osceola 6,601.77 0.78% 157,264.88  18.54% 1,961.85 0.23% 165,828.50 19.55%
Palm Beach 48,586.54 3.86% 284,473.45  22.63% 143,659.42  11.43% 476,719.41  37.92%
Pasco 16,807.30 3.56% 89,772.96  19.03% - 0.00% 106,580.27  22.59%
Pinellas 15,745.02 8.99% 1,412.84 0.81% 154.81 0.09% 17,312.67 9.88%
Polk 17,362.12 1.51% 193,505.41  16.84% 55,529.96 4.83% 266,397.49  23.19%
Putnam 1,320.86 0.28% 87,912.08  18.95% 26,898.64 5.80% 116,131.58  25.04%
Santa Rosg 245.96 0.04% 181,834.13  28.09% 72,940.35  11.27% 255,020.44  39.39%
Sarasota 47,404.78  13.32% 60,176.40  16.91% 6.35 0.00% 107,587.53  30.24%
Seminole 6,821.26 3.48% 30,580.27  15.58% 493.21 0.25% 37,894.75 19.31%
St. Johns 7,352.95 1.91% 66,092.75  17.20% 299.95 0.08% 73,745.65 19.19%
St. Lucie 10,616.17 2.90% 19,805.97 5.42% 93.19 0.03% 30,515.34 8.35%
Sumter 3.69 0.00% 109,416.65  30.77% - 0.00% 109,420.34  30.78%
Suwannee 77.23 0.02% 21,052.69 4.78% 0.03 0.00% 21,129.95 4.79%
Taylor - 0.00% 90,998.65  13.63% 1,284.71 0.19% 92,283.36 13.82%
Union - 0.00% 199.09 0.13% - 0.00% 199.09 0.13%
Volusia 51,829.26 7.36% 138,357.75  19.64% 32,942.35 4.68% 223,129.35  31.68%
Wakulla 368.33 0.09% 12,310.93 3.17% 238,159.55  61.36% 250,838.81  64.63%
Walton 238.40 0.04% 90,532.25  13.63% 153,931.80  23.18% 244,702.45  36.84%
Washington - 0.00% 49,556.39  13.27% - 0.00% 49,556.39 13.27%
Statewide 502,269.15 1.47% 5,486,473.98  16.01% 4,144,865.93  12.09% | 10,133,609.06 29.57%
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The Reductionof Ad Valorem Tax CollectionsResultingfrom Public Ownership
of ConservationLands

While FNAI providesdataregardingooundarieand managementhe datadoesnot provideany
economicinformationregardingthe conservatiorlands.To acquirethis information, EDR used
theFNAI boundariesn conjunctionwith thecountylevel parcelmapsto identify wholeandpartial
parcelsidentified as conservationlands.For the partial parcelshe share of the parcel held in
conservation is calculate@heseparcelsarethenmatchedup to the real propertyroll available
from the Florida Departmentof Revenug(DOR) to identify valuerelateddata.For the partial
parcels, the calculated consergatshare is applied to thetal parcelalue; for the whole parcels,
thetotal parcel value is usedroadly speakingthe essentiabperationof F | o r prapertytax
systemakesontheform shownin Figure2.1.2. Themechanic®f implementationhowever yvary
slightly >3

Figure 2.1.2Property Tax SystemDiagram

Differentials
(Value in use for
agricultural properties,
Save Our Homes, etc.)

Just Value of the
Property
(Market Value)

Assessed Value

Exemptions
($25,000Homestead
Assessed Value — Exemption; property used Taxable Value
exclusively for charitable -

purposes, etc.)

Millage Rate Property Taxes
Taxable Value >< (Property Tax Rate) - Py

To analygetheadvaloremtaximpactsresultingfrom public ownershipof conservationands,the
justvalue(JV) reportedfor eachparcelon thereal propertyrolls is usedasaroughproxy for the
marketvalueof realpropertiedesignate@sconservatiodands.Thecountytaxablevalue(CTV)
andschooldistrict taxablevalue (STV) areusedin conjunctionwith the respectivecountywide
effectiveCTV andSTV millagerates® to approximateactualcollectionsfrom public conservation
lands. Thesemillage rates are thenappliedto the JV to estimatethe potentialcollectionsif the
landswerenotheldin conservationT hedifferencebetweerthepotentialcollectionsandtheactual
collectionsis the estimatedmpacton ad valoremtaxesfrom public ownershipof conservation
lands.This estimatedmpactis thenaddedto thetotal CTV andSTV for eachcounty, with their

53 For additional discussiosgethe section on Property Taxes in Florida incluitetihe 2007 report by EDR at the following link:
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/speeiakearckprojects/propertfax-study/Ad%20Véorenriterim-report. pdf
54 Provided upon request by the Florida Department of Revenue.
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respectivamillage ratesapplied,to estimatetotal tax collectionsfor eachcountyif therewereno
land publicly held for conservationFinally, the estimatedmpacton collectionsis comparedo
thetotal potentialcollectionsto determinetheimplied shareof tax baselost.

Table 2.13 identifies the impact by county on ad valorem tax collections resulting from

conservatioandsalongwith animplied shareof tax baselost for bothCTV andSTV. For five

counties(Dixie, Glades,Hendry, Liberty, andWakulla) the implied shareof the tax basethatis

lostdueto the presencef conservatioiandswasgreaterthan20 percentfor bothCTV andSTV,

while in elevencounties(Broward,Flagler,Lee, Manatee Miami-Dade,Orange PascoPinellas,
Polk, Seminole and Union the implied baselosswaslessthanone percentfor both CTV and
STV. The potentialtax shifts or lossedor all countiesareprojectedio be approximately$294.81
million, or a 1.83 percentbaseloss, and for schooltaxes,the potentialtax shifts or lossesare
projectedto be approximately$224.61million, or a 1.60 percentaseloss.

Note that Table 2.1.3 shown in the 2020 Edition erroneously included total tax pabres the
reductions fopartial conservation parcels as described in the text. A corrected version of the 2020
Edition table can be found in Appendix B at Tabld.B.

Previous editions of this report did rfatly addressnstances of multiple polygons representing a
single parcein the county level parcel maps published by D@R a resultthe value of certain
parcels wagounted more than once and thhe reportedtax base losses weowerstatedTo
correct this and bertechnicalissues, the methodology has been further refingtlis edition.
The results shown in Table 2.1.3 supersede those reported in previous editions.

[Seetableonfollowing page]
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Table 2.1.3 2020 Tax Impact of Conservatiohands by County (in $millions)

Potential Tax Collection from all

Actual Tax Collection

Impact on Tax Collection from

Implied Share of

County Conservation Land on Conservation Land Conservation Land Tax Base Lost
County Tax School Tax County Tax SchoolTax County Tax School Tax County Base School Base

Alachua $8.37 $5.13 $0.16 $0.10 $8.21 $5.03 4.68% 4.20%
Baker $1.17 $0.81 $0.02 $0.01 $1.15 $0.79 13.33% 11.70%
Bay $4.93 $5.56 $0.01 $0.02 $4.92 $5.54 5.47% 5.07%
Bradford $0.09 $0.06 $0.00 $0.00 $0.09 $0.06 1.20% 1.06%
Brevard $11.31 $10.76 $0.13 $0.13 $11.18 $10.63 4.26% 3.81%
Broward $8.77 $7.75 $0.12 $0.12 $8.65 $7.63 0.58% 0.54%
Calhoun $0.08 $0.05 $0.00 $0.00 $0.08 $0.05 2.50% 2.19%
Charlotte $3.51 $2.61 $0.02 $0.02 $3.50 $2.59 2.05% 1.86%
Citrus $5.95 $4.10 $0.12 $0.09 $5.83 $4.01 7.40% 6.65%
Clay $2.44 $2.08 $0.03 $0.03 $2.41 $2.05 2.58% 2.32%
Collier $15.76 $14.82 $7.03 $7.60 $8.73 $7.22 1.66% 1.39%
Columbia $1.48 $1.06 $0.02 $0.01 $1.46 $1.05 6.46% 5.77%
DeSoto $2.16 $1.17 $0.03 $0.02 $2.13 $1.15 12.91% 11.68%
Dixie $2.82 $1.27 $0.12 $0.06 $2.70 $1.22 29.49% 28.17%
Duval $18.34 $8.62 $0.21 $0.10 $18.13 $8.51 2.10% 1.93%
Escambia $23.11 $18.29 $0.14 $0.12 $22.97 $18.17 14.91% 13.57%
Flagler $0.54 $0.35 $0.06 $0.04 $0.48 $0.31 0.56% 0.49%
Franklin $2.85 $2.37 $0.11 $0.10 $2.74 $2.27 16.88% 15.82%
Gadsden $0.17 $0.11 $0.00 $0.00 $0.17 $0.11 1.60% 1.40%
Gilchrist $0.28 $0.16 $0.01 $0.01 $0.27 $0.15 4.28% 3.72%
Glades $4.52 $2.11 $0.08 $0.04 $4.44 $2.07 37.51% 35.62%
Gulf $2.92 $2.36 $0.03 $0.03 $2.89 $2.33 18.04% 16.24%
Hamilton $0.51 $0.30 $0.01 $0.01 $0.49 $0.29 10.24% 9.43%
Hardee $0.33 $0.21 $0.05 $0.03 $0.29 $0.18 3.09% 2.72%
Hendry $8.36 $4.06 $0.08 $0.04 $8.28 $4.02 29.45% 27.51%
Hernando $4.23 $2.57 $0.03 $0.02 $4.20 $2.54 4.69% 4.04%
Highlands $1.60 $1.10 $0.14 $0.10 $1.46 $1.00 3.40% 3.06%
Hillsborough $11.97 $6.93 $0.12 $0.07 $11.85 $6.86 1.11% 1.02%
Holmes $0.15 $0.09 $0.00 $0.00 $0.15 $0.09 3.96% 3.36%
Indian River $3.25 $2.79 $0.06 $0.06 $3.18 $2.73 2.22% 2.08%
Jackson $0.47 $0.36 $0.00 $0.00 $0.46 $0.35 4.65% 4.22%
Jefferson $0.66 $0.49 $0.02 $0.01 $0.65 $0.47 13.83% 12.21%
Lafayette $0.54 $0.32 $0.00 $0.00 $0.54 $0.32 19.82% 18.22%
Lake $3.13 $2.93 $0.10 $0.10 $3.03 $2.83 1.83% 1.62%
Lee $4.33 $3.58 $0.07 $0.07 $4.26 $3.51 0.69% 0.63%
Leon $2.80 $1.89 $0.04 $0.03 $2.76 $1.86 1.77% 1.64%
Levy $2.86 $1.81 $0.08 $0.05 $2.78 $1.76 14.77% 13.25%
Liberty $2.91 $1.85 $0.01 $0.00 $2.91 $1.85 65.24% 62.56%
Madison $0.25 $0.14 $0.01 $0.00 $0.24 $0.14 4.05% 3.61%
Manatee $1.13 $1.01 $0.03 $0.03 $1.10 $0.98 0.37% 0.34%
Marion $7.72 $6.58 $0.10 $0.10 $7.62 $6.48 4.79% 4.29%
Martin $8.31 $5.29 $0.27 $0.18 $8.04 $5.11 3.67% 3.44%
Miami-Dade $15.91 $14.07 $0.72 $0.69 $15.18 $13.38 0.61% 0.56%
Monroe $11.68 $9.35 $1.08 $1.14 $10.60 $8.21 7.92% 7.14%
Nassau $1.88 $1.19 $0.01 $0.01 $1.87 $1.18 2.07% 1.91%
Okaloosa $5.93 $6.94 $0.37 $0.44 $5.56 $6.50 5.42% 5.05%
Okeechobee $2.53 $1.72 $0.10 $0.07 $2.43 $1.66 13.79% 12.58%
Orange $5.12 $4.84 $0.05 $0.05 $5.07 $4.80 0.49% 0.45%
Osceola $9.26 $6.73 $0.09 $0.06 $9.18 $6.67 3.60% 3.33%
Palm Beach $18.48 $15.32 $0.18 $0.16 $18.30 $15.16 1.08% 1.02%
Pasco $2.78 $1.67 $0.20 $0.12 $2.58 $1.55 0.89% 0.80%
Pinellas $4.53 $3.16 $0.03 $0.02 $4.50 $3.14 0.56% 0.52%
Polk $2.07 $1.56 $0.49 $0.38 $1.59 $1.18 0.59% 0.51%
Putnam $2.42 $1.34 $0.05 $0.03 $2.38 $1.32 6.40% 5.80%
Santa Rosd $5.89 $5.40 $0.09 $0.09 $5.80 $5.31 7.81% 7.01%
Sarasota $6.32 $8.24 $0.03 $0.05 $6.29 $8.20 1.83% 1.72%
Seminole $1.12 $0.93 $0.15 $0.13 $0.97 $0.80 0.38% 0.35%
St. Johns $3.83 $3.12 $0.54 $0.47 $3.29 $2.65 1.46% 1.34%
St. Lucie $4.04 $2.24 $0.16 $0.09 $3.88 $2.14 1.54% 1.35%
Sumter $1.08 $0.87 $0.02 $0.02 $1.06 $0.85 1.19% 1.08%
Suwannee $0.38 $0.25 $0.03 $0.02 $0.36 $0.23 2.79% 2.48%
Taylor $0.52 $0.37 $0.01 $0.00 $0.51 $0.36 6.69% 6.16%
Union $0.01 $0.01 $0.00 $0.00 $0.01 $0.01 0.41% 0.34%
Volusia $6.87 $4.51 $0.38 $0.26 $6.49 $4.24 1.96% 1.73%
Wakulla $3.66 $2.73 $0.01 $0.01 $3.65 $2.72 27.62% 24.75%
Walton $5.49 $5.79 $0.05 $0.05 $5.45 $5.73 4.91% 4.68%
Washington $0.43 $0.29 $0.01 $0.01 $0.42 $0.28 6.71% 5.93%
Statewide $309.33 $238.54 $14.52 $13.93 $294.81 $224.61 1.83% 1.60%
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2.2Historical, Current, and Projected Future ConservationLand Expenditures

EDR is directedto analyzehistoric expendituresandto forecastfuture expendituredasedupon
historicaltrendsandongoingprojectsor initiatives associatedavith real propertyinterestseligible
for Florida Foreverfunding undersection259.105,Florida StatutesFundingfor the acquisition
andmanagementdf conservatiotandsin Floridais providedby avarietyof institutions,including
federal and state governments,regional governments,ocal governments,and private non

governmentakntities. This part of the analysisfocuseson governmentakexpendituresTo the
extentthat private nongovernmentakentities provide funding to governmentabhgenciesthose
funds are also included. A variety of availabledata sourceswere reviewedand analyzedfor

historical and currentinformation on conservatiorland appropriationsand expenditures? This
sectionsummarizeshe mostrelevantinformation®

Expendituresof Stateand Federal Funds

Severaktateagencieseceivelegislativeappropriationgor progransrelatedto conservatiotand
acquisitionand managemenincluding the Departmenbf EnvironmentalProtection(DEP), the
Departmenbf Agriculture and ConsumeiServices DACS), the Fish andWildlife Conservation
Commission(FWC), andthe Departmenof State(DOS). In some instances, federal dollars are
also provided to the state. When this occurs, the federal dollars are appropriated, although
separately identifiedecauseherelatedexpendituresrefully contemplatedh thes t a liudgét,s
stateandfederalexpendituresrethenaddressetbgether’

Land Acquisition

Florida Forever

The s t a tuerdndand conservationprogramis the Florida Forever program. The Florida
Constitutionauthorizegheissuancef tax-supportedondsto financeor refinancetheacquisition
andimprovemenbf land andwaterareador the purpose®f conservationrestorationof natural
systemsywaterresourcedevelopmentputdoorrecreationandhistoricpreservatiot® Thes t at e 6 s
environmentalbonds, including Florida Foreverbondsand Evergladesrestorationbonds, are
securg:‘d)y DocumentarystampTaxrevenuesndarenotbackedby thefull faith andcreditof the

state>

The Florida Foreverprogramwas initially authorizedin 1999in responsdo a voterapproved
constitutionalamendmento acquireland for conservatiorpurpose$?® Underthe Florida Forever
program,$3 billion of bondswere authorizedto be issuedover ten years.In 2008, the Florida

55 Sources include the annual General Appropriations Acts, the Florida Accounting Information Resource (FLAIR) System, the
Legislative Appropriations/Planning and BudgetiSystem (LAS/PBS), periodic agency reports, Water Management District
annual financial reports, and local government annual financial reports.

56 1t should be noted that the structure of federal, state, and local funding often results in the dupdisattiregrof the same
dollars. Attempting to sum the reported expenditures across the various sectors may lead to erroneous conclusions.
57The2021Editionincludesexpenditure®eginningin FiscalYear2010-11, which providesa 10-yearhistory.Foralongerhistory,
seethe2017 Edition, at p. 24, available at:
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturalsources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment_2@itidE. pdf.

58 Art. VII, 8§11, Fla. Const.

59 Chapter7 of this reportprovidesadditionalinformationon Evergladesestoratiorbonds.

60Ch.99-247,8 21, Lawsof Fla. (codifiedasamendedt § 259.105 Fla. Stat.).
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Foreverbondingauthorizationwasextendedor anotherten years This increagd the maximum
amount of potential Florida Forever bonds to $5.3 billion. To date, the state has issued
approximately$2.0billion of FloridaForeverbonds.The most recent bond issuance was in 2017,
when thd_egislatureauthorizedb800million in newFloridaForevebondsto payfor costsrelated
to land acquisition planning,andconstructionof waterstoragereservoir$® At the endof Fiscal
Year2019-20, theaggregat@rincipalamountof outstandindpondswas$567.55million with debt
serviceof $134.92 million duein Fiscal Year 2020-21. If no new bondsaresold, the estimated
debtserviceis expectedo declinethroughFiscalYear202829, atwhichtimetheexistingFlorida

Foreverbondswould be retired®? Table 2.2.1 showsthe estimateddebtservicethat will be due
eachfiscal year.

Table 2.2.1Florida Forever BondsOutstanding Debt Service(in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 2526 26-27 27-28 28-29 Total

Principal | $106.83  $90.63 $84.12 $68.14  $71.54  $58.19  $40.67  $32.83 $14.63| $567.55

Interest $28.09 $22.75 $18.22 $14.01 $10.60 $7.03 $4.12 $2.08 $0.73 | $107.62

Outstanding
Debt Service $134.92 $113.38 $102.33  $82.15  $82.14  $65.21  $44.78  $3491  $15.36| $675.17

Source:StateBoardof Administrationof Florida Annual Debt ServiceReportfor the FiscalYear EndedJune30, 2020
Note: Valuesmaynot sumto totalsdueto rounding.

Fundingfor the Florida Foreverprogram,including bond proceedsand cashtransfersjs heldin
theFloridaForeverTrustFundandadministeredy the Departmenbf EnvironmentaProtection
(DEP). Section259.105, Florida Statutes,providesfor the distribution of any cashor bond
proceedsrom the Florida ForeverTrust Fundto variousagenciesand programs.The statutory
distributionsunderthe original authorizatiorandunderthe 2008reauthorizatioraredisplayedin
Table 2.2.2. Detailed descriptionsof the programsreceiving distributions under the Florida
Foreverprogramwere providedin the 2017 Edition of this report®® Any expendituregrom the
trustfund aresubjectto annualevaluationrandappropriatiorby the Legislature.

[See table on following page]

61 SeeCh.201710, § 3, Lawsof Fla. (codifiedat § 373.4598Fla. Stat.).

62See§2 01 . 15 ( 3) ( at)stheirfentaf the L8diskturethat@lfbondsissuedto fund the Florida ForeverAct beretired
by DecembeB1, 20400 )

63 Seehttp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturasources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment_2017Editioat pefje29.
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Table 2.2.2Statutory Distribution of Florida Forever Funds

FY 200001 FY 200809

Through Through
Florida Forever Statutory Distribution FY 200708 Present
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- StateLands 35.0% 35.0%
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- WaterManagemenbDistricts 35.0% 30.0%
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- FloridaCommunitiesTrust 22.0% 21.0%
Dep.Agriculture& ConsumeiServices Rural& Family LandsProtection 0.0% 3.5%
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- Working Waterfronts 0.0% 2.5%
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- Fla RecreatiorDevelopmenfssistancesrants 2.0% 2.0%
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- Recreatior& Park$ 1.5% 1.5%
Dep.EnvironmentaProtection- Greenways Trails 1.5% 1.5%
Fish& Wildlife ConservatiorCommission Land Acquisition* 1.5% 1.5%
Dep.Agriculture& ConsumeiServices FloridaForestService 1.5% 1.5%

*Thesedistributionsarelimited to inholdingsandadditionsto landsmanagedy theseagencies.

Sincethe inceptionof the programin Fiscal Year 200001, the Stateof Florida hasspentmore
than$3.0billion for Florida Forever.In the mostrecentten years,Fiscal Year 2010-11 through
Fiscal Year 2019-20, the total expendituredhhavebeen$420.57 million. Figure2.2.1showsthat
thelargestshareof theseexpenditure$43.40 percenthasbeento supporiandconservatiorefforts
by the DEP Division of StateLands The nexttwo highestexpendituresvere Aid to the Water
Managemenbistricts (25.9 percentiandthe Rural and Family Lands Protection progidh79
percent)Table2.2.3showstheannualcashexpenditure$or eachprogramsinceFiscalYear2010-

11.

[See figure on following page]
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Figure 2.2.1Sharesof Florida Forever Expendituresin PastTen Years

FY 2010-11 through FY 2019-20
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Table 2.2.3Florida Forever Program Expenditures by Fiscal Year (in $millions)

- FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
Agency and Division/Program 1011 1112 1213 1314 1415 1516 1617 1718 1819 1920
State Lands $3.86 $10.23 $6.81 $14.53 $19.85 $3.41 $18.46 $25.31 $18.54 $61.53
Forida Communities $17.15  $559  $7.12  $279  $1.25  $0.00  $2.34  $348  $8.75  $0.70
Working Waterfronts $0.01 $ $0.01 $0.00 $0.32 $ $0.02 $0.01 $0.00 $1.45
DEP Recreation and Parks $3.22 $0.90 $0.05 $0.02 $0.51 $0.77 $7.33 $0.94 $0.15 $0.29
Florida Recreation
Development Assistance $3.69 $ $0.30 $ $ $ $ $- $0.10 $0.15
Grants
Greenways and Trails $3.07 $0.03 $0.01 $0.00 $0.64 $0.03 $0.14 $1.42 $ $0.01
Aid to Water
Management Districts $63.37 $9.52 $3.14 $0.48 $21.12 $1.66 $5.70 $0.16 $0.23 $3.53
Florida Forest Service $0.66 $0.93 $0.76 $0.18 $0.23 $0.02 $0.00 $0.05 $0.50 $0.04
DACS | and \ g
Rural and Family Lan
Protection Program $7.47 $0.01 $0.04 $0.08 $1.49 $0.51 $7.92  $27.25 $4.83 $
FWC  Land Acquisition $0.05 $0.35 $0.01 $ $ $0.01 $ $0.71 $0.22 $0.03
Total $102.56 $27.55 $18.25 $18.09 $45.41 $6.39 $41.92 $59.35 $33.32 $67.74
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To supplementistributionsprovidedthroughthe Florida Foreverprogram,the Legislaturehas
provided additional funds for the following land acquisitionprograms:the Florida Recreation
DevelopmentAssistanceProgram(FRDAP), the Rural and Family Lands ProtectionProgram
(RFLPP) Water ManagemenDistricts (WMDs), and StateParks.During the period covering
Fiscal Year 2010-11 throughFiscal Year 201920, the total additional expendituredor these
programswere $19875 million. Table 2.2.4 shows the annual cash expendituresfor these
programghatwerein additionto their FloridaForeverdistributions.

Table 2.2.4Annual CashExpenditures Outside of Florida Forever (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 1617 17-18 1819 19-20

FRDAP $8.96 $ $ $0.10 $0.32 $0.94 $2.83 $5.13 $3.88 $3.24
RFLPP $- $ $- $0.01 $0.45 $11.01 $14.63 $0.11 $4.47 $0.60

WMDs $32.70 $29.21 $29.64 $19.52 $8.76 $5.64 $1.45 $0.06 $0.13 $0.03

State Parks $- $ $- $ $0.05 $0.67 $11.00 $2.06 $1.17 $-

Total $41.66 $29.21 $29.64 $19.63 $9.57 $18.26 $29.91 $7.35 $9.65 $3.88

OtherLand AcquisitionPrograms

In additionto the land acquisitionprogramsfundedthroughthe Florida Foreverprogram,the
Legislaturehasfundedothertypesof landacquisitionprogramsin themostrecentenyearsthese
programshaveincludedthe Off-Highway Vehicle program,statewideforestryland acquisition,
and the acquisitionof historic propertiesthroughoutthe stateby DOS. Table 2.2.5 showsthe

annualcashexpendituredor theseprogramsduring this period. Historic Propertiesis the only

programthat hasreceivednew appropriationsn the mostrecentfive fiscal years;however this

fundingincludesdollarsfor standalonerestoratiorprojectsaswell as land acquisition.

Table 2.2.5Expenditures for Other Land Acquisition Programs (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

1011 1112 1213 1314 1415 1516 1617 1718 1819 1920

DACS Off Highway $0.07  $0.01  $0.02  $0.07  $0.03 $ $ & $ &
Vehicle

DACS Forestry $0.14 $0.00 $ $0.01 $0.00 $ $ $ $- $-
DOS Historic

Proporties | 3067 & $ $0.13  $1.78  $5.72  $12.27  $7.41  $656  $5.87

Total $0.88  $0.02  $0.02  $0.21  $1.81  $572  $12.27  $7.41  $6.56  $5.87

Land Management

The agenciesesponsiblefor managemendf F 1 o r pubhlia idrslsfor conservatiorpurposes
includeDEP (StateLands,Recreatiorand Parks,Coastaland Aquatic ManagedAreas(CAMA),
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and GreenwaysandTrails); DACS (Florida ForestServiceor FFS; FWC; andDOS (Historical
Resources)Pursuantto section 259.037, Florida Statutes,the Land ManagementUniform
AccountingCouncil (Council) is comprisedof representativefom eachof the land managing
agencies.The Council has establishedspecific cost accountingcategoriesn order to provide
consistentlatafor purpose®f policy making.To thatend,the Councilpublishesanannualreport
detailingthepriory e alandrsanagemendctivitiesandexpenditure$?

As reportedby the Council,theseagenciehavespentnearly$1.9 billion overthe mostrecentten

fiscal yearsto managehes t a tomsérgationands.The reportsinclude expendituresrom all

appropriatedunds,includingbothstateandfederalsourcesTable2.2.6showstheannualamounts
spentfor themajorcostcategorieshatweredescribedn detailin the 2017Edition of thisreporf®

plustheeradicatiorof terrestriainvasiveplantsby FWC onlandsmanagedby agencie®therthan
FWC andthe FFSS wildfire protectionon landsnot designatedsstateforests

Table 2.2.6Direct Land ManagementExpenditures by Cost Category (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 1920

Resource
Management $29.62 $30.62 $30.92 $26.47 $29.32 $34.55 $36.52 $40.05 $44.76 $44.24

Administration $23.40 $20.75 $21.70 $12.29 $1457 $13.25 $14.65 $15.37 $19.60 $20.34

Support | $12.83 $14.01 $14.81 $18.96 $20.86 $24.64 $30.48 $27.67 $25.00 $25.21

Capital

Improvements $34.77 $16.15 $22.07 $26.52 $30.46 $38.39 $42.03 $41.84 $38.61 $36.75

Recreation/
Visitor $43.57 $40.14 $38.78 $50.26 $54.44 $55.37 $61.40 $72.77 $69.92 $65.92
Services

Law

Enforcement $12.28 $12.65 $13.63 $6.05 $6.06 $7.16 $7.49 $7.67 $7.55 $9.72

Terrestrial
Invasive Plant $6.96 $5.21 $5.41 $12.15 $13.08 $15.24 $16.00 $14.08 $13.24 $11.14
Control

Wildfire

Protection $7.11 $7.11 $7.11 $7.11 $7.11 $7.11 $7.11 $7.10 $7.66 $7.19

Total | $170.54 $146.64 $154.43 $159.81 $175.90 $195.71 $215.68 $226.55 $226.35 $220.51

While the C 0 u n dandm@rsaagementeportsprovide a wealth of knowledgeaboutthes t at e 6 s
effortsto managdandfor conservatiorpurposestherearesignificantmanagementoststhatare
relatedto managingstatelandsbut arenot categorizedn this reportasdirect land management
expendituresThisincludesthemanagermantof submergedandsby CAMA , aquatidnvasiveplant
controlby FWC, andlaw enforcemenby FWC on nonFWC managedreas

64 SeeStateof FloridaLand Managementniform AccountingCouncil (LMUAC) 2020 Annual report (FY 201920), availableat:
http://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/DSL/IOESWeb/FLDEP_DSL_OES LMUAC_AnnualRgylf (AccessedNovember 2020.
65 Seehttp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturasources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment_2017Editioat peifje39.
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Table 2.2.7 quantifies these indirect or additional managementexpendituresrelated to
conservatioand Early land management expenditufes FWC law enforcementctivitieson
nonFWC managedireasarenotincludedin the expenditureshownbelowbecaus®nly datafor
FiscalYear201718 andonwardareavailable?® Thesetotalsarenot consideredn theforecasting
of landmanagemergxpenditure$oundbelowin Table2.2.8.

Table 2.2.7Additional ManagementExpenditures Relatedto StateLands (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY
1516 16-17 17-18 1819 1920
CAMA Submerged Lands $5.83 $4.84 $8.96 $7.51 $7.88
Aquatic Invasive Plant
Control $18.03 $23.33 $16.97 $13.49 $15.46
FWC Law Enforcement
(non-FWC land) N/A N/A $29.95 $26.35 $35.29
Total $23.86 $28.16 $55.89 $47.36 $58.62

Further,asnotedin theC o u n 2020répart,the expendituresloi n mdludelocal andfederal
government®r nonprofitconservatiororganizationshatprovidesignificantservicesowardsthe

s t a lanel@sservatiorandresourcebasedecreationgoalsando b j e ¢ % Fonexaspledhe

statehasprovidedregularfunding for the acquisitionandimprovementf conservationlandsby

water managementistricts and through the Florida CommunitiesTrust, Florida Recreation
Developmentand AssistanceGrants,and StanMayfield Working Waterfrontsprograms While

the propertiesacquiredundertheseprogramsarepurchasedvith statedollars,thetitles arevested
in other entities. Any managementostsborne by theseentities for those propertiesare not

includedin thereport.

Forecastof State Expenditures on ConservationLand
Forecasting@nnualstateconservationand acquisitionexpendituress a difficult taskbecauséehe
levelvariesgreatlybasednthewillingnessof sellers theuseof bondingto fund acquisitionsand
the particularsetof circumstancegacing changingsetsof policy makers.For example,overall
funding for environmentalprogramsin the last decadehas beensignificantly affectedby the
protractedrecoveryfrom the s t a hoastingmarketcollapseand the GreatRecessionIn this
regardthethreesource®f stateacquisitionexpenditurefrom Tables2.2.3,2.2.4,and2.2.5above
alongwith thelandmanagemergxpenditurefrom Table2.2.6arecompiledin Figure2.2.2. There
wasacleardeclinein acquisitionand managemeeipendituresvertheearlyyearsin the10year
historythatmimicsthes t a ¢cendnsiccondition; however,fundingin recentyearsappeardo
havestabilized.

66 Chapter 201088, Laws of Florida, transferred the responsibility of law enforcement orndERRAged conservation lands, such
as state parks, from DEP to FWC. At that time, expenditures for FWC law enforcement activitiesFaf@ananaged lands
were notincluded in the LMUAC reports. It was not until the LMUAC reporting for Fiscal Year 2@ That these land
management expenditures were included. Chapter-2819Laws of Florida, transferred this responsibility back to DEP.

67 SeeStateof FloridaLand ManagemenUniform AccountingCouncil LMUAC) 2020Annualreport(FY 2019-20), at3 (Chair
SubmittalandReportAbstract),availableat
http://publicfilesdep.state.fl.us/DSL/IOESWeb/FLDEP_DSL_OES_LMUAC_AnnualReport(ddtessedNovember 2020.
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Figure 2.2.2Historic State Expenditures on ConservationLand (in $millions)

Both the acquisitionand managemenfiorecastgely on a threeyearmoving averageof the data
Theforecastfor all stateconservatiotand expendituress shownin Table2.28.

Table 2.28 History and Forecastof State ConservationLand Expenditures (in $millions)

Histor FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
y 1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 1617 17-18 1819 19-20

Land Acquisition| $145.10 $56.78 $47.91 $37.93 $56.79 $30.37 $84.10 $74.11 $49.53

$77.49

Land Managemen{ $170.54 $146.64 $154.43 $159.81 $175.90 $195.71 $215.68 $226.55 $226.35 $220.51

Total | $31564 $203.42 $202.34 $197.74 $232.69 $226.08 $299.78 $300.66 $275.88 $298.00

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2021 2122 2223 2324 2425 2526 2627 2728 2829 2930

Land Acquisition $67.04 $64.68 $69.74 $67.15 $67.19 $68.03 $67.46 $67.56 $67.68

$67.57

Land Managemen| $224.47 $223.78 $222.92 $223.72 $223.47 $223.37 $223.52 $223.46 $223.45 $223.48

Total | $291.51 $288.46 $292.66 $290.88 $290.66 $291.40 $290.98 $291.01 $291.13 $291.04

Federally Funded Program Expenditures

In additionto appopriationsfrom GeneralRevenueand statetrust funds, the Legislaturealso
providesappropriationdrom federaltrust funds. During the mostrecentten years,a variety of
federalgrantprogramshavebeenappropriatedn a regularbasisthroughthe statebudget.Most
of the programswhich weredescribedn detailin the 2017 Edition of this report®® arematching
grantprogramsadministeredy a stateagencyTable2.29 showstheongoingprogramsandtheir
annualcashexpendituresalong with a forecastfor future years.Since Fiscal Year 201011,
expenditureshave totaled $86 million with an average 0$8.6 million being spentannually.
Although the federalfunding and associatedtateappropriationshaveremainedfairly constant
over this period, the actualexpendituregluctuatefrom yearto yearbasedon the completionof
specific projectsreceivinggrants.Further,the federalgrant periodsextendacrossmultiple state
fiscal yearswhich canalsoleadto ebbsandflows of expendituresThefinal forecastis basedon

68 Seehttp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturasources/andandWaterAnnualAssessment_2017Editiongtphges 1.
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the three year moving avelge of the expenditures Since funding for specific programsis
contingenon federalactions,only thetotalis estimated.

Table 2.29 Federally Funded ConservationLand Programsi Expendituresand Forecast(in
$millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

America the Beautiful $1.25 $0.98 $0.96 $0.79 $0.76 $1.18 $0.76 $0.68 $0.69 $0.67

History

AmeriCorp $0.55 $0.63 $0.57 $0.44 $0.37 $0.41 $0.55 $0.61 $0.50 $0.52

Recreational Trails $1.58 $1.15 $3.86 $5.37 $9.85 $2.73 $2.44 $0.64 $1.71 $0.94
Land and Water
Conservation Fund
Coastal Partnership
Initiative
Endangered Species
Conservation Fund

$1.03 $2.05 $0.94 $0.38 $0.39 $2.04 $1.19 $0.55 $0.46 $2.03
$1.76 $1.56 $1.93 $0.84 $1.02 $0.61 $0.59 $0.57 $1.02 $0.86
$0.78 $3.37 $1.01 $3.67 $1.18 $1.12 $1.06 $0.31 $1.07 $0.52

Land Acquisition Grants $ $0.60 $ $3.80 $ $ $ $ $ $

Historic Preservation

Grants $0.12 $0.20 $0.21 $0.09 $0.12 $0.16 $0.14 $0.19 $0.18 $0.17

Total $7.07 $10.52 $9.49 $15.37 $13.68 $8.24 $6.74 $3.54 $5.63 $5.71

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 2526 26-27 27-28 28-29 29-30

Total $4.96 $5.43 $5.37 $5.25 $5.35 $5.32 $5.31 $5.33 $5.32 $5.32

Forecast

RegionalExpenditures

Regionalexpenditurexan be undertakerseparatelyfrom a specificappropriationinthes t at e 6 s
budget.The FloridaWaterResource#\ct of 1972,chapter373, Florida Statuteswasenactedo

provide the legal frameworkto conserve protect,manageand control watersand relatedland
resourcesn the state.While statelevel administrationis vestedin DEP, to the greatestextent
possiblejt is encouragedb delegatets powersto the governingboardsof thefive regionalwater
managemendlistricts: NorthwestFlorida, SuwanneeRriver, St. JohnsRiver, SouthwestFlorida,
andSouthFlorida®®

Among the enumerategpowersvestedin the WMDs is the authority to acquirelandsfor the
purposeof conservatiorand protectionof water and waterrelatedresources® The WMDs are
authorizedo acquirefee or lessthanfeeinterestan real propertyfor purpose®f fi f | @oiwtrdl,
water storage,water managementconservéion and protection of water resources,aquifer

69 § 373.069 Fla. Stat.(dividing the stateinto five watermanagemendistricts).
70§ 373.139(1)Fla. Stat.
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rechargewaterresourceand water supply developmentand preservatiorof wetlands,streams,
andl akds. 0

In order to identify WMD expendituresrelated to conservationland acquisition and land
managemenEDR reviewedthe WM D spéeliminarybudgetsandtentativebudgetsdevelopedn
accordancewith sections373.535and 373.536, Florida Statutes,respectively.Thesebudget
documentsncludedactualauditedexpenditureallocatedo six programareasncludingii 2 Lafd
Acquisition, RestorationandPublicWo r kaedd 3 Ogferationand Maintenanceof Works and
L a n dwith respecto conservatiodandacquisitionandmanagemen&DR reviewedthe actual
audited expendituresfor the following activities within those program areas 2.1 Land
Acquisitiono andfi3.1 Land Managemend

Table2.210 providesexpendituredatafor conservationand acquisitionsby eachof the WMDs.
As explainedabovetheseactualauditednumbersareincluded as part of distritiudgets’? Ideally,
thesewould only include acquisitionof conservatiodandsand not landsthat were acquiredfor
anyotherlawful purposeln practice thesenumberscannotbe categorizedhat cleanlyandmay
includesomeland acquisitionexpenditure$or otherpurposesSimilarly, someconservatiorand
acquisitionexpendituresnay not havebeenassignedo thefi 2 LahdA ¢ g u i sactivity iban 0
WMD assignedland acquisition expendituresto the particular program or activity that the
acquisitionssupport.in theseinstances|and acquisitionexpenditurewill not be accountedor
here.Notethatthe historicdatais in local fiscal years which beginOctoberl andendSeptember
30. Forforecastingourposesthe datehasbeenconvertedo statefiscal years.Forecastsely ona
threeyearmovingaverageasit bestfits the natureof thedata.

Table 2.210 Water ManagementDistrict Land Acquisition Expenditures (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819
NWFWMD $0.03 $0.09 $0.02 $0.74 $1.07
SJRWMD $15.53 $12.68 $3.90 $16.24 $3.05
SFWMD $ $ $ $ $-
SWFWMD $3.09 $0.50 $6.35 $0.50 $0.57
SRWMD $5.41 $0.07 $0.10 $3.26 $0.08
Total $24.06 $13.34 $10.37 $20.74 $4.77
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324
Total $12.67 $13.19 $11.54 $12.47 $12.40

Source:Annual Budgetsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

While theseexpendituresnayattimesseemniowerthanonewould expect,theyrepresentheactual
auditedoutlays of thedistricts.Toevaluateeachd i s t aonservatiofandexpendituregshe2017
Edition of this reportusedeachd i s t €amprehénsivéAnnual Financial Reportalong with
historical documentgprovidedby the districts. All three sourcesprovide significantly different

718 373.139(2)Fla. Stat.

72ZWMD actualauditedbudgetdor afiscal yearareavailableas part othetentativebudgetdwo fiscal yearslater. Thisis required
by section373.536 Florida Statutes.
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expendiuresfor thedistricts.Actual auditedoudgetsverechoserbecaus¢heyaretheonly source
with consistentexpenditurecategoriesacrossall districts and years.It would be beneficialto
future editionsof this reportfor the watermanagemendistrictsto report their conservatioand

expendituresas a distinct categoryin their budgets,annualfinancial reports,or as part of their
FloridaForeverwork plans.

Table2.2.11 providesexpendituredatafor conservatioland managemenby eachof the water
managemendistricts. Similar to the acquisitionexpendituresshownabove,thesenumkbers are
presentedin the actual audited budgetsof the districts. Again, it would be ideal if these
expendituregexcludedandsthataremanagedor non-conservatiorpurposesif any.In practice,
thesenumbersannotbecategorizedhatcleanlyandwill includesomemanagemergxpenditures
for other purposesSimilarly, someconservatioland managemenéxpendituresnay not have
beenassignedo thei 3 LahdMa n a g e mmdivitytandare not accountedor here.Note that
the historic datais in local fiscal years,which begin October1 and end September30. For
forecastingpurposesthe datehasbeenconvertedo statefiscal years.Forecastsely on a three
yearmovingaveragesit bestfits the natureof thedata.

Table 2.2.11 Water ManagementDistrict Land ManagementExpenditures (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819

NWFWMD $2.49 $2.32 $2.64 $2.41 $2.73
SIJRWMD $4.35 $4.10 $4.69 $4.83 $4.83
SFWMD $14.20 $27.10 $14.45 $11.33 $10.78
SWFWMD $3.75 $3.62 $4.07 $4.22 $4.49
SRWMD $1.60 $1.68 $2.29 $2.59 $2.77
Total $26.39 $38.81 $28.13 $25.38 $25.60
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324

Total $27.47 $26.36 $26.46 $26.76 $26.52

Source:AnnualBudgetsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

In Florida,therearea numberof specialdistrictsthatarelocatedacrossmultiple counties Forthe
purposef this report,EDR categorizesheseentitiesasregionalentities. Table2.2.12 provides
a forecastand detailsa history of conservatiodand expenditure® by regionalspecialdistricts
based on survey results Examplesof thesedistricts include the Port LaBelle Community
DevelopmenDistrict andthe TampaBay EstuaryProgram Note thatthe historicdatais in local
fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingourposesit hasbeen

convertedto statefiscal years.Forecastsely on a threeyear moving averageasit bestfits the
natureof the data.

73 For further detailson the sourceandmethodologyof this data,seethefi L o E & p e n d settion. e s 0
“I'n the 2019 Edition of this report, all applicabl enyspeci al
one responded. As a resul t, t heaesgpondentsito@vois skgwengtheddata.s har es wer e
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Table 2.2.12 ConservationLand Expenditures by Regional SpecialDistricts (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 1617 17-18

Acquisition $ $ $ $ $-
Management $3.54 $1.21 $0.45 $0.84 $1.56
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23

Acquisition $ $ $ $ $-
Management $0.92 $1.01 $1.10 $1.01 $1.04

Source:AnnualFinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenof FinancialServicesPivision of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccount 537 and572are shared out in accordance with local government
survey results

Local Expenditures

Local expenditurescan be undertakenseparatelyfrom a specific appropriationin thest at e 0 s
budget.Section218.32 Florida Statutesrequireseachlocal governmengentity thatis determined

to be a reporting entity as defined by generally acceptedaccountingprinciples and each
independenspecialdistrictasdefinedin section189.012 FloridaStatutesto submitto the Florida
Departmentof Financial Services(DFS) a copy of its Annual FinancialReport(AFR) for the
previousfiscal yearno laterthannine monthsafterthe endof the fiscal year. The AFR is not an
auditbutrathera uniquefinancialdocumenthatis completedusingaformatprescribedy DFS.

Furthermoresection218.33 FloridaStatutesstatesfi E alachl governmentaéntity shallfollow

uniform accountingpracticesandproceduresspromulgatedoy rule of the departmento assure
the useof properaccountingand fiscal managemenby suchunits. Suchrules shall include a
uniformclassificatiorofa ¢ ¢ o uAssistedydepresentativesf variouslocalgovernmentdDFS

developedthe Uniform Accounting SystemChart of Accountsto be usedas the standardfor

recordingand reporting financial information to the State of Florida. Implementationof the

standardChartof Accountsand StandardAnnual ReportingFormbeganin 1978,andsincethen,
there have beenminor changesand updatesto both. As mandatedby section218.33,Florida
Statutesteportingentitiesusethis Chartof Accountsasanintegralpartof theiraccountingsystem
sothatthe preparatiorof their AFRswill be consistentvith otherlocal reportingentities.

AFR accountcode537is usedto itemizeconservatiorandresourcenanagemengxpenditureg®
This mayincludeland, water,or anyothernaturalresourceFurther,accountcode572is usedto
itemizeparksandrecreatiorexpendituresvhich mayincludeconservationand or waterresource
relatedexpendituresin aneffortto narrowtheseexpenditureto conservatioandacquisitionand
managementEDR conducteda surveyof all local andregionalgovernmentghat hadlisted an
expendituré® of greater tha ten thousand dollaf’sin any oftheseaccountdor local Fiscal Year
201718. The surveyaskedthemto indicatethe sharesof theseexpenditurahatwerespecifically

5 It is possiblethat somelocal governmenexpenditure®n conservatiodand acquisitionmay be reportedin other AFR account
codesEDR will continueto explorethistopic.

76 The survey asked about expenditures in accounts 537 and 572 as well as revenues in account 343.700, a service charge for
conservation and resource management.

" Local and regional governments representing less than 0.01 percent of the total valueasicthess are not surveyed due to

this.
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for conservatiorland acquisitionand managemeniWhile not all entitiesrespondeda sufficient
samplewasprovidedto createaveragesharedor the countywide, municipality-wide, andspecial
districtwide levels. Actual shareswere appled to the datawhen given and weightedsharesby
governmentype andaccountwereappliedto the nonrespondentsSeeTableB.1 in AppendixB
for responseatesand applied sharesand Table B.2 in Appendix B for unallocatedfinancial
accountdata. Table 2.2.13 providesa forecastand details a history of expendituresy local
government®n conservatiodand acquisition Note thatthe historic datais in local fiscal years,
which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit hasbeenconvertedo

statefiscal years.Forecastgely on a threeyear moving averageasit bestfits the natureof the
data.

Table 2.2.13 Conservation Land Acquisition Expenditures by Local Governments (in
$millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18
Counties $20.28 $21.90 $17.95 $14.13 $36.50
Municipalities $3.45 $3.35 $3.78 $3.77 $6.61
Special Districts $ $ $- $ $8.92
Total $23.73 $25.25 $21.73 $17.90 $52.03

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23

Total $28.32 $30.23 $34.02 $30.85 $31.70

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenf FinancialServices Division of Accounting

andAuditing, Bureauof Local Governmen#Accountss37and572are shared out in accordance with local government su
results

Table2.2.14 providesa forecastand detailsa history of expendituredy local governmenton
conservatioland managementNote that the historic datais in local fiscal years,which begin
Octoberl andend SeptembeB0. For forecastingpurposesit hasbeenconvertedto statefiscal
years.Forecastsely on athreeyearmovingaverageasit bestfits the natureof the data.

Table 2.2.14 Conservation Land Management Expenditures by Local Governments (in
$millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18
Counties $59.40 $57.67 $73.01 $57.20 $91.86
Municipalities $47.18 $51.57 $58.08 $62.97 $22.61
Special Districts $0.83 $0.97 $1.01 $1.18 $0.16
Total $107.42 $110.21 $132.10 $121.35 $114.63
- |
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23
Total $122.32 $120.89 $119.84 $121.02 $120.58

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenbf FinancialServices Division of Accounting

andAuditing, Bureauof Local Governmen®ccountss37and572are shared out in accordance with local government su
results
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2.3 Projecting Expenditures Required to Purchase Lands Identified for
Conservation

Under the Florida Foreverprogram,various acquisitionlists or work plans are developedto

identify projectsthatareeligible for Florida Foreverfunding. The Departmenbf Environmental
Protection(DEP), the Departmenbf Agriculture and ConsumeiServices(DACS), the Fish and
Wildlife ConservationrCommission(FWC) and eachof the five water managemendlistricts all

maintainat leastone list of landsidentified for potentialconservationlt is also possiblethat
settlementagreement®r final judgmentswould require discreteland acquisitions.While not

incorporatedn thereportatthis time, future editionsmayincludethis analysisf applicable Note
thatin additionto land beingidentified as potentialconservatiodand and funding being made
avaiable, a willing selleris necessaryFurther,section253.025(8)(j)1. Florida Statutes states
that:i A offer by a stateagencymay not exceedhevaluefor thatparcelasdeterminedursuant
to the highestapprovedappraisalor the value determinedoursuantto the rules of the boardof

trusteesyhichevervalueis| e s s . 0

Estimating ConservationLand Acquisition Costsusing Ad Valorem Data

There are a total of six plansidentified by state agenciesand one eachfor the five water
managemerdistricts(WMDs). Thesix stateplansareD E P BlaidaForeverPriority List (FFPL)

and Division of Recreationand ParksOptimum Boundaries(DRP); D A C SRaral and Family
LandsProtectionProgram(RFLPP),ForestLegacyProgram(FLP), and Florida ForestService
Inholdings and Additions (DACSI&A); and F WC dlrsholdings and Additions (FWCI&A).
Geographic Information System (GI®jgpswereprovided® for all exceptfor the DACSI&A. In

that caseDACS identifiedwhich areasoverlappedvith the FFPLand staff is working to produce

a GIS magpn the future TheseGIS maps opotentialconservation landare utilized to identify

the overlap between listsThese maps are overlaid tosere the same land area appears on a
maximum of one list and are then cross referenced with the Florida Department of Revenue (DOR)
real property roll to approximate the cost of acquisitidihile the WMD lists would neverhave
geographicoverlap, any other combinationof lists can. Further, theselists can overlap with
existing conservatiorland identified by FNAI. This canhappenif, for example,a municipality
ownsanareaandit falls within theoptimumboundaryof astatepark.Any suchoverlapis removed
prior to analysisastheland hasalreadybeenacquiredfor conservatiori® Table2.3.1itemizes,in

a mutually exclusiveway, all of the acresidentified in plansby the lists that contain themAs
discussedn the 2020 Editiofi°, lessthanfee acquisitionsare considerablylesscostly thanfee
acquisitionsAs such,the FFPL s dividedinto its fe€®* andlessthanfee components.

78 The Northwest Florida Water Management District provided maps, however, the district continues to use a broad approach to
identification and,053425acres are identified. As a result, this district has a unicetbadology that differs from the rest.

7 A total of 1,532,598.71 acres were removed from the analysis as existing conservation land identified for future acquisition.

80 Seehttp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturaksources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment _2020Editioat jpaige 51.

81 Note that this category includes all properties in the FFPL not identified abhéedee. It is possible that the lamdtentified

as fee will be acquire in legbanfee.
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Table 2.3.10verlap in Plansfor Future ConservationLands

FFPL | FFPL FWC | SWF | SR SIR | SF Priority List

FLP (fee) (itf) DRP - RFLPP = gn | wMp . wMD | wMD . wMD | A% | (purchaser)

v v v 1,760 FLP

v v 37.291805 FLP

v v v 7,070 FLP

v v 0 FLP

v v 3,214 FLP

v 49 FLP

v v v 1263.3996|  FFPL(fee)

v v v v | 220.66136|  FFPL(fee)

v v v 174.6578|  FFPL(fee)

v v v 4939.5855|  FFPL(fee)

v v v 2200.1763|  FFPL(fee)

v v v 1711.6283|  FFPL(fee)

v v v | 146.31103|  FFPL(fee)

v v 42,882| FFPL(fee)

v v v 3738.1542|  FFPL(fee)

v v v 4908 |  FFPL(fee)

v v v 6.650| FFPL(fee)

v v 33879|  FFPL(fee)

v v v 7866.1963|  FFPL(fee)

v v Vv | 2260.3256|  FFPL(fee)

v v 90,967| FFPL(fee)

v v v 0| FFPL(fee)

v v 20501| FFPL(fee)

v v 78,063|  FFPL(fee)

v v 31,539|  FFPL(fee)

v v 5189|  FFPL(fee)

v 1,178556| FFPL(fee)

v v v v 651 |  FFPL(H)

v v v 2570|  FFPL(t)

v v v 644 | FFPL(H)

v v 3156|  FFPL(t)

v v v 54256501|  FFPL(th

v v v 10,108|  FFPL(t)

v v v | 14001.731|  FFPL(ith

v v 41229|  FFPL(ith

v v 6.878|  FFPL(t)

v v 100|  FFPL(H)

v v 38243|  FFPL(tf)

Y, v 127 FFPL(Itf)

Y, v 1 FFPL(Itf)

Y, 569,873|  FFPL(Itf)

Vv Vv V 2.08864 DRP

\Y% \Y% 6634.205 DRP

v v v 124 DRP

v v 1191.367 DRP

v v 211 DRP

v v 6301.9963 DRP

v v 686 DRP

v v 721 DRP

v 89094.625 DRP

v v v 1395.3071 RFLPP

\Y \Y 12681.548 RFLPP

\% \Y 10,265 RFLPP

Vv Vv 16,535 RFLPP

\Y Vv 6 RFLPP

Vv Vv 641 RFLPP

\Y% 139928.87 RFLPP

v] v 334| FWCIGA

v v 24121 FWCIGA

v v 7| FwcieA

v 15713554  FWCIGA

v v 0| SFwMmD*

v 187,061|  SFWMD

v 328:673| SWFWMD

v 75955| SIJRWMD

v 50,163|  SRWMD
Acres on List 12,120 1,528,461 700,168 165,534 324,647 314,520| 232,413 514,814 114,933 89,216 | 3,996,836
Acres(purchaser) 12,129 | 1,526,664 693,098 104,067 181,453 181,598 187,062 328,673 75955 59,163 | 3,350,763

*Less than half an actretched in a thin linalong the border of the SFWMD and SWFWNDPolk Countyis identified by both districtEDR assigns priority to

SFWMD for this area.
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Theindividual GIS mapssummed t®,996,836acresfor potentialfuture conservatioracrosshe
state.With overlappingacresremoved,3,350,763uniqueacresremain.Thesemapfiles, with the
overlapremovedwere matchedwith the parceldatafrom the ad valoremtax rolls to identify just
values.Oftentimesan areaidentifiedfor acquisitionwill not strictly follow parcelboundariesAs
such,the percentagef the parcelwithin the areais appliedto the just valueamount.For acresto
be acquiredaslessthanfee acquisitionsas identified orthe FFPL (Itf) and RFLPPIists, value
estimate is reduced fl.62percent of itfee acquisitiorvalue based othe analysis in the 2020
Editionf2,

To identify a potentialacquisitionas fee or lessthanfee andto identify a costsharebetween
federal,state,regional,andlocal governmentsa prioritization betweenlists mustbe created.In
otherwords, for eachacreidentified, an assumptiormustbe madeasto which stateagencyor
WMD will mostlikely acquireit. The orderof prioritizationis asfollows: The DACS FLP is a
federl grantprogramadministeredy theU.S. ForestService consistingof acquisitionsexpected
to occurin thenearfuture.All acreagentheFLP list is assumedo bepurchasedby FLP. Thisis
followed by the FFPL,DRP, RFLPP,FWCI&A, andthedistrictlists.

The NorthwestFlorida WMD (NWFWMD) identifiesland for acquisitionusinga muchbroader
approactandcurrently includesreadotalingmorethan3 million acresTo makethiscomparable
to the otherdistrictsandagenclists, EDR removedexistingconservationandsusingthe FNAI
databasandnarrowedhelist to only agriculturalparcelausingtherealpropertyroll. Thisresulted
in 2,026,542acresremainingwith parcelvalue information. Sharing out the just value by the
portionof theparcelthatfalls into theNWFWMD list, thejustvalueof the2 million acress $4.96
billion. In the 2019 Edition of this report, EDR, in coordinationwith district staff, identified
696,867acresto be a fair estimateof N WF WM D @otentialconservatiorland acquisitionlist.
Since that time, the district has acquired1,018 acres,leaving 695,849 on the potential list.
Comparingthis acreageo the total agriculturalacresidentifiedon N WF WM D @IS list, EDR
estimates34.34percenif the GIS agriculturalacresmaypotentiallybe acquired.This allowsfor
34.34 percentof the just value of thoseacres,or $1.7 billion, to reflect the cost of potential
conservatiolandacquisitionfor NWFWMD. Assumingthe averageoverlapamongotherlists of
16.16 percentthisreduceghe totalto 583,368 acresat a costof $1.4 billion.

TheDACSI&A list hadno GIS componentprovidingno possibilityfor justvalueanalysislt does,
however identify 9,186 acresof which 3,032wereidentifiedby DACS asbeingontheFFPL.The
remainingacresarefurther reducetty theaverageverlapamongnonFFPLareag14.20 percent)
The costestimate of $24.6 millionvas based on th@storical costof conservatiodand peracre
by county,adjustedor inflation to FY 2019-20dollars,usingthe DEP maintained_and Inventory
TrackingSystemdatabase

Eachlist potentiallyhasa uniqueform of costsharing.DEP maintainsthe Florida StateOwned
LandsandRecorddnformation System(often referred to aSOLARIS), which s intendedto be
a completehistory of all land purchase$y the state.This databasédentifiesconservatiordands

82 Seehttp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturaksources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment_2020Rgditlfat page 51.
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andthefundingsourcesA historicalbreakdowrof fundingsource& for thelandsin the database
wasusedo developthecostsharingestimate$? Thefull estimateof futureexpendituresiecessary
to purchasdandsidentifiedin planssetforth by stateagencier watermanagemendistrictsis
shownin Table2.3.2.

Table 2.3.2 Estimated Future Expenditures on Conservation Lands (i@millions)

Entity List Acres  Federal State  Regional Local Total
FFPL (fee)| 1,526,664.12] $214.16 $8,991.04  $686.22 $15.30 $9,906.72
DEP FFPL (Itf) 693,097.99| $21.74 $912.50 $69.64 $1.55 $1,005.43

DRP 104,966.85 $15.59 $654.47 $49.95 $1.11 $721.12
RFLPP| 181,453.40 $5.63 $236.24 $18.03 $0.40 $260.30

DACS FLP 12,129.48 $4.33 $9.79 $- $- $14.13
I&A 6,894.94 $0.53 $22.33 $1.70 $0.04 $24.61

FWC 1&A 181,597.53| $266.29 $601.72 $ $- $868.02
NWF 583,367.85 $  $1,405.27 $21.16 $ | $1,426.43

SR| 328,673.50 $2.68 $116.26 $0.15 $23.84 $142.94

WMD SJR 75,954.73| $28.39 $659.61  $106.70 $118.05 $912.75

SWF| 187,061.79] $115.29 $3,916.45 $7.49 $622.94 $4,662.17

SF 59,163.46| $168.71 $5,660.70 $895.84 $441.34 $7,166.59

Total | 3,941,025.62] $843.35 $23,186.38 $1,856.89 $1,224.57. $27,111.19

Statewide Cost Share 3.11% 85.53% 6.84% 4.52%

Consideringall landsidentifiedin planssetforth by stateagencie®r watermanagemendistricts,
Table2.33 identifiesthetotal acreag®® andshareof the statethatwould beacquiredf all planned
lands were obtained.While the currentacreageand sharesinclude federal, local, and private
conservatiomandacquisitionstheadditionsbasedn futureplansdo not. If all identifiedstateand
WMD landswereacquiredapproximately154 percenpf thestatewould beheldasconservation
land.If federal,local, andprivateplanswereaccountedor, this sharewould be evengreater.

[See table on following page]

83 The databasevasreducedo non-duplicateentriesof conservationandsof morethanzeroacresacquiredbetweerFiscal Years

191819 and2019-20. Theonehundredyeardaterangeis usedto maintaina largesampleandall pricesareadjustedo acommon
baseyearto accountfor inflation.

84 While DEP, FWC, and the WMDs each have the funding entity identified, the funding for the DACS acquisitions are not
identified by agency. The RFLPP and DACSI&A lists assume the same cost shd® aand the more federally funded FLP
assumes the FWC cost share.

85 The 2020 Edition calculated the total state acreage and existing conservation acreage with water removed, but kelpe water in t
future land to acquire. This has been corrected in thigoediuch that all values in this table have water removed. This does,
however, result in the future acreage in this table being slightly less than the sum of the acres from Table 2.3.2n&gsithat

water is retained because it is may be a valuadtegd a parcel that should not be removed for cost estimating purposes.
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Table 2.3.3Shareof Florida to be Acquired asConservationLands

Acres Share

Current Cons. Land Acquired 10,428,737.33 30.43%
State Cons. Land to Acquire 2,636,554.83 7.69%
WMD Cons. Land to Acquire 1,170,611.61 3.42%
Total if all Acquired 14,235,903.77 41.54%

Adding the projectedtotal costsfor the additionalconservatiodandsidentifiedin plansproduces
a preliminary cost estimateof $27.1 billion asshownin Table 2.32. Of the total, the analysis
suggestghat approximately86 percentwould be a stateresponsibility.At the averagerate of
annualstateconservationandacquisitionexpenditure®verthe mostrecentfive fiscal years this
would take nearly 370 yearsto producethe s t a sharé.The extremedifferencebetweenthe
estimatedcostsandthecurrentlevel of investmenindicateshatsignificantpolicy discussios are
necessarif theseacquisitionplansareto beundertakenAs is, this projectiondoesnotincludeall
costs of acquisition associatedwith real estate transactions,which makes the projection
understatedCounteractinghis effectis the possibilitythatthe landsmaybe donatedexchanged,
orsoldat a lower pricéhanothersimilarlandswerehistorically. Thiswould resultin lower actual
future expenditureshanthe preliminaryestimatesuggests.

Foravisualizationof the landsidentified for potentialfuture acquisitionalongwith landsalready
heldin conservationseeFigure2.31.

[See figure on following page]
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Figure 2.3.1Current and Potential ConservationLand
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2.4 ForecastingDedicatedConservationLand Revenues

EDR is requiredto forecastrevenueshatarefi d e d i it carteetldw to maintainconservation
| a n fodrdedleral,state,regional,andlocal forms of governmentAfter conductingan extensive
legalreview,EDR discoveredhatno significantsource®f revenueexistthatarededicatedn law

solelyfor this purposeAssumingthe Legislaturedesiredo accomplistthisin thefuture,the2017

Edition of this report included a discussionthat identified and forecastsrevenuesthat have
historicallybeenusedor might be availablefor this purpose.

Furthermoreasthereis nothingin currentlaw indicatingthat revenuesourcesare dedicatedo
conservatiorland maintenancethe identification of potentialgapsin projectedexpenditureand
dedicatedevenuess problematic.The 2017 Edition of this reportincludeda discussiorof what
thegapmaylook like if certainrevenuesourcesverededicatedo maintainingconservatiotands.

It is worth noting, however,that in Fiscal Year 2019-20 the state spent$39.80 per acre on
conservatiodand managemert® As discussegreviously,the statealonehasidentified over 2.6
million acresof landin plansfor potentialfuture conservationThis indicatesthat an additional
$104.9 million will benecessarypn anannualbasisto coverthe statemanagementostsof those
future acquisitions.Using this cost per acre and the total acreagecurrently in existenceand
potentiallyto beacquiredn thefuture,atotal of $566.6 million wouldbespentannuallyby federal,
state,regional and local forms of governmentas well as private entities for the purposesof
managingconservatiomandsin Florida. Further,TableB.3 in AppendixB compilessurveyresults
regardingthe revenuedisted in local governmentccountcode343700 Chargedor Services
Conservationand ResourceManagementthat were indicated as dedicatedto or used for
conservatioriand acquisitionandmanagement.

2.5 Next Stepsand Recommendations

EDR will continueto refine the methodologyfor cost estimatesof future land acquisitions
particularlyfor entitieswith unreliableor missingGIS dataasdiscussedn Section2.3, andfor
landmanagemengxpendituregor entitiesnotbroadlycoveredn the LandManagement/niform
AccountingCouncil report Future editions willalso evaluatethe economic impacts dfolding
land in conservationincluding the restriction of development and tnerease in population
density as well as the characteristics e€ent conservation land acquisitions

At thistime, EDR hasno formallandconservatiomecommendation®r legislativeconsideration

86 SeeStateof Florida Land ManagementJniform Accounting Council (LMUAC) 2019 Annual report (FY 201819), at 51,
availableat: http://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/DSL/OES/2019 LMR_LMUAC_Repo(&¢cesseddctober2019)

45


http://publicfiles.dep.state.fl.us/DSL/OES/2019_LMR_LMUAC_Reports/

3. F 1 o r iEdpanilisires and RevenuesRelated to Water
Supply and Water Quality

F1 or walessarsthes t a masthasicand valuedresource providing an array of benefits
crucialto existencequality of life, andthe economy.Thesebenefitsincludewaterstorageflood
protection,water purification, habitatfor plant and animal speciesyecreationabnd educational
opportunitiesandscenicheauty.Themanagemenfprotection andrestoratiorof F | o r sudaaed s
water and groundwaterrequire a coordinated effort among various state agencies,water
managemendistricts,public andprivateutilities, local governmentsandotherstakeholders.

Waterresourcemanagemenin Floridais conductedn a stateandregionallevel®” Recognizing
thatwaterresourceproblemsvary in magnitudeandcomplexityfrom regionto regionacrosshe
state,the Legislaturevestsin the Department of Environmental Protecti@E@) the powerand
responsibilityto accomplishconservationprotection,managementand control of watersof the
state but with enoughflexibility to accomplisitheseendsby delegatingpowersto the five water
management districts (WMD&j Chapter373, Florida Statutesprovidesthe WMDs with broad
authorityto implementa wide rangeof regulatoryandnonregulatoryprogramshat addresgour
areaof responsibility:watersupply,waterquality, flood protectionandfloodplain management,
and naturalsystemsThe five WMDs are identified in Figure 3.0.th addition, stateagencies
includingthe Florida Departmentf AgricultureandConsumeiServicesandthe FloridaFishand
Wildlife ConservatiorCommissionmplementactivitiesthatsupportwaterquality protectionand
restoration.

Thissectionof thereportprovidesanassessmeimtf thevariousprogramsandinitiativesassociated
with water supply and water quality. The assessmenihcludes historic and estimatedfuture
expenditureson water programsand projectsas well as forecastsof revenuesusedfor these
purposesFor anidentification of gapsbetweenprojectedrevenuesand estimatedexpenditures,
seeChapterB.

[Seefigure on following page]

878 373.016(4)(a)Fla. Stat.
888 373.016(5)Fla. Stat.
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Figure 3.0.1 Water Management Districts
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3.1 Historical and Projected Future Water Supply Expenditures

The Office of Economicand DemographicResearchEDR) defines water supply projectsor

initiatives asactivitiesthatappeato moredirectly promotethe availability of sufficientwaterfor

all existing and future reasonabldeneficialusesand the natural systems.This would include
activitiesassociateavith increasingavailablewatersuppliesdrinking waterinfrastructureneeded
to conveyand treat water supplies,and water supply planning activities® For the most part,

expendituredor water supply occur on the regionaland local level with some programsand
activities, suchasfunding assistancend statewideoversightof the water managemendistricts
(WMDs), occurringatthe statelevel.

Expendituresof Stateand Federal Funds

Stateappropriatedundingis primarily associatedvith the Drinking WaterStateRevolvingFund
(DWSRF)administeredby D E P Digsion of WaterRestorationAssistancegursuanto section
403.8532Florida Statutesandthe federalSafeDrinking WaterAct.*® With funding providedby
federal and state sources,the DWSRF provideslow interestloansthat finance infrastructure
improvementsrelatedto public water systemsfor the purposeof achievingand maintaining
compliancewith federalandstatelaw.®* In orderto receivethe federalcapitalizationgrantfor the
staterevolving fund, the statemust match at least20 percentof the total grantamountmade
availableto thestate?? TheFiscalYear202021 appropriatiorfor the DWSRFis $215.06 million.

In addition to the DWSRF, beginningin Fiscal Year 201718, the Water Storage Facility
RevolvingLoanprogramwascreatedvith anappropriatiorof $30.0million.%* At thetime of this
report,nodisbursementsavebeenmadefor this program:howeverthefundingremainsavailable
for expendituran the Water ResourceProtectionand SustainabilityProgramTrust Fund. Since
Fiscal Year 2010-11, the expendituregor the revolving fundshavetotalednearly $750 million,

with approximately90 percentfrom federalfundingsources.

In FiscalYear200506, fundingfor analternativewatersupplygrantprogramwasestablishedo

providefundsfor theWMDs to costsharealternativewatersupplyprojectswith local applicantS*

BetweenFiscal Year200506 andFiscal Year200809, $227.70million wasappropriatedo this

program. The statutoryappropriationwas repealedin Fiscal Year 200809 Of the $227.70
million appropriated$202.4%hasbeenexpendedwith $18.75million occurringin themostrecent
tenfiscal years

89 Activities associateavith the regulationof public watersystemsoy DEP underthe Florida SafeDrinking WaterAct, partlV of
chapterd03, Florida Statutespr by the Florida Departmenbf Healthundersection381.0062 Florida Statutesareincludedwhen
identifiablewithin E D R @agerquality andotherwaterresourcerelatedprogramcomponent.

9042 U.S.C.8300fet. seq.

91§ 403.8532(1), Fla. Stat.

9242U.S.C.8 300}-12(e).

93 See§ 12,ch. 201710, Lawsof Fla.

94 See§ 17, ch. 2005-291, Lawsof Fla. For more information on alternative water supply projects see Chapter 4 and the project list
maintained by DEP available at:
https://fdep.maps.agis.com/sharing/rest/content/items/c0fb905537c0497a826efdd6a854d5{Ataessed November 2020.)
9 See§ 1, ch. 2009-68, Lawsof Fla.
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In Fiscal Year 20120, funding was established for a water supply and water resource
development grant progranm. the firstyear,$39 million was appropriated from General Revenue
(GR)and $1 million fronthe Water Protection and Sustainability ProgiiamstFund (WPSPTF).

In Fiscal Year 20221, an additional $38.2 million was appropriated from GR and $1.8 million
from WPSPTFOf note, n Fiscal Year 20120, $22.48 million of the GR and $0.75 million of
the WPSPTF appropriations was expended.

Table 3.1.1 shavs the annual cash expendituressince Fiscal Year 2010-11.%° Due to the
inconsistenhistory of theseexpendituresthe forecastrelieson a 3-yearmovingaveragdevel of
expendituresBecausehesefundsareprovidedfor fixed capitaloutlay projectsthe expenditures
occurovermultiple fiscal years.

Table 3.1.1Water Supply Annual Expenditures and Forecast(in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

History 1011 11-12 12-13 1314 1415 1516 1617 17-18 1819 1920

Drinking Water
Revolving Fund $76.45 $72.23 $34.75 $82.49 $52.95 $27.41 $57.49 $58.58 $138.41 $149.20

Aid to WMDs for

Alternative $8.03 $1.63 $0.51 $0.27 $0.17 $1.65 $1.09 $3.42 $1.58 $23.63
Water Supply

Total $84.48 $73.86 $35.26 $82.77 $53.13 $29.05 $58.58 $62.00 $140.00 $172.82

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY EY FY

Forecast 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324 24-25 2526 2627 27-28 2829 29.30

Total | $124.94 $145.92 $147.89 $139.58 $144.47 $143.98 $142.68 $143.71 $143.46 $143.28

RegionalExpenditures

Similarto theanalysegor theWM D sconservatioandacquisitionandmanagementn orderto
identify expendituresof the WMDs related to water supply, EDR reviewed the WMD s
preliminary budgetsand tentativebudgetsdevelopedin accordancavith sections373.535and
373.536, Florida Statutes, respectively. These budget documentsinclude actual audited
expendituresllocatedto six programareasand acrosseachof the four areasof responsibility,
includingwatersupply®’

(@)

Table3.1.2providesa forecastanddetailsa history of expenditureshatthe WMDs attributedto
the water supply areaof responsibility. Theseexpendituregnclude activities relatedto water
supply assessmentsegionalwater supply plans,alternativewater supply, minimum flows and

9 The personnekxpendituresassociatedvith the Drinking Water StateRevolving Fundareincludedwithin the total personnel
expendituregor WaterRestoratiorAssistanceTable3.3.3.

97 The six program areas are: 1.0 Water Resources Planning and Monitoring; 2.0 Land Acquisition, Restoration and Public Works;
3.0 Operation and Maintenance of Works and Lands; 4.0 Regyleb.0 Outreach; and 6.0 District Management and
Administration. The WMDs report expenditures in the four areas of responsibility at the program level only. Each program area
contains multiple activities or swdrctivities. The program allocation by arefresponsibility are estimates since projects and
initiatives may serve more than one purpose.

49



levels and associatedecoveryor preventionstrategies,water conservationinitiatives, water
resourcanonitoringanddatacollection,land acquisitionandmanagemeng&ndregulatorywater
usepermitting.To avoid doublecountingWWMD expendituredetweerthe conservationandand
watersectionsof thisreport,thetotal expendituregassignedo thefi 2 LatdA c q u i sandfi B o h 0
LandMa n a g e acavitigsldavebeenremoved® from the expendituresn Table3.1.2andthe
WMD waterquality tablesin Section3.3. Notethatthehistoricdatais in local fiscal years which
beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal
years.Forecastsely on athreeyearmovingaverageasit bestfits the natureof the data.

Table 3.1.2Water ManagementDistrict Water Supply Expenditures (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1415 1516 1617 1718 1819

NWFWMD $8.03 $8.20 $7.90 $5.23 $3.90

SIRWMD $42.49 $42.38 $42.50 $41.33 $25.78

SFWMD $90.43 $85.53 $93.71 $92.45 $90.57

SWFWMD $53.38 $34.06 $26.16 $33.25 $37.34

SRWMD $5.00 $6.19 $3.93 $5.38 $5.58

Total $199.34 $176.35 $174.20 $177.64 $163.17

T
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
1920 2021 21-22 22:23 2324

Total $172.77 $172.11 $170.56 $171.81 $171.49

Source:AnnualBudgetsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

Table 3.1.3 providesa forecastand detailsa history of water supply expenditure® by special
districts® that are locatedin multiple counties.Basedon surveyresults,a portion of the local
governmenéexpendituregdentifiedin 537 ConservatiomndResourcdManagemenand572Parks
and Recreatiormay be for water supply purposesAdditionally, the Account533 Water Utility

ServiceExpendituress includedasa watersupplyexpenditureof therespectivegovernmentype
aspublic utility datacannotbeaccuratelyseparatedrom thelocal governmentiata.Notethatthe
historicdatais in localfiscal years which beginOctoberl andendSeptembeB0. For forecasting

purposesjt was convertedto statefiscal years.Forecastgely on a threeyear moving average
growthrateasit bestfits the natureof thedata.

[See table on following page]

98 While the districtsarenot requiredto allocate each activity and siativity amongthe four areas of responsibilifNorthwest
FloridaWMD approximatedhat 10 percentof land acquisitionandmanagemernis categorizecasWater Supply,and30 percent

to eachof WaterQuality, Flood ProtectionandNaturalSystemsThesesharesareusedacrossll districtsandyearsto addresshe
removalof subcategorie®.1 Land Acquisitionand3.1 Land Management.

9 For further detailson the sourceandmethodologyof thisdata,seefi L 0 E & p e n d in Begtior2.82.0

100 Thereexistsa smallnumberof governmentaéntities(e.g, utility authoritiesthatcrosscountiesbut aretechnicallynot special
districts. Their expendituresreincludedhere.
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Table 3.1.3Water Supply Expenditures by Regional SpecialDistricts (in $millions)

Histor LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
y 1314 1415 1516 16-17 17-18
Supply $267.38 $277.32 $281.26 $284.53 $295.20

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 2021 21-22 22-23
Supply $298.69 $305.11 $312.59 $319.58 $326.86

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenf FinancialServices Division of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccount533anda portionof account$37and572aresharedutin accordance
with local governmensurveyresults.

Local Expenditures

Table 3.1.4 provides a forecastand details a history of water supply expendituresby local
governmentsBasedon surveyresults aportionof thelocal governmenexpenditure¥* identified
in accountsb37 Conservatiorand ResourceManagemenand572 Parksand Recreatiormay be
attributedto watersupply. Additionally, the Account533 Water Utility ServiceExpendituress

includedas a water supply expenditureof the respectivegovernmentype as public utility data
cannotbe accuratelyseparatedrom the local governmentata.Note that the historic datais in

local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit was
convertedo statefiscal years Forecastsely on athreeyearmovingaveragegrowthrateasit best
fits the natureof thedata.

Table 3.1.4Water Supply Expenditures by Local Governments(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18
Counties $278.74 $322.65 $315.98 $304.59 $311.87
Municipalities $623.92 $663.20 $679.20 $724.79 $754.34
SpecialDistricts $13.14 $18.45 $17.71 $19.68 $19.88
Total $915.80 $1,004.29 $1,012.90 $1,049.06 $1,086.10

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23
Total $1,110.38 $1,145.74 $1,183.31 $1,221.10 $1,260.40

Source: Annual Financial Report data obtainedfrom the Florida Departmentof Financial Services,Division of
AccountingandAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccount533andaportionof accountb37and572areshared
outby local governmensurvey.

Private Utility Expenditures

Table 3.1.5 providesa forecastand details a history of water supply expendituredoy private
drinking waterutilities. Thebasisfor this datawasprovidedto EDR by the FloridaPublicService
Commission(PSC)from the annualfinancial reportssubmittedby privatedrinking waterutilities

101 For further detailson the sourceandmethodologyof thisdata,seefi L o E & p e n d in BegtiorR.2.0
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within jurisdictional counties.As of September 2020only 38 of F | o r B7dcaubteshad
resolutionsor ordinancesadoptedo imposePSCjurisdiction over private waterandwastewater
utilities.%2 Becaus®f this, theremainingexpendituregrom countiesoutsideits jurisdictionwere
estimatedbasedon per capita utility expendituresThis methodologyshould provide suitable
estimateslueto asimilarmix of ruralandurbancountiesbothin andoutof theP S Cjdrisdiction.
Notethatthe historicdatais in calendalyears.For forecastingpurposesit wasconvertedo state
fiscal years.Populationgrowth drivesthe forecastas utility expendituresre generallyexpected
to follow populationgrowth.

Table 3.1.5Water Supply Expenditures by Private Drinking Water Utilities (in $millions)

CY CYy CY CYy CY CYy CY CYy CYy CYy

History 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Total $46.24 $45.94 $44.78 $37.64 $38.71 $40.77 $40.65 $42.64 $41.78 $46.33

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

Forecast 1920 2021 2122 2223 2324 2425 2526 2627 27-28 2829

Total $44.83 $45.42 $45.99 $46.59 $47.16 $47.71 $48.24 $48.77 $49.30 $49.82

SourceA historicalserieswascreatedusingdataprovidedby the FloridaPublic ServiceCommission.

3.2 Historical and Projected Future Revenuedor Water Supply

EDR s requiredto forecasti f e d stategebignal,andlocal governmentevenuesiedicatedn
currentlaw for thep u r p o [efgpmjéctsor initiatives associatedvith watersupplyandwater
guality protectionandrestoration]or that havebeenhistorically allocatedfor thesepurposesas
well aspublic andprivateutility r e v e M%iTéesearda varietyof revenuesourceghatsupport
water resources,ncluding specific taxes and fees that are dedicatedin law. The following
discussiondentifiesandforecastsherelevantwatersupplyrevenues.

State AppropriatedRevenueSources

The primary sourcesof stateappropriatedevenuefor watersupplyinitiatives arefederalgrants
andrepaymenbf loans which aredepositedn the Drinking WaterRevolvingLoanTrustFund%4
The trust fund is usedto provide low-interestloans for planning, engineering,design, and
constructiorof public drinking watersystemsandimprovementgo suchsystems.

102 A5 of the date of this report, there were 38 jurisdictional coutlashua,Bradford,Brevard,Broward,Charlotte Clay, Duval,
Escambia Franklin, GadsdenGulf, Hardee,Highlands,Jackson | ake, Lee, Leon, Levy, Manatee ,Marion, Martin, Monroe,
Nassa, Okaloosa,OkeechobeeQrange,Osceola,Palm Beach,Pasco Pinellas,Polk, Putnam,Seminole,St. Johns,St. Lucie,
Sumter,Volusia,andWashingtonThe nonjurisdictional counties werdaker,Bay, Calhoun Citrus, Collier, Columbia,DeSoto,
Dixie, Flagler,Gilchrist, Glades Hamilton,Hendry,HernandoHillsborough,Holmes,IndianRiver, Jefferson|afayette Liberty,
Madison,Miami-Dade,SantaRosa,SarasotaSuwanneeTaylor, Union, Wakulla,andWalton. For an updated list of jurisdiction
counties, seattp://www.psc.state.fl.us/Files/PDF/Utilities/\WaterAndWastewater/wawtextchar{fAcdessed September Z0p
1038 403.921(1)(c), Fla. Stat.

1048 403.8533Fla. Stat.
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Basedon a review of stateaccountsfor the last ten fiscal years,a historical data serieswas
constructedor theidentifiedrevenuesTheLong- TermRevenué\nalysisadoptedytheRevenue
EstimatingConferencencludesa forecastfor federalgrants,which is usedasthe basisfor that

partof the forecastthroughFiscal Year 202-30. For repayment®f loans,a threeyearmoving

averagas usedfor theforecast.The historicalseriesandtheforecastareshownin Table3.2.1.

Table 3.2.1RevenuesAvailable for Water Supply (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

History 1011 1112 1213 1314 1415 1516 1617 1718 1819 1920

Federal Grants | $68.39 $38.97 $42.40 $58.39 $21.26 $31.22 $29.69 $26.74 $31.55 $46.34

Repayment of Loans| $30.51 $34.32 $33.09 $41.30 $47.22 $44.83 $90.13 $36.37 $37.98 $43.54

Total $98.90 $73.29 $75.49 $99.69 $68.48 $76.05 $119.82 $63.11 $69.53 $89.88

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

Forecast 2021 2122 2223 2324 2425 2526 2627 2728 2829 2930

Federal Grants | $55.55 $42.17 $40.97 $41.69 $4251 $43.41 $4424 $45.11 $45.99 $46.87

Repayment of Loans| $39.30 $40.27 $41.04 $40.20 $40.50 $40.58 $40.43 $40.51 $40.51 $40.48

Total $94.85 $82.45 $82.00 $81.89 $83.01 $83.99 $84.67 $85.61 $86.50 $87.35

In additionto the federalgrantsandrepaymenbf loans,statefundsincluding GeneralRevenue
and Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF) receiptsare also depositedin the Drinking Water
RevolvingLoan Trust Fundto providethe statematchfor federalgrants.On averagethe state
matchingfundswereapproximately$6.84 million peryearduringthe pasttenfiscal years.These
dollars are included in the revenue forecast.

RegionalRevenues

Revenuegienagatedby the WMDs areidentifiedin full in Section3.4. While all of theWMD s 6
revenuesnaybededicatedo managingvaterresourcesanattempto categorizeéhesplit between
watersupplyandwaterquality would be arbitrary.As a result,the revenuedor watersupplyare
blendedwith therevenuedor waterquality andotherwaterresourcerelatedexpenditures.

Table3.2.2providesaforecastanddetailsa history of watersupplyrevenuegrom self-generated
sourcesas well as federal and state sourcesto special districts that are locatedin multiple
counties'® Similar to the expendituresheginning withthis editionof E D R Gegort public utility
revenuesrecontainedn theirrespectivegg o v e r nreverues®el-generatedevenuesnclude
the acountsidentified as 314.300Utility ServiceTax - Water,323.300Franchise~eei Water,
and 343.300Chargesfor Services- Water Utility, aswell as surveyresultsregarding343.700
Chargesfor Servicesi Conservationand ResourceManagementThe accountsidentified as

105 Thereexistsa smallnumberof governmentaéntities(e.g, utility authoritiesthatcrosscountiesbut aretechnicallynot special
districts. Their expendituresreincludedhere.
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334.310StateGranti WaterSupplySystemand335.310StateRevenueSharingi WaterSupply
Systemare categorizedas water supply revenuefrom the stateand the accountidentified as
331.310FederalGranti WaterSupplySystemis categorizedaisa watersupplyrevenuefrom the
federalgovernmentNotethatthe historicdatais in local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl and
endSeptembeBO0. For forecastingpurposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years As revenuesre
largelybasedon population forecastgely on populationgrowthrates.

Table 3.2.2Water Supply Revenuesseneratedby Regional SpecialDistricts by Government
Source(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18

Self $312.02 $309.29 $317.56 $324.65 $333.1
State $ $ $0.07 $0.13 $-
Federal $0.48 $1.47 $1.33 $0.07 $-
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23
Self $338.99 $344.61 $350.03 $355.29 $360.38
State $ $ $ $ $
Federal $ $ $ $ $

SourceAnnual FinancialReportdataobtainedirom the FloridaDepartmenbf FinancialServicesDivision of Accountingand
Auditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts314.300323.300,343.300 andsurveyresultsareappliedto 343.700for self;
334.310and335.310for State;and331.310for Federal.

Local Revenues

Table 3.2.3 providesa forecastand details a history of water supply revenuesthat are self
generatedby local governmentsBasedon surveyresults,a portion of the local government
account®®identifiedas343.700ServiceChargei ConservatiomndResourcéMlanagemenis self-
generatedor use on water supply projectsand initiatives. Further, the accountsidentified as
314.300Utility ServiceTax - Water,323.300FranchiseFeei Water,and 343.300Chargesor
Services WaterUtility arecategorizecaiswatersupplyself-generatedevenueln addition,local
governmentamay have other revenuesourcesusedto fund water supply initiatives including
impactfeesandspecialassessmentblotethatthehistoricdatais in localfiscal years which begin
Octoberl andendSeptembeBO0. For forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.
As revenuesrelargelybasedon population forecastgely on populationgrowthrates.

[Seetable on following page]

106 For further detailson the sourceandmethodologyof this data,seethefi L o E & p e n d pigceof Sectioa2.2.
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Table 3.2.3Water Supply RevenuesGeneratedby Local Governments(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 1617 17-18
Counties $403.00 $413.31 $432.65 $457.24 $465.58
Municipalities $1,161.75 $1,173.88 $1,338.89 $1,437.41 $1,416.47
Special Districts $47.28 $48.26 $48.56 $52.03 $58.29
Total $1,612.04 $1,635.45 $1,820.11 $1,946.68 $1,940.34

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 1920 20-21 21-22 22-23

Total $1,974.17 $2,006.90 $2,038.45 $2,069.08 $2,098.76

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenbf FinancialServices Division of Accounting

andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts314.300,323.300,343.300and surveyresultsareappliedto Account
343.700.

Table 3.2.4 providesa forecastand detailsa history of watersupplyrevenuegjeneratedy the
stateandprovidedto local governmentsThe accountsdentified as334.310StateGranti Water
Supply Systemand 335.310StateRevenueSharingi Water Supply Systemare categorizedas
watersupplyrevenuesrom thestate Notethatthehistoricdatais in localfiscal years whichbegin
Octoberl andendSeptembeBO0. For forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.
As revenuesrelargelybasedon population forecastgely on populationgrowthrates.

Table 3.2.4 Water Supply RevenuesProvided to Local Governments from the State (in
$millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17
Counties $2.02 $5.92 $0.85 $2.25 $1.65
Municipalities $1.45 $15.72 $12.02 $10.47 $7.94
Special Districts $0.18 $0.37 $0.21 $0.06 $0.21
Total $3.65 $22.01 $13.08 $12.78 $9.80

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

17-18 1819 19-20 2021 21-22

Total $9.97 $10.13 $10.29 $10.45 $10.60

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenf FinancialServicesDivision of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts334.310and335.310.

Table 3.2.5 providesa forecastand detailsa history of watersupplyrevenuegeneratedy the
federalgovernmenandprovidedto local governmentsTheaccounidentifiedas331.310Federal
Granti WaterSupplySystemis categorize@aswatersupplyrevenudrom thefederalgovernment.
Notethatthe historicdatais in local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeB0.

For forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.As revenuesarelargelybasedon
population forecastgely on populationgrowthrates.

55



Table 3.2.5 Water Supply RevenuesProvided to Local Governments from the Federal
Government (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY

12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17
Counties $0.08 $4.63 $2.34 $ $0.03
Municipalities $7.97 $8.50 $4.44 $6.70 $5.06
Special Districts $0.38 $0.79 $ $ $-
Total $8.42 $13.93 $6.78 $6.70 $5.09

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

17-18 1819 19-20 2021 21-22

Total $5.18 $5.27 $5.35 $5.43 $5.51

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenif FinancialServices Division of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts331.310.

Private Utility Revenues

Table3.2.6providesaforecastanddetailsa historyof watersupplyrelatedrevenuegieneratedy
privatedrinking waterutilities. The basisfor this datawasprovidedto EDR by the FloridaPublic
ServiceCommissionPSC)from theannualffinancial reportssubmittedoy drinking waterutilities
within jurisdictional counties.As of September 2020only 38 of F | o r B7dcaubteshad
resolutionsor ordinancesadoptedo imposePSCjurisdiction over private waterandwastewater
utilities.1°” As a result, the remainingrevenuesfrom countiesoutsideof its jurisdiction were
estimatedbasedon per capita utility expendituresThis methodologyshould provide suitable
estimateslueto asimilarmix of ruraland urbancountiesbothin andoutof theP S Cjdrisdiction.
Notethatthe historicdatais in calendalyears.For forecastingpurposesit wasconvertedo state

fiscal years.As revenuesare largely basedon population,forecastsrely on populationgrowth
rates.

Table 3.2.6RevenuesGeneratedby Private Drinking Water Utilities (in $millions)

Histor cY cy cy cy cy cY % cY % cY
Y 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Total | $66.93 $67.66  $66.17  $53.98  $54.55  $56.71  $59.98  $61.83  $59.73  $64.29
|
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1920 2021 2122 2223 2324 2425 = 2526 26-27 27-28 2829
Total | $63.11  $63.93  $64.74  $65.58  $66.38  $67.16  $67.91  $68.66  $69.40  $70.12

SourceA historicalseriesvascreatedusingdataprovidedby the FloridaPublic ServiceCommission.

107 As of the date of this report, there were 38 jurisdictional coutlashua Bradford,Brevard,Broward,Charlotte Clay, Duval,
Escambia Franklin, GadsdenGulf, Hardee,Highlands,Jackson Lake, Lee, Leon, Levy, Manatee ,Marion, Martin, Monroe,
NassauOkaloosa,OkeechobeeQrange,Osceola,Palm Beach,Pasco Pinellas,Polk, Putnam,Seminole,St. Johns,St. Lucie,
Sumter,Volusia,andWashingtonThe nonjurisdictional counties werdaker,Bay, Calhoun Citrus, Collier, Columbia,DeSoto,
Dixie, Flagler,Gilchrist, Glades Hamilton,Hendry,HernandoHillsborough,Holmes,IndianRiver, Jefferson|afayette Liberty,
Madison,Miami-Dade,SantaRosa,SarasotaSuwanneeTaylor, Union, Wakulla,andWalton. For an updated list of jurisdiction
counties, sebttp://www.psc.state.fl.us/Files/PDF/Utilities/WetendWastewater/wawtextchart.pdAccessed September 2020.)
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3.3Historical and Projected Future Water Quality and Other Water Resource
Related Expenditures

Article 11, Section7 of the Florida Constitutionrequiresthat adequatgrovisionin law be made
for the abatemenbf waterpollution. Recognizinghe importanceof thes t a Wwagefresources,
the Florida Legislaturepassedhe FloridaAir andWaterPollution Control Act'°®in 1967andthe

Florida WaterResourceAct'®®in 1972.In addition, the Florida SafeDrinking Water Act'® was
passedn 1977to ensurei s alfinkingwateratall timesthroughouthe state with dueregardfor

economic factors and efficiency in g o v e r n*Yh Eunther, chapter 376, Florida Statutes,
addressesurfaceand groundwaterpollution through various programsincluding statefunded
cleanupfor petroleumand dry-cleaningsolvents,waste cleanuprequirementsfor potentially
responsiblgarties,andrestoratiorof certainpotablewatersystemsor privatewells impactedby

contamination.

Expendituresof Stateand Federal Funds

To identify the water quality and other water resourcerelated program expenditures EDR

reviewedthe projectsandinitiatives implementedy DEP andotherstateagencieselatedto the

protectionor restoratiorof waterquality, aswell astheactivitiesassociateavith theregulationof

drinking water in Florida. Potentially all existing environmentalor natural resarcebased
programs projects,and initiatives influencethe quality of water. Therefore,EDR attemptedto

identify thoseareagthat appearedo be moredirectly relatedto the protectionandrestorationof

waterquality. Futureeditionsmayincluderefinementso thesecategorizations.

For the water quality and other water resourcerelatedprogramcomponentEDR groupedthe
identified programs projects,andinitiativesinto four categorieggenerallyfollowing the internal
structureof DEP: EnvironmentalAssessmenand Restoration;Water RestorationAssistance;
OtherProgramsand nitiatives; andRegulatory/Cleasup Programs.

EnvironmentalAssessmersnd Restoration

D E P @isision of EnvironmentalAssessmentand Restoration(DEAR) implementscritical
responsibilitiesunderstateand federallaw relatingto protectingand restoringwater quality in
Florida. Theseresponsibilitiesnclude adopting,reviewing,andrevisingF | o r sudaaewater
guality standardsmonitoring and reportingon water quality; assessingvaterbodiedo identify
thosethatareimpaired;developingwaterquality restorationtargetsfor theimpairedwaterbodies
(i.e., total maximum daily loads or TMDLSs), developingand implementing water quality
restorationplans such as basin managemenaction plans (BMAPSs), and providing laboratory
servicego DEP andotheragencieg!?

Expenditureselatedto DEAR, including personnebndoperationakosts,monitoringprograms,
laboratory servicesand support,and the TMDL programare included in this category.The

108 Ch,67-436,Lawsof Fla.; § 403.011etseq.

109 Ch.72-299,Lawsof Fla.; Ch.373,Fla. Stat.

110Ch.77-337,Lawsof Fla.; 8 403.850Fla. Stat.etseq.

11 Ch.77-337,8 2, Lawsof Fla.; § 403.851(3) Fla. Stat.

112 DEP, Division of EnvironmentalAssessmenandRestorationhttps:/floridadep.gov/deafAccessedSeptember 202p.
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expenditureddentified for the TMDL programare primarily relatedto projectsand activities
adoptedin basinmanagemenéaction plans,which are developedwith state,regional,andlocal
stakeholderso achieveoneor moreTMDLs. The TMDL andBMAP programsarediscussedn
moredetailin Chapters.

Since Fiscal Year 201011, expendituresfor environmentalassessmenand restorationhave
totaled$305.39 million. Themajority of theexpenditure®iasbeenfrom statesourceg74 percent)
with theremaining26 percentfrom federalsourcesMost of thefederalfundingis associateavith
the TMDL program.Table3.3.1showsthe annualcashexpenditure®verthe pasttenyears.

Table 3.3.1D E P Disgision of Environmental Assessmenand Restoration Expenditures (in
$millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

Personnel $11.31 $10.67 $10.23 $11.30 $13.02 $12.81 $12.08 $12.00 $12.35 $12.50

Operations $2.33 $2.22 $2.14 $2.56 $2.59 $2.63 $3.56 $3.25 $2.89 $2.58

Lab Support $0.70 $0.50 $0.62 $0.62 $0.32 $0.19 $0.51 $0.44 $0.38 $0.25

watershed | o1 9, g193  $200  $359  $3.09  $230  $233  $262  $234  $2.48
Monitoring
TMDL Program* $5.98  $7.08 $12.99 $12.72  $11.77  $24.32  $9.50  $9.46  $11.97  $11.65

Other Projects $2.44 $1.88 $1.57 $1.68 $1.57 $1.75 $0.95 $0.67 $0.86 $0.39

Total $24.71 $24.29 $29.56 $32.46 $32.36 $43.99 $28.93 $28.44 $30.78 $29.86

* Notethatthis tableonly includesTMDL expendituredy DEAR anddoesnot include grantsawardedo eligible entitiesby the D E P Diwsion of
WaterRestoratiomssistancdor TMDL implementationThelatteris includedin the NonpointSourceFundscategoryof Table3.3.3.

In addition to the expendituresfor water quality initiatives associatedwith assessmenand
restorationat DEP, the Legislaturealso providesfunding to supportwaterrelated programs
administeredby the Departmenbf AgricultureandConsumeervicefDACS). SinceFiscalYear
201011, the expendituresgor theseprogramshavetotaled$290.58million, primarily from state
sourcesTable3.3.2showsthe annualcashexpenditure®verthe pasttenyears.

[See table on following page]
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Table 3.3.2DACS Water-Related Expenditures (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

Personnel $2.61 $2.26 $2.32 $2.43 $2.58 $2.77 $3.45 $3.91 $4.01 $3.94

Operations $0.27 $0.35 $0.38 $0.39 $0.50 $0.56 $0.75 $0.53 $0.50 $0.62

Best Marlloa:g(éﬂn;eerslt $10.98  $10.74 $1458  $14.94  $21.29  $20.24  $3453  $33.18  $33.68  $34.94

Hybrid Wetlands $- $ $ $0.03 $4.61 $4.30  $11.55 $ $ $

Nitrate & N itrite

Research and $0.42 $0.33 $0.86 $0.64 $0.42 $0.54 $0.69 $0.60 $0.80 $0.53
Remediation

Total $14.28 $13.68 $18.15 $18.44 $29.41 $28.40 $50.96 $38.22 $38.99 $40.04

Much of this funding is to supportprojectsand initiatives relatedto the implementationof

agriculturalbestmanagemenpractices(BMPs). In additionto costsharingprogramsthat assist
farmersn implementingBMPs,DACSOwaterrelatedexpenditurescludeoperatiorof tenhybrid

wetland treatmenttechnology systemsand three floating aquatic vegetativetilling wetland
treatmentfacilities (with oneunderconstruction) aswell asongoingnitrate and nitrite research
andremediation.

DACS hasprimaryauthorityto developandadoptBMP manualspy rule, thataddressgricultural
nonpointsource®f pollution,aswell asto verify theimplementatiorof BMPs.BMPsaredesigned
to improvewaterqualitywhile maintainingagriculturalproductionthroughpracticesandmeasures
thatreducethe amountof fertilizers, pesticidesanimalwaste and otherpollutantsthatenterthe

s t a wateBs.Fypical practicesncludenutrientmanagemenirrigation managementindwater
resourceprotectiontt?

Agricultural BMPsserveasthe primarytool to preventandreducewaterpollution. DEP,WMDs,
andDACS arerequiredto assistagriculturalentitieswith theirimplementationTo thatend,DACS
implements costshare programsto provide financial assistancefor BMP implementation.
Accordingto D A C Sffice of Agricultural WaterPolicy, asof their statusreportdatedJuly 1,
202Q there were 3,983,488 agricultural acres enrolled in BMPs statewide representing
approximatelys6 percentof total agriculturalareasstatewidg(notincludingsilviculture) 114

WaterRestorationAssistance
D E P Digsion of WaterRestorationAssistancd DWRA) is responsibldor providing financial
assistanceén the form of low-interestloansor grantsto fund water quality and water quantity

13DACS, Whatare Agricultural BestManagemenPractices? availableat:
https://www.fdacs.gov/content/download/30796/file/\WhAae-FDACS bestmanagemenpractices.pdf(Accessedseptember
2020)

114 SeeFloridaDepartmat of AgricultureandConsumeServicesStatusof Implementatiorof Agricultural NonpointSourceBest
ManagemenPracticesJuly 1, 2020, availableat: https://www.freshfromflorida.com/Divisior®ffices/AgriculturatWaterPaolicy.
(Accessedseptember 202p.
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projectsthroughouthe state!*® This includesthe federalandstatefundedStateRevolving Fund;
nonpointsourcegrantsunder both the federal Clean Water Act Section319(h) grantsand the

s t a Gtat® Watequality Assistance Grants (formerly known as the TMDL Water Quality
RestorationGrants) andthe DeepwateHorizon program!'® DWRA alsomanagedegislatively
appropriatedvaterprojectsandspringsrestoratiorfunding*’

Expendituresrelatedto D E P ®WRA, including personneland the various loan and grant
programs,are includedin this category.Since Fiscal Year 201011, the expendituredor the
identified programstotal more than$2 .60 billion. Of the total appropriationsapproximately62

percenhasbeenfundedfrom federalsourcesand38 percenfrom statesourcesMostof thefederal
fundingis associateavith the StateRevolvingFund,including grantsfor Wastewatei reatment
FacilitiesConstructiorandgrantsfor SmallCommunityWastewatef reatmentTable3.3.3shows
theannualcashexpenditure®ver the past 10 years.

[See table on following page]

115 DEP, Division of WaterRestorationAssistancehttps:/floridadep.gov/wrgdAccessedseptember 202).

116 For the 2022 Edition and beyond expendituregor beachmanagemenprojectsand non-mandatoryland reclamationmay be
excludedasnot beingdirectly relatedto waterquality restoratioror improvementln addition,theseprogramsarecurrentlybeing
administeredy D E P Diwsion of WaterResourcelanagement.

117 DEP, Division of WaterRestoratiorAssistancghttps:/floridadep.gov/wrgAccessedseptember 2020.)
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Table 3.3.3Water Restoration AssistanceExpenditures (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

Personnel $4.47 $4.19 $3.84 $3.75 $3.38 $3.28 $6.58 $3.88 $4.42 $4.08

Operations $0.61 $0.66 $0.64 $0.38 $0.48 $0.42 $0.50 $0.35 $0.38 $0.37

Revolving Fund-

Wastewater Facilities $107.04 $154.88 $101.75 $80.60 $162.99 $119.05 $161.73 $169.88 $24456 $231.12

Revolving Fund-
Wastewater Small $9.70 $12.88 $22.21 $37.47 $22.03 $16.49 $7.28 $0.89 $0.90 $1.85
Community

Water Projects $28.86 $16.58 $16.44 $9.26 $20.07 $43.43 $49.96 $47.79 $33.28 $48.39

Nonpoint Source

Funds $19.60 $12.17 $7.68 $3.08 $2.80 $3.86 $12.72 $17.91 $10.74 $11.16

Springs Restoration $ $ $ $10.00 $0.06 $5.19 $9.36  $17.00 $1547  $33.85

Beach
Projects/Restoratiort $12.46 $15.97 $15.52 $15.69 $24.92 $37.42 $37.24 $38.74 $29.04 $27.02
Non-Mandatory Land

Reclamation $2.29 $4.92 $1.44 $0.86 $1.53 $2.18 $1.02 $0.17 $0.60 $1.34
Deepwater Horizon

Projects™ $2.02 $1.18 $1.88 $3.29 $32.87 $12.92 $19.01 $20.00 $29.96 $17.14

Other Projects $ $0.50 $ $0.12 $0.01 $0.16 $0.37 $1.82 $4.47 $0.50

Total | $187.06 $223.94 $171.38 $164.50 $271.13 $244.41 $305.78 $318.45 $373.82 $376.82

* Beach restoration and inlet management projects may not be considered traditional water quality restoration or improjeetsehtqwever,
because of the significance of funding assistance for beaches in Florida, as well as their potential vefeases agdinst storm surge, EDR
continues to include these expenditures within this section for reference among the other water funding assistancénpiutgranesiitions, EDR
may reevaluate including these expenditures.

** The amounts shown are thasgenditures identified as being related to water resources and are not inclusive of all expenditures funded
Deepwater Horizomelated settlements.

During this time, approximately67 percentof water restoration assistanegpendituresverefor
waterquality projectsfundedthroughthe CleanWaterStateRevolvingFund(CWSRF)!8 Section

319 CleanWaterActs grantst!® andthe StateWaterquality AssistanceGrants Eligible projects
under the CWSRF include the construction or upgrade of wastewaterand stormwater
infrastructure A more extensive discussion of CWSREF eligibility and federal funding allocation
to states can be found in ChapterPdojectsfundedthrough Section319 and TMDL grants
(nonpoint sourcefunds) are intendedto reduce nonpoint source pollution and may include
demonstratiorand evaluationof urbanand agriculturalbestmanagemenpractices stormwater
retrofits,andpublic educatiorprojectst?®

1185ee33U.S.C.§1383;8 403.1835Fla. Stat.
119331.5.C.§ 1329(h).
120 DEP, NonpointSourceFunds https://floridadep.gov/WRA/31:-IMDL -Fund (Accessed September 2020.)
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A more recentfunding initiative is the annualstatutorydistributionfrom the Land Acquisition
Trust Fundfor springrestoration protection,and managemenprojects.Of the fundsremaining
after paymentof debt servicefor Florida Foreverbondsand Evergladegestorationbonds,the
lesserof 7.6 percentor $50 million is to be appropriatedor springsprojectst?! In the five most
recentGeneralAppropriationsActs, the Legislatureappropriatedunds for land acquisitionto
protectspringsandfor projectsthatprotectwaterquality andwaterquantitythatflow from springs.
Throughthe end of Fiscal Year 201920, $90.94million of the funds appropriatedor springs
restoratiorhadbeenspent.

The final major category of funding assistanceis provided through specific legislative
appropriationdor water projectsidentified eachyearin the GeneralAppropriationsAct. These
waterprojectsvary from yearto year,althoughsomeprojectshavereceivedfundingin multiple
years. The projects addresswater quality improvement(including septicto-sewer projects),
stormwater managenent, wastewatermanagementwaterbody restoration, water supply?2
flooding, andotherwaterresourcerelatedconcernsExpenditureon waterprojectshaveranged
from ashigh as$49.96million in Fiscal Year201617 to aslittle as$9.3million in Fiscal Year
201314.In FiscalYear201920, spendingon waterprojectswas$48.39 million.

OtherProgramsand nitiatives

In additionto EnvironmentalAssessmernd Restoratiorand Water RestoratiorAssistancethe
Legislaturenasfundeda varietyof otherwaterquality restoratiorprojectsandinitiatives overthe
pastten years.SinceFiscal Year 201011, expendituredor theseprogramshavereachecdhearly
$141 billion. More than 98 percentof expendituresvere from statesourcesand lessthantwo
percenfrom federalsourcesThelargestinitiative in this categoryis Evergladesestorationwith
total expenditure®f $122 billion or 87 percentof the total overthis time period. SeeChapter7
for adedicateddiscussiorof EvergladeexpendituresThe annualcashexpendituresinceFiscal
Year201011 areshownin Table3.3.4.

Table 3.3.40ther Programs and Initiatives Expenditures (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

Everglades
Restoration $69.27 $27.54 $26.60 $93.92 $5456 $115.77 $140.37 $184.53 $276.28 $232.16
Office of Water Policy $ $ $1.79 $2.27 $2.29 $2.36 $2.32 $2.43 $2.48 $2.40

Other Projects $6.47 $6.91 $8.06 $7.61 $15.46 $14.88 $17.76 $19.59 $24.08 $30.51

Red Tide Research $1.00 $0.64 $0.64 $1.28 $1.26 $0.62 $0.68 $0.43 $3.67 $7.23

Total $76.73 $35.09 $37.09 $105.09 $73.57 $133.63 $161.12 $206.98 $306.51 $272.31

1218 375.041(3)(b)2.Fla. Stat.

122 \Watersupply projectssuchasdrinking waterinfrastructureprojectsand alternativewater supply projectshavealsoreceived
legislatively-appropriatedfunding under this category.Although expendituresfor drinking water infrastructureprojectsand
alternativewatersupplyprojectswould relateto watersupply,theseexpendituresreincludedin this categorybecausénsufficient
project level data currently exists to allocate the expenditures betvegersupplyandwaterquality.
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Overthe pasttenfiscal years the statehasspentanaverageof $1.75 million peryearfor ongoing
redtide researchThe FishandWildlife ConservatiorC o mmi s &ishand\Wikllife Research
Institutepartnersvith Mote Marine Laboratoryto monitorthe organismhatcausesnostredtides
along the southwestcoast. Through this partnership,scientistsconduct water sampling and
monitoringandupdatethe public on the statusof redtide 123

Regulatoryand Clean-Up Programs

EDRincludedD E P i@gulatorysectionin its analysisof expendituresor waterquality andother
waterresourcerelatedprogramsbecausgrogramareaswithin this sectionimplementor enforce
lawsrelatedto waterquality, provideresearclhatsupportsvaterrelatedprogramspr implement
programsthat are associatedvith the assessmentr remediationof surfaceand groundwater
pollution.

SinceFiscal Year 201011, the Stateof Florida hasspentmorethan$2.3L billion for regulatory
andclearrup programsadministeredy DEP.Nearly allof thisfunding,approximatel\@3 percent,
has beenfunded from state sources.Most of the expendituresare associatedwith cleanrup

programsfor hazardousvastesites, petroleumtanks,undergroundanks,and waterwells. The

personnelincluded in this grouping are employedby D E P district offices, water resource
managementyastemanagemeniandthe Florida GeologicalSurvey.D E P @isrict offices are

responsiblefor implementingprogramsrelating to air and wasteregulation,as well as water
resourceprotectionandrestoration EDR was unableto identify the personnewho exclusively
work on waterwithin the availabledata;therefore all personnetostshavebeenincluded.Table

3.3.5showsthe annualcashexpendituresinceFiscalYear2010-11.

Table 3.3.5Regulatory and Clean-up Program Expenditures (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

Personnel $65.60 $61.48 $58.87 $59.07 $58.15 $56.24 $52.74 $65.04 $66.20 $66.11

Operations $7.37 $8.04 $6.88 $7.13 $7.65 $8.42 $8.63 $10.04 $9.56 $9.23

Petroleum

. $109.54 $120.29 $132.11 $81.85 $59.73 $80.97 $119.44 $122.40 $119.08 $127.91
Restoration

Waste ClearUp $37.79 $41.45 $36.68 $26.38 $28.68 $37.40 $36.11 $36.61 $38.06 $38.18

Other Projects $35.74 $21.47 $16.83 $14.63 $15.02 $15.29 $16.74 $18.87 $17.31 $17.00

Total | $256.05 $252.73 $251.38 $189.06 $169.24 $198.32 $233.66 $252.96 $250.20 $258.43

The expenditureshownfor WasteCleanUp includethe activitiesassociatedavith the following
major types of cleanup efforts: dry-cleaning solvent contamination; hazardous waste;
undergroundstoragetanks; water wells; and contractswith local governmentsin addition, the
expendituresshownfor Other Projectsinclude various programsand projectsincluding waste

123 See Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, FWC/FWiRite Cooperative Red Tide Program,
https://myfwc.com/research/redtide/monitoring/current/co@@cessedSeptember 202p.
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planning grants, undergroundstoragetank complianceverification, solid waste management
activities,andtransfergo otheragenciedor specifiedactivities(e.g, to the Departmenbdf Health
for BiomedicalWasteRegulation).

StateAid to WaterManagemenbistricts

Eachyearin thestatebudgetthe Legislatureprovidesfundingto supportthe WMDs. SinceFiscal
Year201011, directexpenditure$o supportthed i s t waterualgy@ndotherwaterresource
relatedprogramshavetotalednearly$150 million. Most of the fundingis providedthroughDEP;
however,the expenditureselatedto Evergladesrestorationare provided through the Florida
Departmenbf Transportationln this regard,a portionof thetoll revenuedepositednto the State
TransportatioW rust Fundfrom the Alligator Alley Toll Roadhasbeenprovided,whenavailable,
to the SouthFloridaWaterManagemenbistrict for Evergladesestoratiorprojects'?* Table3.3.6
showsthe annualcashexpendituresinceFiscalYear201011.

Table 3.3.6State Aid to Water ManagementDistricts (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 1112 1213 1314 1415 1516 1617 1718 1819 1920
Operations and
Permitting $4.74  $0.19  $1.71  $2.26  $8.08  $7.95  $7.95  $7.95  $7.95  $7.95
Assistance
Minimum Flows $ $ $ $ $  $150  $150  $345  $3.45  $3.45
and Levels
Wetland Protection $0.61 $0.36 $0.73 $2.44 $0.88 $1.31 $0.00 $ $ $
Dispersed Water $ $ $ $  $1000  $500  $500  $500  $500  $5.00
Storage
Everglades $ $ $4.40  $4.40  $8.60  $7.06 $ $8.01  $5.24 &
Restoration
Total $5.35  $0.55  $6.84  $9.10  $27.56  $22.83  $14.45 $24.41  $21.63  $16.40

Note:fi ®indicatesazero,whereasi $ 0 .indiGatesanamountiessthan$5,000.

Forecastof Expendituren WaterQuality and Other WaterResourceRelatedPrograms

Table 3.3.7 providesa forecastfor total stateexpenditureson water quality and other water
resourcerelatedprogramsBeginningin FiscalYear2010-11, theexpenditure$or theseprograms
declinedeachyearbeforeresuminggrowth afterthelow pointin FiscalYear201213. Sincethat

time, theannualgrowthratehasaveragedpproximatelylO percentasincreaseadevenuevecame
availableto reinvestin theseprogramsThe highestgrowthrateoccurredin FiscalYear201617

at 18.36percentfollowed by increase®f 9.38percentin FiscalYear201718 and17.54percent
in FiscalYear201819. This was followedoy adecline of 2.75 percent in Fiscal Year 2€2®

Becausef thisunusuabattern theforecastusesheaverageggrowthrateoverthetenyearhistory

of 5.51percent.

124 § 338.26,Fla. Stat. (Eachyear, tolls are generatedrom the use of Alligator Alley. The Departmentof Transportationis
authorizedo transferanyfundsin exces®of thoseusedto conductcertainactivitiesprescribedn paragraph3)(a)to SFWMD for
Everglades restoration.
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Table 3.3.7History and Forecastof State Expenditures on Water Quality and Other Water
ResourceRelated Programs (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY

History 1011 11-12 12-13 1314 1415 1516 1617 17-18 1819 1920

Total $564.18  $550.28 $514.39  $518.65 $603.27 $671.59  $794.91 $869.46 $1,021.94 $993.86

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY EY Fy

Forecast 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324 24-25 2526 26-27 27-28 2829 29.30

Total | $1,048.63 $1,106.42 $1,167.40 $1,231.73 $1,299.61 $1,371.24 $1,446.81 $1,526.54 $1,610.67 $1,699.43

RegionalExpenditures

Similarto theanalysegor theWM D sconservatiomandacquisitionJandmanagemengndwater
supply,in orderto identify WMD expenditureselatedto waterquality, EDRreviewedheWMD s 6
preliminary budgetsand tentativebudgetsdevelopedin accordancavith sections373.535and
373.536, Florida Statutes, respectively. These budget documentsinclude actual audited
expendituresllocatedto six programareasand acrosseachof the four areasof responsibility,
including water quality.?® Note that dueto the S F WM D énigjue responsibilitiesrelatedto
Evergladesrestoration,a large componentof its water quality expenditureds relatedto the
implementatiorof the RestoratiorStrategiesfRegionalWaterQuality Plan,waterquality features
of the ComprehensiveEvergladesRestorationPlan (CERP), and other ecosystenrestoration
projectssupportingwaterquality goalswithin the Evergladescosystem.

Table3.3.8providesa forecastanddetailsa history of expenditurescrossall programareaghat
the WMDs attribute to the water quality area of responsibility. These expendituresinclude
activitiesrelatedto waterqualityimprovemenandrestorationgnvironmentaimonitoringanddata
collection, land acquisition and managementand regulatory permitting (e.g., environmental
resourcepermittingprogramandwaterwell constructionpermitting). To avoid doublecounting
WMD expendituredetweenthe conservationland and water sectionsof this report, the total
expendituregassignedo i 2 LahdA ¢ g u i sandfi B bahdMa n a g e actviidsiiavebeen
removedfrom the expendituresn Table3.3.8,3.3.9,and3.3.10 Notethatthe historic datais in
local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit was
convertedo statefiscal years Rather than using tremplethreeyearmovingaveragethe forecast
also takes into accoutitethreeyearmovingaveragegrowthrate averaging the two

[See table on following paye

125The six program areas are@ Water Resources Planning and Monitoring; 2.0 Land Acquisition, Restoration and Public Works;
3.0 Operation and Maintenance of Works and Lands; 4.0 Regulation; 5.0 Outreach; and 6.0 District Management and
Administration. The WMDs report expenditures lire tfour areas of responsibility at the program level only. Each program area
contains multiple activities or swdctivities. The program allocation by area of responsibility are estimates since projects and
initiatives may serve more than one purpose.
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Table 3.3.8Water ManagementDistrict Water Quality Expenditures (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819

NWFWMD $5.67 $4.92 $5.35 $6.25 $5.83
SIRWMD $24.57 $25.05 $27.34 $51.88 $36.99
SFWMD $88.53 $89.18 $113.99 $121.59 $123.33
SWFWMD $19.12 $25.12 $22.23 $23.74 $24.30
SRWMD $2.01 $4.09 $2.29 $2.73 $3.58
Total $139.89 $148.36 $171.21 $206.19 $194.03
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324

Total $202.47 $216.87 $224.47 $235.48 $248.33

Source:AnnualBudgetsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

Table3.3.9providesa forecastanddetailsa history of expenditurescrossall programareaghat
the WMDs attributeto the flood protectionareaof responsibility.Note thatthe historicdatais in
local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingourposesit was

convertedto statefiscal years.Forecastsely on a threeyear moving averageasit bestfits the
natureof the data.

Table 3.3.9Water ManagementDistrict Flood Protection Expenditures (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819

NWFWMD $2.89 $2.70 $2.36 $2.62 $2.72
SIJRWMD $7.44 $8.42 $11.47 $15.30 $18.61
SFWMD $90.29 $90.42 $98.50 $109.50 $101.54
SWFWMD $26.11 $17.47 $17.94 $26.12 $31.31
SRWMD $2.38 $4.47 $2.62 $3.00 $3.83
Total $129.11 $123.48 $132.89 $156.55 $158.01
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324

Total $146.27 $151.51 $151.81 $149.86 $151.06

Source:AnnualBudgetsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

Table3.3.10providesaforecastanddetailsa history of expendituresicrossall programareaghat
the WMDs attributeto the naturalsystemsareaof responsibility.Note that the historic datais in
local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit was

convertedto statefiscal years.Forecastsely on a threeyear moving averageasit bestfits the
natureof thedata.

[See table on following page]
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Table 3.3.10Water ManagementDistrict Natural SystemsExpenditures (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819

NWFWMD $4.33 $3.60 $4.26 $4.32 $4.39
SIJRWMD $30.63 $31.10 $34.03 $7.53 $18.36
SFWMD $134.85 $121.42 $147.16 $136.48 $138.13
SWFWMD $34.21 $32.77 $32.58 $25.61 $29.38
SRWMD $3.61 $5.86 $3.55 $4.29 $5.09
Total $207.63 $194.75 $221.57 $178.23 $195.34
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324

Total $198.33 $192.82 $194.07 $195.08 $193.99

Source:AnnualBudgetsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

Table3.3.11providesa forecastand detailsa history of waterquality protectionandrestoration
expenditure¥® by specialdistricts?’ that are locatedin multiple counties. The expendituresn
account$35Sewer/WasteaterServices536WaterSewerCombinatiorServicesand538Flood
Control/StormwateManagemenhavebeenclassifiedaswaterquality protectionandrestoration
expendituresNote that the historic datais in local fiscal years,which begin Octoberl andend
SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.Forecastsely ona
threeyearmovingaverageasit bestfits the natureof the data.Note that the data in this table has
been significantly revised and supedes the data provided in the 2020 Edition.

Table 3.3.11Water Quality Protection and Restoration Expenditures by Regional Special
Districts (in $millions)

Histor LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
y 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18

Quality Protection &
Restoration $100.78 $101.93 $105.35 $119.28 $118.55
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23

Quality Protection &
Restoration $113.01 $115.85 $115.86 $114.91 $115.54

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenof FinancialServices Division of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccountsb35,536,538,anda portionof account$37and572aresharedutin
accordancevith local governmensurveyresults.

Local Expenditures

Table3.3.12providesa forecastand detailsa history of waterquality protectionandrestoration
expendituresy local governmentsBasedon surveyresults,a portion of the local government
expendituresin accounts537 Conservationand ResourceManagementand 572 Parks and

126 For further detailson the sourceandmethodologyof thisdata,seefi L o E & p e n d in Segtior.2.0
127 Thereexistsa smallnumberof governmentaéntities(e.g, utility authorities}hatcrosscountiesbut aretechnicallynot special
districts. Their expendituresreincludedhere.
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Recreatiormay be attributedto waterquality protectionandrestoration Further,expendituresn
account$35Sewer/Wastewat&avices,536 WaterSewerCombinationServicesand538Flood
Control/StormwateManagemenhavebeenclassifiedaswaterquality protectionandrestoration
expendituresNote that the historic datais in local fiscal years,which begin Octoberl andend
SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.Forecastsely ona
threeyearmovingaveragegrowthrateasit bestfits the natureof the data.

Table 3.3.12Water Quality Protection & Restoration Expenditures by Local Governments
(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY

1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18
Counties $2,169.81 $2,204.88 $2,371.30 $2,446.70 $2,522.53
Municipalities $3,169.13 $3,263.44 $3,395.27 $3,516.99 $3,746.40
Special Districts $418.60 $497.16 $535.21 $589.46 $883.27
Total $5,757.54 $5,965.48 $6,301.77 $6,553.15 $7,152.20

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23
Total $7,409.03 $7,855.59 $8,372.08 $8,885.80 $9,440.81

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenbf FinancialServices Division of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts535, 536,538, anda portion of 537 and572 are sharedout by local
governmensurvey.

Private Utility Expenditures

Table 3.3.13providesa forecastand detailsa history of water quality expendituresy private
wastewateuwtilities. The basisfor this datawas providedto EDR by the Florida Public Service
Commission(PSC)from the annualfinancial reportssubmittedby wastewaterutilities within
jurisdictionalcounties As of September 202@nly 38of F | o r 67doardieshadresolutionsor
ordinancesadoptedto impose PSC jurisdiction over private water and wastewaterutilities 128
Similar to the privatedrinking water utilities detailedin Section3.1, the remainingexpenditures
from countiesoutsideits jurisdictionwereestimatedasedn percapitautility expendituresThis
methodologyshouldprovide suitableestimatedueto a similar mix of rural andurbancounties
both in andout of the P S C jorsdiction. Note that the historic datais in calendaryears.For
forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.Populationgrowth drivesthe forecast
asutility expendituresiregenerallyexpectedo follow populationgrowth.

1285g of the date of this report, there were 38 jurisdictional coulashua,Bradford,Brevard,Broward,Charlotte Clay, Duval,
Escambia Franklin, GadsdenGulf, Hardee,Highlands,Jackson Lake, Lee, Leon, Levy, Manatee ,Marion, Martin, Monroe,
NassauOkaloosa,OkeechobeeQrange,Osceola,Palm Beach,Pasco Pinellas,Polk, Putnam,Seminole,St. Johns,St. Lucie,
Sumter,Volusia,andWashingtonThe nonjurisdictional counties werdaker,Bay, Calhoun Citrus, Collier, Columbia,DeSoto,
Dixie, Flagler,Gilchrist, Glades Hamilton,Hendry,HernandoHillsborough,Holmes,IndianRiver, Jefferson|afayette Liberty,
Madison,Miami-Dade,SantaRosa,SarasotaSuwanneeTaylor, Union, Wakulla,andWalton. For an updted list of jurisdiction
counties, sebttp://www.psc.state.fl.us/Files/PDF/Utilities/WaterAndWastewater/wawtextchar{Acdessed September 2020.)
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Table 3.3.13Water Quality Expenditures by Private Wastewater Utilities (in $millions)

History

CcY
2010

CcY
2011

CcY
2012

CcY
2013

CcY
2014

CcY
2015

CcY
2016

CcY
2017

CcYy
2018

CcY
2019

Total

$38.22

$38.14

$37.01

$32.99

$32.72

$33.50

$35.42

$37.08

$39.40

$43.28

Forecast

Total

FY
19-20

FY
20-21

FY
21-22

FY
22-23

FY
2324

FY
24-25

FY
2526

FY
26-27

FY
27-28

FY
2829

$42.07

$42.62

$43.16

$43.72

$44.25

$44.77

$45.27

$45.77

$46.26

$46.75

SourceA historicalseriesvascreatedusingdataprovidedby the FloridaPublic ServiceCommission.

3.4 Historical and Projected Future Revenuesfor Water Quality and Other
Water ResourceRelated Programs

EDR s requiredto forecasti f e d stategebignal,andlocal governmentevenuesiedicatedn
currentlaw for thep u r p o [efgpmjéctsor initiatives associatedvith watersupplyandwater
guality protectionandrestorationjor that havebeenhistorically allocatedfor thesepurposesas
well aspublic and privateutility r e v e nTieresare @variety of revenuesourceshat support
water resources,ncluding specific taxes and fees that are dedicatedin law. The following
discussionidentifies and forecaststhe relevantwater quality and other water resourcerelated
revenues.

StateAppropriatedRevenueSources

Thereareanumberof stateandfederalrevenuesourceghathavebeenusedhistoricallyto support
appropriationgelatedto waterquality. For this analysis theserevenuesare categorizedseither
DocumentaryStampTax revenueor Non-DocumentaryStampTax revenue.

DocumentanStampTaxRevenue

Theprimarysourceof revenuecurrentlydedicatedo landconservatiormndwaterresourcerelated
initiativesis the DocumentanstampTax 2°whichis largelydependenonthehealthof F | or i da o s
housing market. Today, F | o r ihalising rmarket is still recoveringfrom the extraordinary
upheavabf the housingboomandits subsequentollapse.The housingboomwasunderwayby
late Fiscal Year 200203 andclearly in placeby Fiscal Year 200304, with the peakoccurring
during Fiscal Year 200506. DocumentaryStampTax collections(shownin Figure 3.4.1) also
reachedheir peakin FiscalYear200506, postingtotal collectionsof nearly$4.06billion. At the
endof Fiscal Year 2019-20, collectionswere 70.84 percentof their prior peakand basedon the
August2020 DocumentansStampTax CollectionsandDistributionsRevenueestimatingConference
theyarenot expectedo reachor surpasshe FiscalYear200506 peakuntil FiscalYear2030-31.

129Ch.201,Fla. Stat.
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Figure 3.4.1Total Documentary Stamp Tax Collections(in $millions)
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The availability of funding for waterresourcess closelylinked to the trajectoryof this revenue
source.Table 3.4.1 showsthe historical and forecastedotal collectionsfrom the Documentary
StampTax, aswell astheconstitutionallyrequireddistributionto the Land Acquisition Trug Fund
(LATF).13° Theseestimatesvereadoptedy the RevenueEstimatingConferencén August2020.

Table 3.4.1Documentary Stamp Tax History and Forecast(in $millions)

Histor FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
y 1011 11-12 12-13 1314 1415 1516 1617 17-18 1819 19-20

Egﬁeiifﬁﬂﬁ $1,156.50 $1,261.60 $1,643.40 $1,812.50 $2,120.80 $2,276.87 $2,417.76 $2,510.02 $2,651.07 $2,874.90

Eﬁ:fne;é 7.22%  9.09%  30.26%  10.29%  17.01%  7.36%  6.19% = 3.82%  5.62%  8.44%
Committed
to Water $ $ $ $ $ $ $  $25422  $294.77  $316.09
Resources
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2021 21-22 2223 2324 2425 2526 2627 27-28 2829 2930

gglcleiiﬂ“s’ $2,936.70 $3,167.70 $3,246.60 $3,335.87 $3,429.62 $3,529.80 $3,633.21 $3,740.05 $3,854.06 $3,969.73

Eﬁg’é‘é 2.15% 7.87% 2.49% 2.75% 2.81% 2.92% 2.93% 2.94% 3.05% 3.00%
Titf\"Tt;’ $965.88 $1,042.11 $1,068.14 $1,097.60 $1,128.54 $1,161.60 $1,195.73 $1,230.98 $1,268.61 $1,306.78

Debt Service| $157.60 $136.07 $125.02 $104.83  $104.83 $81.32 $60.90 $44.37 $24.82 $6.93

ng;"fX‘T";g $808.28  $906.04 $943.12  $992.77 $1,023.71 $1,080.28 $1,134.83 $1,186.61 $1,243.79 $1,299.85

Committed
to Water $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $314.00 $314.00 $314.00 $314.00
Resources
Uncommitted
LATF Based $489.28  $587.04  $624.12  $673.77 $704.71 $761.28 $820.83 $872.61 $929.79  $985.85

on Statute

130 |n 2014, Florida votersapprovedthe Water and Land Conservatiorconstitutionalamendmen{Amendmentl) to providea
dedicatedfunding sourcefor water andland conservatiorand restoration.The amendmentreatedarticle X, section28 of the
Florida Constitution,which requiresthat startingon July 1, 2015, for 20 years,33 percentof the net revenuederivedfor the
existingexcisetax on documentsnustbe depositednto the Land Acquisition TrustFund.
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Section201.15,Florida Statutesdirectsthe distributionof DocumentaryStampTax revenues:?
Figure 3.4.2 illustrates the effect of the statutorydistributionsfor Fiscal Year 2020-21. The
DocumentaryStamp Tax collections forecast for Fiscal Year 2020 is $2.9 billion, with an
estimatedb2.1 billion (7243 percentexpectedo bedistributedto the GeneraRevenud-undand
theLATF. Inthefigure,thedistributionto the LATF is splitinto two componenparts(debtservice

and all other uses)that togetherreach the required 33 percentafter the deductionfor the
Departmenbf R e v e nadneinissativecosts.

Figure 3.4.2Fiscal Year 202021 Statutory Distribution of Documentary Stamp Tax Revenue
(in $millions)
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General Revenue Service Charge
$157.67
5.37%

0.33%
Grants & Donations TF _
$2.63
0.09%
General Inspection TF

$0.30
0.01%

In Fiscal Year 202@1, he LATF is expectedo receiveapproximately$966 million in total,
including$157.60 million for debtservicepaymentsand$80828 million for otherusesPursuant
to the Florida Constitution,the fundsin the LATF must be expendedonly for the following
purposes:

1) As providedby law, to financeor refinance:ithe acquisitionandimprovement
of land, water areas,and related property interests,including conservation
easementsand resourcedor conservationlandsincluding wetlands,forests,
and fish and wildlife habitat; wildlife managemenareas;landsthat protect
water resourcesand drinking water sources,including lands protectingthe
water quality and quantity of rivers, lakes, streams,springshedsand lands
providing recharge for groundwater and aquifer systems;lands in the
Everglade®gricultural Areaandthe Everglades$rotectionArea,asdefinedin

131A forecastshowingthedistributionsis availableon E D R website:
http://edr.state.fl.us/content/conferences/docstamp/docstampresults.pdf
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Article 11, Section7(b); beachesandshoresputdoorrecreatiorlands,including
recreationaltrails, parks, and urban open space;rural landscapesworking
farms and ranches;historic or geologic sites; togetherwith management,
restorationof natural systems,and the enhancemenbf public accessor
recreationaknjoymenif conservatiodands.

2) To paythedebtserviceon bondsissuedpursuanto Article VII, Sectionll(e).

Of the LATF revenuesvailablefor otherusesapproximatelyb319million is dedicatedn law to

the Evergladesspring restoration,and Lake Apopka projectsas providedin section375.041,
Florida Statutes.The remaining $489.28 million is available for other qualifying purposes
authorizedand appropriatedby the Legislature. Table 3.4.2 shows all Fiscal Year 2020-21

appropriationgrom the LATF ($1.04billion). Slightly lessthanonehalf of theseappropriations
are for water quality and other water resourcerelated programs, with total combined
appropriationsof $51172 million, or approximately49 percentof the total. Within the water
qualitycomponentghelargestprogramis Evergladesestoratiorwith anappropriatiorof $264.25

million. Thetrustfundis alsousedto paydebtservicefor EvergladesndFloridaForeverbonds;
to supportiandconservatiomndmanagemerdctivities;andto supportspecificagencyoperations
at DEP,DACS, the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FW&)dthe Departmenbf

State(DOS).

Table 3.4.2Land Acquisition Trust Fund Appropriations (in $millions)

FY20-21 FY20-21 FY20-21 FY21-22

Program Area Recurring Nonrecurring Total BaseBudget

Water Quality- Other Programs and Initiatives $132.05 $186.87 $318.91 $132.06
Land Conservation and Management $220.94 $105.08 $326.02 $222.46
Debt Service $157.68 $ $157.68 $157.68
Water Quality- Water Restoration Assistance $101.11 $5.00 $106.11 $101.12
Water Quality- Environmental Assessment and Restorat $39.36 $26.78 $66.14 $39.50
Water Quality- Regulatory and Cleaap Programs $20.55 $ $20.55 $20.76
Water Management Districts $18.68 $0.10 $18.78 $18.68
All Other Programs $29.95 $ $29.95 $30.26
TOTAL $720.31 $323.83 $1,044.14 $722.53

The outcomeof pendingcivil litigation pertainingto specificappropriationgrom the LATF and
the spendingof appropriatednoneyby the executiveagenciesnay affect future editionsof this
reportl32

Total StateRevenugfor Water Quality and Other Water ResowfRelated Programs

In addition to the Documentary Stamp Tax discussed above, there are a variety of other revenue
sources available for water quality.orderto determinghetypesof revenuehistoricallyallocated

for water quality and other water resourcerelatedprograms the various stateand federaltrust

132 For a detailed history of litigation, see the 2020 Edition of this report at page 86, available at:
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturalsouces/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment_2020Edition.pdf
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fundsfrom which fundshavebeenappropriatedn themostrecentfive-yearperiodwereidentified
and describedin the 2018 Edition of this report!*® They include the following: Internal
ImprovementTrust Fund, Inland ProtectionTrust Fund, GenerallnspectionTrust Fund, Florida
CoastalProtectionTrust Fund, Minerals Trust Fund, Florida Permit Fee Trust Fund, SaveOur
EvergladesTrust Fund, Solid Waste ManagementTrust Fund, WastewaterTreatmentand
StormwaterManagementRevolving Loan Trust Fund, Water Quality AssuranceTrust Fund,
NonmandatoryLand ReclamationTrust Fund, Grantsand DonationsTrust Fund, and Federal
GrantsTrustFund.Within theidentifiedtrustfunds,the typesof revenuewerealsoidentifiedand
described3* Theserevenuesnclude:FeesandLicensesfFines,PenaltiesandJudgmentsGrants
and Donations;Pollutant Taxesand Fees;Repaymentf Loans; Salesand Leases;Severance
Taxes,andSaleof Bonds.

Basedon a review of stateaccountsfor the last ten fiscal years,a historical data serieswas
constructedor the identified revenuesWith the exceptionof repaymentof loansand sale of
bonds,eachof therevenuesourcess forecastedy the RevenueEstimatingConferencermeeting
specificallyon TransportatiolRevenuesiseneraRevenueandtheLong-TermRevenueéinalysis.
Theassumptionsisedwithin theseconferencegrovidethe basisfor the overallforecasthrough
Fiscal Year 202-30. For the repaymentof loans,a threeyear moving averages usedfor the
forecastThehistoricalseriesandtheforecasftor the total revenues available for water quality and
other water resoureeslated programs, comped of the noaDocumentaryStamp Tax revenues
and theDocumentaryStamp Tax revenues committed to water resouritem Table 3.4.1lare
shownin Table3.4.3.

[See table on following page]

133 http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturalsources/LandandWaterAnnualAssessment_2018Editioat peifjel186.
1341d. at 188.
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Table 3.4.3 RevenuesAvailable for Water Quality

Programs (in $millions)

History

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
1011 11-12 12-13 1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819 19-20

Fees and Licenseg

Fines, Penalties,
Judgements

Grants and Donations

Pollutant
Taxes and Fees|

Repayment of Loans
Sales and Leases
Severance Taxes

Sale of Bonds

$26.61 $33.44 $28.54 $25.64 $28.23 $24.22 $24.23 $23.39 $25.04 $24.76
$0.08 $0.07 $16.38 $0.87 $78.62 $9.56 $3.74 $5.39 $47.15 $2.45
$175.58 $113.49 $86.93 $81.18 $93.08 $96.89 $82.62 $73.19 $106.87 $107.34
$251.02 $246.36 $246.85 $252.04 $260.33 $267.19 $273.15 $286.48 $301.35 $282.40
$63.90 $75.52 $86.76 $102.86 $99.78 $83.38 $95.98 $68.24 $81.72 $119.71
$0.51 $2.37 $1.67 $4.96 $1.38 $1.33 $1.33 $1.58 $1.06 $1.56
$25.59 $5.00 $5.55 $5.24 $4.93 $6.85 $6.61 $6.83 $6.70 $5.94

$ $  $49.90 $- $  $49.87 $- $ $- $-

Non-Doc Stamp
Subtotal

Doc Stamp Committed
to Water Resources

$517.71 $471.24 $467.12 $467.55 $561.43 $482.57 $481.04 $458.28 $563.18 $538.23

$ $ $- $- $ $- $  $254.22 $294.77 $316.09

and Other Water ResourceRelated

Total Water
Quality Revenues

Forecast

$517.71 $471.24 $467.12 $467.55 $561.43 $482.57 $481.04 $712.50 $857.95 $854.32

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 2526 26-27 27-28 28-29 29-30

Fees and Licenseg

Fines, Penalties,
Judgements

Grants and Donations

Pollutant
Taxes and Fees

Repayment of Loans
Sales and Leases
Severance Taxes

Sale of Bonds

$25.08 $25.40 $25.73 $26.04 $26.35 $26.64 $26.93 $27.22 $27.51 $27.79
$2.49 $2.52 $2.55 $2.58 $2.61 $2.64 $2.67 $2.70 $2.73 $2.76
$128.69 $97.69 $94.89 $96.57 $98.47 $100.56 $102.48 $104.49 $106.54 $108.57
$266.22 $284.38 $292.54 $296.40 $298.89 $300.83 $302.31 $303.55 $304.58 $305.49
$89.89 $97.11 $102.24 $96.41 $98.58 $99.08 $98.02 $98.56 $98.55 $98.38
$1.58 $1.60 $1.62 $1.64 $1.66 $1.68 $1.70 $1.72 $1.73 $1.75
$5.92 $5.95 $4.41 $3.19 $3.18 $3.21 $3.45 $3.53 $3.53 $3.65

$- $ $- $- $ $- $- $- $- $-

Non-Doc Stamp
Subtotal

$513.95 $508.69 $519.57 $519.65 $526.56 $531.44 $534.12 $538.24 $541.65 $544.74

Doc StampCommitted
to Water Resources

$319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $319.00 $314.00 $314.00 $314.00 $314.00

Total Water
Quality Revenues

$832.95 $827.69 $838.57 $838.65 $845.56 $850.44 $848.12 $852.24 $855.65 $858.74

74



RegionalRevenues

TheWMDs arerequiredto reporttheir annualrevenuesn their Comprehensiv@&nnual Financial
Reports While eachdistrict mustreportits total revenuesthe breakdowrof categoriess largely
at the discretionof the district. As a result,intergovernmentasourcescannotbe identified at a
granulardevel. Further theamountof theserevenuesisedfor watersupplypurposesversuswater
quality is not identifiable and projectsor initiatives may benefit both purposes.Table 3.4.4
providesa forecastanddetailsa history of WMD revenuedrom their own sourcesAd valorem
collectiong®® compriseapproximately50 to 95 percentof this revenuewith the remaindera mix
of investmentearningstimber harvestingand sales,apiaryuse,billboard and cell tower leases,
salesof excavatedmaterials,cattle grazing, alligator egg harvestsferal hog hunts, and other
miscellaneousevenuesThe ad valoremportion of the first two yearsof the forecastcomefrom
the adoptedandtentativebudgetsof the WMDs while the final threeyearsrely on a threeyear
moving averagegrowth rate by district.1*® The forecastfor the remainingshareof this revenue
relieson populationgrowth adoptedoy the July DemographicEstimatingConferenceNote that
the historic datais in local fiscal years,which begin October1 and end Septembel30. For
forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal years.

Table 3.4.4Water ManagementDistrict Revenuesrom Own Sources(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819
NWFWMD $7.03 $5.08 $6.31 $7.05 $5.69
SIJRWMD $88.27 $90.89 $90.24 $91.81 $98.35
SFWMD $326.46 $312.66 $310.64 $317.29 $340.40
SWFWMD $110.48 $114.46 $112.72 $117.29 $130.25
SRWMD $7.06 $7.69 $7.60 $6.91 $9.86
Total $539.30 $530.78 $527.51 $540.35 $584.54
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24
Total $585.32 $595.74 $605.14 $615.43 $625.76

Source:Comprehensivénnual FinancialReportsof the WaterManagemenbDistricts.

Table 3.4.5 providesa forecastand details a history of WMD revenuessourcedfrom other
governmentsThis canbefederal,state,or local cities andcounties Note that the historic datais
in local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl and end SeptembeB0. For forecastingpurposesit
wasconvertedo statefiscal years.As revenuesarelargelybasedon population forecastgely on
populationgrowthrates.

B¥BWithin the WMDs, there can exist basin boards for various p
governing board can levy ad valorem taxes within the designated basin of the basin boards. Currently, only three saarid®asin b

exist and all of them are within the SFWMD. Table B.4 in Appendix B contains a short history of these rates

136 In the 2019 Edition and pripthe forecastfor the ad valoremshareof this revenuerelied on the growth rate of countytaxable
valueasadoptedby the Ad Valorem Revenue Estimating Conferenthe conference growth rate for the county taxable value was
significantly outperforming the actual collections growth rate for the districts.
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Table 3.4.5 Water Management District Revenuesfrom Intergovernmental Sources (in
$millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
14-15 1516 16-17 17-18 1819

NWFWMD $12.87 $14.00 $14.86 $17.88 $17.73
SIJIRWMD $28.84 $23.45 $28.57 $38.31 $23.80
SFWMD $103.36 $137.45 $176.79 $170.20 $208.09
SWFWMD $12.37 $6.24 $13.62 $6.92 $10.14
SRWMD $14.20 $15.75 $8.41 $14.03 $14.64
Total $171.64 $196.88 $242.25 $247.34 $274.41
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324

Total $272.36 $275.94 $279.42 $283.06 $286.51

Source:Comprehensivé&nnual FinancialReportsof the WaterManagemenbistricts.

Table 3.4.6 providesa forecastanddetailsa history of revenuesisedfor waterquality purposes
by specialdistrictsthatarelocatedin multiple countiesBasedon surveyresults,a portion of the
accountidentifiedas343.700ServiceChargei Conservatiorand ResourcéManagementis self-
generatedor useon water quality protectionand restorationprojectsand initiatives. Further,
accounts323.600FranchiseFeei Sewer,343.500Chargesfor Services- SewerWastewater
Utility, and343.600Chargedor Services WaterSewerCombinatiao Utility arecategorizedhs
waterquality protectionandrestorationself-generatedevenue Accounts334.350StateGranti
Sewer/Wastewate834.360StateGranti StormwaterManagementand 335.350StateShared
Revenue$ Sewer/Wastewatarecategorizedswaterquality protectionandrestoratiorrevenues
from thestate Finally, accoun831.350FederalGranti Sewer/\Wastewates categorizegswater
guality protectionandrestoratiorrevenudrom thefederalgovernmentNotethatthehistoricdata
is in local fiscal years which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO0. For forecastingpurposesit
wasconvertedo statefiscal years.As revenuesrelargelybasedon population forecastgely on
populationgrowthrates.

Table 3.4.6Water Quality Protection & Restoration RevenuesGeneratedto RegionalSpecial
Districts by Government Source(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
13-14 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18
Self $91.35 $94.65 $97.83 $102.40 $104.30
State $0.31 $0.74 $0.43 $0.15 $1.49
Federal $1.28 $0.03 $- $- $0.01
Forecast FY FY FY FY FY
18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23

Self $106.12 $107.88 $109.58 $111.22 $112.82
State $1.51 $1.54 $1.56 $1.59 $1.61
Federal $0.01 $0.01 $0.01 $0.01 $0.01

Source:AnnualFinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmentf FinancialServicesDivision of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts323.600,.343.500,343.600,andsurveyresultsareappliedto 343.700
for self; 334.350,334.360,and335.350for State;and331.350for Federal.
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Local Revenues

Table 3.4.7 provides a forecastand details a history of self-generatedrevenuesby local
governmentusedfor water quality purposesBasedon surveyresults,a portion of the local
governmenticcount343.700ServiceChargei ConservatiorandResourceManagemenis self
generatedor useon water quality protectionand restorationprojectsand initiatives. Further,
accounts323.600FranchiseFeei Sewer,343.500Chargesfor Services- SewerWastewater
Utility, and343.600Chargedor Services WaterSewerCombinationUtility arecategorizedas
water quality protectionandrestorationselt-generatedevenue Note that the historic datais in
local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingpurposesit was
convertedto statefiscal years.As revenuesare largely basedon population,forecastsrely on
populationgrowthrates.

Table 3.4.7 Water Quality Protection & Restoration Revenues Generated by Local
Governments(in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 1617 17-18
Counties $2,005.30 $2,092.15 $2,241.08 $2,378.98 $2,440.08
Municipalities $3,073.71 $3,211.88 $3,221.87 $3,369.69 $3,474.45
Special Districts $216.37 $221.94 $235.17 $241.70 $242.20
Total $5,295.38 $5,525.96 $5,698.12 $5,990.37 $6,156.72

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23
Total $6,264.04 $6,367.90 $6,468.03 $6,565.22 $6,659.38

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenbf FinancialServices Division of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts323.600andsurveyresultsareappliedto Account343.700.

Table3.4.8providesaforecastanddetailsahistoryof revenuegeneratetby thestateandprovided
to local governments for water quality purposes. Accounts 334.350 State Grant i
Sewer/WastewateB34.360StateGranti StormwaterManagementand 335.350StateShared
Revenue$ Sewer/Wastewatarecategorize@swaterquality protectionandregdorationrevenues
from the state.Note that the historic datais in local fiscal years,which beginOctoberl andend
SeptembeBO0. For forecastingpurposesit was convertedto statefiscal years.As revenuesare
largelybasedon population forecastgely on populationgrowthrates.

[See table on following page]
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Table 3.4.8 Water Quality Protection & Restoration Revenues Provided to Local
Governmentsfrom the State (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY

1314 14-15 1516 16-17 17-18

Counties $27.74 $21.53 $8.00 $9.79 $11.95
Municipalities $13.42 $21.99 $30.23 $34.57 $32.35
Special Districts $0.74 $0.80 $2.56 $0.26 $0.95
Total $41.91 $44.31 $40.78 $44.63 $45.25

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 2021 21-22 22-23

Total $46.04 $46.80 $47.54 $48.25 $48.94

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenif FinancialServices Division of Accounting
andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts334.350,334.360,and335.350.

Table 3.4.9 provides a forecastand details a history of revenuesgeneratedoy the federal
governmentand providedto local governmentdor water quality purposesAccount 331.350
FederalGranti Sewer/Wastewateis categorizedas water quality protectionand restoration
revenuefrom the federalgovernmentNote that the historic datais in local fiscal years,which

beginOctoberl andend SeptembeBO. For forecastingourposesit wasconvertedo statefiscal

years.As revenuesarelargelybasedon population forecastgely on populationgrowthrates.

Table 3.4.9 Water Quality Protection & Restoration Revenues Provided to Local
Governmentsfrom the Federal Government (in $millions)

History LFY LFY LFY LFY LFY
1314 14-15 1516 1617 17-18

Counties $5.65 $0.97 $0.08 $0.51 $0.57

Municipalities $11.55 $10.83 $12.07 $6.40 $6.18

Special Districts $1.67 $1.77 $0.75 $0.54 $1.00

Total $18.86 $13.57 $12.89 $7.46 $7.76
- |

Forecast FY FY FY FY FY

1819 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23

Total $7.89 $8.02 $8.15 $8.27 $8.39

Source:Annual FinancialReportdataobtainedfrom the Florida Departmenbf FinancialServices Division of Accounting

andAuditing, Bureauof Local GovernmentAccounts331.350 Datain thistablehasbeensignificantlyrevisedandsupersedes
thatreportedn previouseditions.

Private Utility Revenues

Table3.4.10providesaforecastanddetailsa historyof revenuegeneratedby privatewastewater
utilities for water quality-relatedpurposesThe basisfor this datawas providedto EDR by the
FloridaPublic ServiceCommissionPSC)from the annualfinancial reportssubmittedby private
wastewateutilities within jurisdictionalcounties As of September 202@nly 38of F| or 67d a 6 s
countieshadresolutionsor ordinancesadoptedo imposePSCjurisdictionoverprivatewaterand
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wastewateutilities.**’ As aresult,theremainingrevenuegrom countiesoutsideof its jurisdiction
wereestimatedasedn percapitautility expendituresThis methodologyshouldprovidesuitable
estimateslueto asimilarmix of ruraland urbancountiesbothin andoutof theP S Cjdrisdiction.
Notethatthe historicdatais in calendalyears.For forecastingpurposesit wasconvertedo state

fiscal years.As revenuesare largely basedon population,forecastsrely on populationgrowth
rates.

Table 3.4.10RevenuesGeneratedby Private Wastewater Utilities (in $millions)

Histor CY CcY CcY CcY CcY CcY CcY CcY
Y 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total $63.92 $55.79 $53.07 $45.65 $47.81 $50.12 $54.64

CcYy CcY
2018 2019

$56.71 $58.12 $60.94

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
Forecast

FY FY
1920 20-21 21-22 22-23 2324 24-25 2526 26-27

27-28 28-29

Total $60.58 $61.37 $62.15 $62.95 $63.72 $64.46 $65.19 $65.90 $66.61 $67.31

SourceA historicalserieswascreatedusingdataprovidedby the FloridaPublic ServiceCommission.

137 As of the date of this report, there were 38 jurisdivdl countiesAlachua,Bradford,Brevard,Broward,Charlotte Clay, Duval,
Escambia Franklin, GadsdenGulf, Hardee,Highlands,Jackson Lake, Lee, Leon, Levy, Manatee ,Marion, Martin, Monroe,
NassauOkaloosa,OkeechobeeQrange,Osceola,Palm Beach,Pasco Pinellas,Polk, Putnam,Seminole,St. Johns,St. Lucie,
Sumter,Volusia,andWashingtonThe nonjurisdictional counties werdaker,Bay, Calhoun Citrus, Collier, Columbia,DeSoto,
Dixie, Flagler,Gilchrist, Glades Hamilton,Hendry,HernandoHillsborough Holmes,IndianRiver, Jefferson|afayette Liberty,
Madison,Miami-Dade,SantaRosa,SarasotaSuwanneeTaylor, Union, Wakulla,andWalton. For an updated list of jurisdiction
counties, sebttp://www.psc.state.fl.us/Files/PDF/Utilities/WaterAndWastewater/wawtextchar{Actessed December 2020.)
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4. Modeling Future Water Demand and Supply

Abstract
The expenditures associated with ensuring that future water supplies are available to meet the
increasein water demands are projected to $852 million over the 2020 through £20planning
horizon, with a pojected state expenditure of $92.6 million over that perfdtise expenditures
are based on the water demapibjectionsand existing supply estimatpsoduced by the water
management districtdf the preliminary water demand fecast produced by the EDR pilobdel
is considered, it points tmodestly lowefuture expenditures needed to meet the increase in the
future water demandartially becausetiassumes greater conservation effofise future demand
not met with existing supply assumes average weather conditions and that the demand which has
been met in the past will continue to be met in the future. An overview of the expenditures needed to
maintain and replace existing infrastructure required for current demand is discussed in Chapter
6. In addition, regarding the expenditures necessary to ensure that sufficient water is available for
the natural systems, EDR examined projects implementingtiogery and prevention strategies
for minimum flows and minimum water levels of water courses, water bodieaqaifets, as well
as additional projectexpectedo primarily benefit the natural systems. Té®imated cost of these
projectshas been sigjficantly revised t&$665.1 milionof whi ch t heprojgdtedtt e 6s share |
be $64.7 millionThese estimatesill continue to evolvas methodologieand the accompanying
data sourcesare furtherrefined. Additional research will be undertaken todde more complete
and more precise cost estimates for future editions of this annual report.

In Chapter 3, the historical expenditures related to water supply and demand managethent,
spending for the protection and restoration of natural systemslismgssed. The objective of
Chapter 4 is to determine whether the expendi
intent. Specifically, section 403.928(1)(b), Florida Statutes, requires the Office of Economic and
Demographic ResearchEDR) to estimate future expenditures necessary to achieve the
Legislaturebds intent t hat sufficient w-at er i
beneficial uses and the natural systems, and that the adverse effects of competition for water
suppliesbe avoided3® The historical level of expenditures discussed in Chapter 3 may differ from

the expenditures necessary to achieve this intent.

This chapter starts with a review of the existing water supply planning framework in Florida. It
continues with th analysis of water demand and supply, inferred supply shortage, and expenditure
estimates. The final section of this chapter discusses future steps to further improve the expenditure
forecast.

4.1 Water Supply Planning in Florida

Florida law provides acomprehensive framework for water supply planning. Water supply
assessments (WSAs) and regional water supply plans (RWSPs) developed by the water
management districts (WMDs) are the primary tools for {targn water demand and supply

138 This section also requires EDR to compile watgwply and demand projections developed by each water management district
(WMD), documenting any significant differences between the methods used by WMDs.
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planning in Florida2° Under section 373.036, Florida Statutes, the governing board of each WMD
must develop a district water management ptEverydistrict water management plan must be
prepared for at least a 3@ar planning period and is required to address water suppter w
quality, flood protection and floodplain management, and natural systems. For water supply
specifically, all district water management plans include WSAs. The assessments determine
whether existing and reasonably anticipated sources of water andvetioseefforts are adequate

to supply water for all existing legal uses and reasonably anticipated future needs and to sustain
water resources and related natural systems over the next 20 years.

Furthermore, in cases where it is determined that existatgr sources are inadequate to meet the
needs over the next 20 years, RWSPs must be developed. Each RWSP contains water supply
development project options, and water resource development projects and prétfamsotal

capacity of the projects includédthe regional water supply plans must exceed the water supply
needs for all existing and future reasondid@eficial uses within the 2@ar planning horizon.

An RWSP should also take into account water conservation and other demand management
measuresas well as water resources constraints, including adopted minimum flow and minimum
water levels and water reservations. Both RWSPs and districtwide WSAs are required to be
updated at least once every five ye'4fs.

FIl orida Statutes mustqbeiconducted intah logen publi@ process gn
coordination and cooperation with local governments, regional water supply authorities,
governmenbwned and privately owned water and wastewater utilities, multijurisdictional water
supply entities, seléuppliers, reuse utilities, the Department of Environmental Protection, the
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Servic
373.709(1), Fla. Stat.). While developing RWSPs, the WMDs share information aboubglann

results and solicit comments from interested stakeholders via meetings, public workshops,
webpage updates, and other means.

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is charged with providing the Governor and
Florida Legislature an annual statsummary of regional water supply plann@gvitiesin each

WMD.*3 The most recent status summary (for calendar year 2019) published in November 2020

is referred to in t KiFridaibdiviléddanto 1amsutudlpexdusive 2 0 2 0 @

139 For a map of the five WMDs, see Figure 3.0.1.
140 According to§ 373.036, Florida Statutes, a goviegn board may substitute an annual strategic plan for the requirement to
develop a district water management plan and the district water management plan annual report. The strategic plan should meet
ithe following minimum requirements:
1. Thestrategicplanset abl i shes the water management diysatperiodt 6s strat
2. The strategic plan identifies the goals, strategies, success indicators, funding sources, deliverables, and milestones to
accomplish strategic priorities.
3. The strategic plan development process includes at least one publicly noticed meeting to allow public participation in its
development.
4. The strategic plan includes separately, as an addendum, an annual work plan report on the implementation otthe strategi
plan for the previous fiscal year, addressing success in
141Based org 373.709, Fla. Stat.
1428 373036, Fla. StatFor moredetailson the watersupplyplanningprocessn Florida, seepagess6-70 of the 2018 Edition of
this report, available online dittp://edr.state.fl.us/Content/naturalsources/index.cfrfaccessed January 2021
1438 373.709, Fla. Stat.
144 DEP. 2020a. Bgional Water Supply Planning 2019 Annual Report, availahliee at:
https://fdep.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=04f84e6 atRReEh 3db82f045eBAccesseddecember
2020.)
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water sipply planning regions (Table 4.1.1; Figure 4.1.1). For presentation purplos&EP

(2020a) combines six of the seven water supply planning regidhe NMWFWMD, reducing the

number of regions statewide from 19 to 14. Water supply is projected totiheeeiemand

throughout the planning period in all six of those NWFWMD regions, so they do not require
RWSPs. Forall 14 regionfeDEP i ncl udes data for fABase Year
Change, 0 and #fAWater Needed, suppfy datamThevWNDs hse EDR i
different schedules for theiryear updates of the water supply assessments and plans. Specifically,

12 of the areas currently use the 2@230 planning horizon, while two areas still have a 2015

2035 planning horizon. Table 411summarizes the RWSPs/WSAs usedhieii An nu a l Stat
Report on Regional Water Supply Planningo in

[See table on following page]
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Table 4.1.1 Water Supply Planning Regions

Water Water Supply Planning Base Year IDHIaqnlng
Management Watgr Suppl_y Counties Abbreviation Document Referenced for Water orizon
District Planning Region in DEP (2020a) pse 2015 2020
Estimates 2035 2040
| Escambia
1nea Bay?
\Y Call_r}ggr:t, J%SZZ‘;:L’ I;i:rl]mes, 2018 Water Supply
Northwest Florida 5 4 gb NW i Oth Assessment Update 2015 H
\ FranklinandGulf
Water Management (2018)
District Vi i Gad(sder; L
Jefferson (part), Leon,
(NWFWMD) Vil Wakulla
2019 Region Il Regional
I Oka'oose\ll'vi'ﬁ‘g;a Rosa, ant i gy Water Supply Plan 2015 H
(2020)°
Suwannee River Area outside Dixie, Jefferson (part), Water Supply
Water Management NFRWSP Lafayette, Levy (part), SR West Assessment 2018035 2010 H
District (SRWMD) Madison, and Taylor (2018)
Central Springs . .
St. Johns River and East Coast Mfrriﬁxa(r,;jérlt?d&lsl(\;j )
Water Management (Region 2, Okeechobe’e (partand "| SJRT CSEC Under Developmefit 2015 H
District (SJRWMD) | formerly Regions Volusia
2, 4, and 5)
Northern Planning . 2020 Regional Water
Region (partially Citrus, Hernando, Lal_(e Supp_ly Pl_an (Draft);
h ) (part), Levy (part), Marion SWi N¢ partiallyin CFWI 2015 H
in Central Florida ;
Water Initiativey (part),and Sumtér Regional Water Supply
Plan 2020 (Draft)
Southwest Florida Tampa Bay Hillsborough, Pasco, and SWi TB 2020 Regional Water 2015 H
Water Management  Planning Region Pinellas Supply Plan (Draft)
District Heartland Plannin 2020 Regional Water
(SWFWMD) Region (partially ’ Hardee, Highlands (part) Supply Plan (Draft);
h . y ! SWi He¢ partially in CFWI 2015 H
in Central Florida Polk (party .
Water Initiativey Regional Water Supply
Plan 2020 (Draft)
Southern Planning Charlotte (part), DeSoto, . 2020 Regional Water
Region Manatee, and Sarasota SWi S Supply Plan (Draft) 2015 i
. Glades (part)Highlands .
Lower Kissimmee . Regional Water Supply
Basin (part), a?gagteechobee SFi LKB Plan Update (2019) 2017 H
Martin, Okeechobegpart), N Regional Water Supply
Upper East Coast and St. Lucie SFi UEC Plan Update (2016) 2014 R
South Florida Broward, Collier (part),
Water Management Hendry (part), MiamDade, . Regional Water Suppl
District (SFWMD) | Lower East Coast Mon?lo(ep(pazn), and palm | SFTLEC Pian Update (201%’; Y 2018 i
Beach
Charlotte (part), Collier
(part), Glades (part), Hendry . Regional Water Supply
Lower WestCoast (part), Monroe (part), and SFiLwe Plan Update (2017) 2014 i
Lee
Alachua, Baker, Bradford,
SRWMD and Nor_th Florida Clay, Co_Ium!aia, Duv_al, NFRWSP Regional
SIRWMD Regional Water Flagler, Gilchrist, Hamilton, NFRWSP Water Supply Plan 2010 H
Supply Partnership| Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns (2017)
Suwannee, and Union
SIRWMD . .
! Central Florida Lake (part), Orange, CFWI Regional Water
SW;\:/VV\I>/INII|)I,Dand Water Initiative Osceola, Seminojand Pdk CFwI Supply Plan 2020 (Draft) 2015 i

aThe RWSP for Region Il was first approved in 2008 and updated in 2014. This plan was discontinued in December 2018.
b The Region V RWSP was approved in 2007 and discontinued in 2014.
¢The 218 WSA is incorporated by reference, with the 2018 WSA cantaihe technical data, modeling tools, and methods used

to develop the 2019 RWSP.

ISIRCSECO0s RWSP update has not been
draft RWSP is expected to be available for public comments in Spring 2021.

publ i shed.

T h @0a)dThena n d

¢ In thisreport, the portion of the region outside Central Florida Water Initiative is mentioned, with the abbreviatibms (W

the Northern Region) and SY\H (for the Heartland Region).
fwater demand estimates for Zdre available in DEP (2020a).
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Figure 4.1.1 Floridadés WMDs and Water Supply

Gulf of Mexico

Southern Coast

Areas with Regional Water Supply Plans

LR
[ ]srwMD
[ ]sJRWMD
[ ]swrwmD
[ |spwmD

[ ] Areas without a RWSP o
Ncurth Florida Regional Water Supply Partnership

Central Florida Water Initiative

Water Management Districts Boundaries 0 20 40 80 120 160
Miles

Note: WMD coloring applies only to regions that have a regional water supply plan. The hatchirfigédegtiplanning regions

that cross the borders betwabrWMDs and where regional water supply plans were developed through collaboration by two or
three WMDs.

Source: Provided by DEP, Office of Water Policy & Ecosystems Restoration.
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4.2 The Expenditure Forecast: Role of EDR

Section 403.928, Florida Statutes, directs EDR to estimate future expenditures necessary to
provide sufficient water for all existing and future reasondeleeficial uses and the natural

systems. EDR is also directed to include, it hi s report, fAa compil atio
and demand data developed by each water management district pursuant to ss. 373.036 and
373.709, with notations regarding any significant differences between the methods used by the
districtstocalcu at e t he datao (A 403.928, FIl a. Stat.).

To meet these requirements, EDRG6s expenditur
statewide forecast using the data from other state agencies, the plans developed by the WMDs, and
the most recent economic adémographic projections adopted by the Consensus Estimating
Conferences. Note that the Economic Estimating Conferences develop official projections related

to the state economy while the Demographic Estimating Conference develops official information
conerning the population (8 216.136, Fla. Stat.). In developing its official estimates, the
Demographic Estimating Conference uses the official population estimates provided by EDR (88
216.136 and 186.901, Fla. Staf)EDR contracts with the University of¢-r i daés Bur ea
Economic and Business Research (BEBR) to produce the population projections. The goal for
future editions of this report is to link the water expenditure forecast with the official economic

and demographic forecasts for purposes of the gtlianning and budgeting system.

The information in the DEP9movidesaninpdrtansbiasistous r e
the EDR expenditure forecast presented in this edition. Demand estimates and projections for at
least a 26year planning horion are developed by the WMDs using standard techniques with
regons peci fic information. The WMDsO esti mates &
discussions with water utilities, local governments, and other water users and stakeholder groups.
The WMDs analyze water supply availability by simulating future demands through the use of
hydrogeol ogi cal models. The WMDsd projections
planning and provide the districts with sufficient informationgt@anning purposes within their
subregions. The DEP exercises general supervisory authority over the WMDs throughout this
process (8§ 373.036(7), Fla. Stat.).

For estimating and projecting populations in water supply plans, the WMDs shall consider the
BEBR medium population projections and population projection data and analysis submitted by a

local government if the data and analysis support the loca& gom me nt 6 s compr ehens
373.709, Fla. Stat.). Any adjustment of or deviation from the BEBRegtions must be fully
described, and the original BEBR data must be
projections, however, may not aggregate well to the annual statewide forecast needed by EDR to
produce its required expenditure forec&gtecifically:

145 General provisions for thEonsensus Estimating Conferences are defin&®Rib6.134, Fla. Stat. Specifically, the Consensus
Estimating Conferences are within the legislative branch. The membership of each consensus estimating conference consists of
principals and participants. The principals of each conference shall be theiprdéstaff of the Executive Office of the Governor
designated by the Governor, the coordinator of EDR, professional staff of the Senate designated by the Presidenteyfahd Senat
professional staff of the House of Representatives designated byehkeBpf the House of Representatives.

146 DEP. 2020a. Regional Water Supply Planning 2019 Annual Report, availdirieat:
https://fdep.maps.agis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=04f84e6ae64c45e292e5b3db82f0dAe3ssed December

2020.)
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T The schedules to develop the WMDsO6 project
a result, the 2@ear planning horizons can differ among the regi6h&€urrently, all but
two planning regions use the 202040 planning horizon.

1 The asychronous S/ear updates for the RWSPs/WSAs result in different population and
economic projections utilized in the different regions. For example, thé SEC
projections wutilize the 2014 BEBR popul ati
estimatedor 2013). The SR LKB uses the 2018 BEBR public
base year estimates for 2017). By 2040, the difference between the 2014 and 2018 BEBR
statewide population projections is almost one million people. In other words, even though
the regons consider the BEBR medium projection for the 2040 population, the statewide
population projection for 2040 is not equal to the sum of the population projections from
the WMDsod6 pl & ining regions.

f The WMDs6 water demand pr @jew five vearéfSwhilar e ger
EDR annually provides population estimates and projections to the Executive Office of the
Governor (8 186.901, Fla. Stat.). Furthermore, the updated statewide population forecast
is adopted several times per year (through the &€wns Estimating Conferences). The
updates can be considerable. For example, in 2017, a significant increase in the projected
population was incorporated in the statewide population forecast linked to the influx of
Puerto Ricans migrating to the statetlue Hur ri cane™vari ads i mpac

1 According to WMD staff, economic conditions are considered in developing their water
demand projections. Still, combined statewide results are unlikely to be consistent with the
official Florida Economic forecast or shareetsame overarching economic outlook.
Regardless, the official Florida Economic forecast is updated more frequently than the
WMDs &6 projections. Projected increases i n \
recent longterm forecast adopted by tRéorida Consensus Estimating Conferences. The
annually updated lonterm population forecast adopted by the Demographic Estimating
Conference, along with the economic forecasts produced by EDR, can serve as the basis
for EDROG s pr ot ot y p&ons\ingehdedr for dtatewade dxpempditucej e ¢
modeling®®?

1 Asynchronous schedules of WSAs/RWSPs updates also lead to the application of different
versions of agricultural acreage and water use projections by the WMDs. The Florida

147 Following the terminology defined in the Guidelines (DEP et al. 2619),] anni ng peri odo or tiepl anning
period of time startingwit t he first projected year (é). This period must n
before the final approval of the plan, so long as the plan is approved within five years of the start of the planninbhperiod.

planning period musend on a year endingin5or&dg, 2020, 2025, 2030, etc.) for statewi
2019 p. 4 . In turn, the fAbase yearo is fAtypically betweé&n one a
Afwater use in the base year is not a prap.éction, but rather
148 For selected WMDs, the county population considered in WSAs/RWSPs may diffetifedBEBR medium population

projections due to the WMDs' agsis of permanent and ngermanent populationghe BEBR focuses on the permanent

population only).

149 Updated as part of the WMD water supply planning requirements (§ 373.036, Fla. Stat.)

150 See EDR. 2017. Demographic Estimating Conference Executive Syniezember 5, 2017.
http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/conferences/population/archives/171205demograp(accedsed January 20p1

151 EDR focuses on statéde water demand and expenditure modeling. In contrast, the WMDs focus onspgaific water

demand projections, which is more appropriate for the WMDs?©d
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Department of Agriculture and @eumer Services (DACS) has been releasing yearly
updates of its Florida Statewide Agricultural Irrigation Demand (FSAID) Geodatabase.
During the initial years of the FSAID, data sources and methods were continually refined.
Currently, the seventh updatetbé agricultural acreage and irrigation demand is available.
For illustration, existing forecasts from the NFRWSP use the second update, while the
predictions for the SWFWMD and SH_KB rely on the fifth update.

1 Significant differences in the demand iesttion and projection methodologies exist
among the WMDs (as discussed in the following section). These methodologies reflect
data availability since underlying data sources vary across thelstdaeethat the WMDs
and the DEP collaborate on developirnsistent methodologies for water demand and
supply planning for the CFWI, NFRWSP, and $RWest, as well as updating the
guidelines for regional water supply planning (DEP et al. #6119

f The WMDso® projections YInmntrastats rFd cpuii rdead st d ek
budgeting process is completed annually, EDR must develop annual estimates of future
expenditures to be useful in the budgeting process. Specifically, while yearly forecasts can
be generated by interpolatingydar forecasts, sughterpolation requires an assumption
of a trend €.g, an equal increase in the water demand each yearyear5nterval).

It is worth reiterating that the WMDsd inforn
WMDs 6 pl anni n gongiserg with stetutoey didction.sFurther, based on discussions

with WMD staff, the WMDs and DEP have made considerable effort to update their guidelines

and methodologies to standardize their planning data formats. Nevertheless, due to the importance

of updated economic and demographic data for the water demand forecast, and considering the
of ficebdbs forecasting capacity, EDR is confid
projection to facilitate the expenditure forecast while ameliorating ffieuties bulleted above.

Further, for the EDR forecast, adjustments can be made each year. Alternative scenarios can be
explored, such as drought, fluctuations in tourism (if the seasonal population is incorporated in the
demand projections), and econeamaycles. A water demand forecast produced by EDR could also
extend beyond the 2@ear planning horizon used by the WMDs in the attempt to account for long

term trends, such as weather and climate pattétns.

Note that EDRG6s f or e cal st the statemdé kbvel don they purposes c o n s
identified in section 403.928, Florida Statutes, and is not appropriate for any regional planning or
permitting use. This difference between the projections of the WMDs and the forecast of EDR is
partly because BR is more focused on predicting a reliable statewide expenditure forecast and

does not intend to tailor the predictions to reflgedfic regionallevel drivers.

152 DEP, NWFWMD, SFWMD, SWFWMD, SJRWMD, and SRWMD. 2019. Format and Guidelines for Reyitatat Supply

Planning. 42pp.

153 Water demand projections are required to be develfipegiyear intervals during the plannimpgriod, seesubparagraph 62

40.531(1)(a), F.A.C.

154 For examplethe Texas 2017 State Water Plan focuses on the-202Z0 planningeriod @vailable online

at: https://www.twdb.texas.gov/waterplanning/swp/index. @aegessed January 20pCalifornia also considers a 3@ar

planning horizon, withprgjct ed st ate funding needs for their State Water P
Flexibility of Existing and Fut ur e avhiladeromisetatnttpsc/tvaier.ce.gov/e st i mat ed
/media/DWRWebsite/WekPages/Programs/Califorri&aterPlan/Docs/Update2018/Final/CaliforrisaterPlanUpdate

2018.pdf accessed January 20R1
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4.3Water UseProjections Based onWMD Data

While the most recent WSAs and RWSPs were lo@eel or updated in different years, estimated
or projected water uses are available for most regions for 2020 to 2040, basgeborinbervals.
The exceptions are two regiods SR1T West and NFRWSEK where demand estimates and
projections are availabler 20152035 only*®® For these regions, EDR estimaths 2040 use
with a linear trend (see Appendix1.1>®

Based otheWMDs 6 dat a, bet ween 2020 and 2040, the t
increase by about 980 million gallons per day (mgdapproximately 15% (Table3!1). Roughly

two-thirds of the statewide water use increase (656.78 mgd) can be attributed to four regions:
NFRWSP, CFWI, SF LEC, and SR LWC.

Overall, all but one planning region expect an increase in water use. EmierdstheSWi H
(outsidethe CFWI), where a slight reduction in water use is projected by 2040, though this
reduction follows an increase in 202030. In that region, agricultural irrigation is projected to
decline, and despite the expected increéaseater use in public supply and domestic-seipply
categories, the total regional water demand is also forecasted to decline (by less than 3%).

[See table on following page]

B¥Throughout this chapter, we use the terms fAwater used and @
the word fidemando refers to the quantity of water tanshgd gi ven
between the quantity of water used and the price of water.

156 This projection is being used to create a singlgedr timeframe. Fathetwo regions, extending th&M D spdojectionsin a

linear trend is a simple forecasting approach. It does not actmuthte myriad factorshe WMDs must incorporate into their

predictions.
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Table 43.1 Water Use Projections by WMDs

Estimates or Difference between 2020 and

Region Pr?ﬁ;ﬂ?ns Projections (mgd) 2040 water use projections
2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 mgd %

NW i Il 69.74 76.88 82.25 87.03 91.19 94.88 18.00 23.4%
NW i Oth 254.16 273.72 | 287.12 | 296.92 | 304.58 | 311.90 38.18 14.0%
SRi West* 100.55 106.53 | 110.92 | 116.69 | 122.35 | 127.54* 21.01* 19.7%*
SJRi CSEC 353.17 383.47 | 395.62 | 406.11 | 416.72 | 427.87 44.40 11.6%
SWi N** 131.08 142.49 | 153.55 | 163.54 | 173.09 | 181.73 39.24 27.5%
SWi TB 385.71 413.34 | 432.77 | 436.96 | 450.56 | 461.85 48.51 11.7%
SWi H** 94.91 91.52 89.45 96.17 94.96 89.15 -2.38 -2.6%
SWi S 234.95 245.02 | 254.22 | 265.77 | 272.99 | 279.33 34.31 14.0%
SFi LKB 245.29 24990 | 251.83 | 253.68 | 253.83 | 257.49 7.59 3.0%
SFi UEC 272.95 279.15 | 288.89 | 298.46 | 325.38 | 354.68 75.53 27.1%
SFi LEC 1,739.61 1,813.99| 1,863.91| 1,923.28| 1,963.65| 2,006.54 192.55 10.6%
SFi LwWC 980.33 1,030.31| 1,073.57| 1,113.64| 1,170.36| 1,210.68 180.37 17.5%
NFRWSP* 555.29 585.06 | 612.70 | 641.36 | 667.47 | 696.57* 111.51* 19.1%*
CFWI 667.12 735.24 | 789.49 | 836.65 | 873.94 | 907.59 172.35 23.4%
State 6,084.85 6,426.62| 6,686.29| 6,936.25| 7,181.07| 7,407.80 981.18 15.3%

* For the SRWest and NFRWSP, 2040 projections are developed by EDR using a linear trend argD2915
estimates and projections available friraWMDs.
** Portion of the region outsidthe CFWI.

In each water supply planning region, the demand projectionseardoged for six usg/pe
categories defined in part through water supply mea@s gublic supply or selsupply). The
names of the categories vary slightly amaing\WMDs, and therefore, EDR adopts the names
suggested in the 2019 regional water suptayning guidelines®’

a) Public Supply (PS® such as water utilities supplying water for various uses, including
household and community purposes, as well as commercial, industrial, institutional,
mining, power generation, and recreational landscaping Asesrding to the Format and
Guidelines for the RWSP (DEP et al. 289 public supply uses with a current allocation
greater than or equal to 0.1 mgd should be listed individually. Small public supply systems
(i.e., public supply systems with an allocatiof less than 0.1 mgd) and individual
residential irrigation wells may also be included in the PS category (DEP et al.|90619).
that in their RWSPgthe SWFWMD combines public supply and domestic-seipply into
one group, together with the estimateater use for residential irrigation wells. This group
is then split into PS anddnesticSelf-Supply (DSS)in the DEP (2020%&°) to make the
categories more consistent with that used by the other ¥MD

157 Note that these names are slightly different from that use@#4%®.531(1)(b) Florida Administrative Codélhese names are
different from those used in the 2018 and 2019 Editatdrthis EDR report and from those used in some of the WSAs/RWE®Es
names are consistent with the 2019 Format and Guidelines doc(Dighet al.2019).

ReferenceDEP, NWFWMD, SFWMD, SWFWMD, SIRWMD, and SRWMD. 2019. Format and Guidelines for Reyatet
Supply Planning. 42pp.

158 DEP, NWFWMD, SFWMD, SWFWMD, SJRWMD, and SRWMD. 2019riRat and Guidelinefor Regional Water Supply
Planning 42pp.

159DEP. 2020a. Regional Water Supply Planning 2019 Annual Report, availdirieat:
https://fdep.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=04f84e6ae64c45e292e5b3dh82(B46eSsed December
2020.)
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b) Domestic SelSupply (DSSP such as domestic wells quiding for both indoor and
outdoor household usé¥ Note that a WMD may consider individual residential irrigation
wells, including those both within and outside a public supply service area, in either the
DSS or the landscape / recreational use categ(ieP et al. 2019). AlstheWMDs may
choose to include small public supply system&DSS category (DEP et al. 2019).

c) Agriculture (AG)d includes seHlsupplied agricultural irrigation, livestock watering,
aquaculture, and fros$teeze protection. DEP et al. (2019) suggest that all known self
supplied agriculture irrigation should be included based on the best available data. In
determininghe best available datdae WMDs are required to considdére DAC® s f ut ur e
agricultural water supply demands data (88 373.709 and 570.93, Fla. Stat.).

d) Landscape/Recreational (L/R) includes, but is not limited to, sedlupplied golf
courses, parks (including water parks), and commercial center irrigation (DEP et al.
2019).Note that a WMD may consider individual residential irrigation wells, including
those both within and outsidegpablic supply service area, in either the DSS or the L/R
use categories (DEP et al. 2019).

e) Commercial/Industrial/Institutional (CIIp includes various seupplied commercial,
industrial, and institutional activities that are not supplied with waterugh PS. Self
supplied commercial, industrial, and institutional uses equal to or greater than 0.1 mgd may
be listed individually or in the aggregathe WMDs may exclude appropriate quantities
of recirculated water from demand projections for planpingoses (DEP et al. 2019).

f) PowerGeneration(PG)d includes power generation facilities that rely on-seipplied
groundwater or fresh surface water. According to DEP et al. (2019)wggified power
generation uses with an individual water use peombite Certification issued lige DEP
should be listed individually. Other known sslipplied power generation uses may be
listed individually or in the aggregatEhe WMDs should exclude recirculated water from
demand projections for planning purpsse

According to DEP et al. (2019he WMDs must account for reclaimed waféwhen analyzing

and projecting demand for all the water use categories exioe@SS. Therefore, although
category names may i salpypde , tohagerusdaifdese eatedosiest o A ¢
can be met by reclaimed water from domestic wastewater treatment plants.

As mentioned abovéhe WMDs 6 proj ections for the water us
regional data availability. While the general approach tonesing and projecting the water

demand is consistent among the regions, differences were identified in the specifics. A detailed
analysis of the differences amongA2 SignificiiDs 6 m
differences include:

160 As stated above, tH8WFWMD combines public supply and domestic sgipply into one group, together with the estimated
water use for residential irrigation wells. This group is then splittmdS and DSS8ategoriesn the DEP (202@) to make the
categories more consistent ivihat used by the other WMDs.

BlfRecl|l ai me d swa e & i 526d40.20QFloria Administrative Code, dvater that has received at least secondary
treatment and basic disinfection and is reused after flowing out of a domestic wastewatentréstilityo
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1 The definiion of the population used to forecast PS water. & each water utility
included in PS, all WMDs project water demand as a product of the per capita water use
rate (based on the last year or last several years) and the projected population. The
definitions of the population, however, differ betwébaWMDs. Some WMDs explicitly
base their projections on the permaram norRpermanent population.

1 County population projections utilized in PS and DSS projectiaths?WMDs reconcile
their county populabn projectionsi(e., the total of PS and DSS populations) to that of the
BEBR.1%2 However, the publication years for the annual BEBR projections usdieby
WMDs range from 2014 to 2018. Therefore, the population considered itheall
WSAs/RWSPs does not add up to the most recent statewide adopted population
projections. NotethaheBEBRG6s popul ati on projections ar
agreement with the Florida Legislature. As part of this agreement, EDR works closely with
BEBR on continously updating the projections.

1 Agricultural water use projectiorDistricts are required to consider irrigated agricultural
acreage and demand data published in the
Agricultural Irrigation Demand (FSAIDBeodatabase (8 373.709, Fla. Stat.). While some
WMDs apply agricultural water use projections developed by the DACS, others develop
their projections independentle., using FSAID acreage data), based on suitability
within specific planning regions.

Water use is projected to grow in all categories, but the most substantial escalation is projected for
public supply i.e., 589.13 mgd out of the total increase of 981.18 mgd). While the statewide water
use data for 2020 are not yet availathe WM D s 0 jegiansoshow that public supply surpasses
agriculture and becomes the largest water use category. The rate of water use expansion in public
supply (22.81%), domestic sadtipply (26.36%), and landscajpecreational (21.33%) generally

match the rate of qpulation growth (22.61% in 2022040, based omhe EDR population
forecast). Water use in agriculture is also forecasted to increase; however, the rate is only 3.65%
over the 26year period®3 A graph summarizing this data is provided in Figure 4.3.1.

[Seefigure on following page]

162The NWFWMD and SWFWMD also explicitly account for the Rparmanent population.

Overall, according to Sect iPopulatidnpsjecliohused jor(datgrmiining publiE watersupgha St at
needs must be based upbe best available data. In determining the best available data, the district shall consider the University

of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) medium population projections and population projection data and
analysis submitted by adal government pursuant to the public workshop described in subsection (1) if the data and analysis
support the | ocal government 6s comprehensive plan. Any adj us
described, and the original BERRta must be presented along with the adjustedodata.

163 Note thatthe water demangbrojections ardlifferent from that discussed in the 2020 Edition of this repgspendix A.3

explains the key reasons for ttleanges itheWMDs 6 wat eprojedicmsna n d
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Figure 43.1WMDs 6 Water Use Projections (mgd)
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Source: DEP, with adjustments for 2040 demand in NFRWSP an&iR

* For most regions, water use in 2015 is estimated based on available data; for selected regiodsrviRWSPs,

the use was projected using 2010 data.

** For two region® NFRWSP and SRVesB 2040 projections were not available in DEP 2020; EDR estimated the
water use based on a linear treNdte that for all water use categories in both regions, linelad trepresented 2015
2035 data extremely welRfsquared for @linaryLeastSquaregegression above 0.99, estimated iicfdsoftExcel).

Alternative Water Use Scenarios: Impacts of Water Conservation and Droughts

The projected 202Q040 increase in statewide water use is significak.27%.We refer to the
scenari o discussed above a3heBDRe@endture forecdsbis o r
based on this fAbasel i ne s cgelizathaipat.oftthe Materese e r
increase projected for Scenario 1 can be offset by improving water use efficiency and water
conservation, which is not explicitly accounted for in the water demand projeCoowersely

the demand can exceed the progts, especially given drought conditions.

The conservation projections are intended to

fi |
[

the end of the planning period du3d)®Smtewide,nser v a

conservatiorcould offset 418.14 mgd by 204%P reducing the statewide projected water demand
by 5.64%, from 7,407.80 mgd to 6,989.66 mgd (Figuse24..In terms of the projected 202040
demand increase, conservation, with appropriate investments, can reduce rimsseinoy

164 An alternativewater usescenario accounts for conservation potential. This scenario is referred to as Scenario 2, conservation.

For planning purposes, water conservation i s deusasofevateras @t he

to i mprove the efDERaal.£01ly of wuseo (p. 30

ReferenceDEP, NWFWMD, SFWMD, SWFWMD, SJIRWMD, and SRWMD. 2019. Format and Guidelines for Regional Water
Supply Planning. 42pp

165|n DEP, the value i899.29; however, the progion stops at 2035 for two regions.
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approximately a quarter (from 981.18 mgd to 717.20 m{jdJhis scenario is referred to as
Scenario 2, conservatioNote thatthe WMDs emphasize that the potential conservation should
not be directly removed from water demand estimates sincel asduags are based on
endorsement and implementation of conservation measures by public supply utilities and other
users,as well as beinghighly contingent on specific user participation rates. Substantial
investmentamay be needed to realize these sgginAs a resultconservation projections are
developed byhe WMDs separately from the water demand projections.

Figure 4.3.2 Statewide Water Use Projections Based on WMDs Data
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TheWMDs are required to incorporate a lewdicertainty planning goalssociated with demand

for a in-10-year drought everit’ The 2in-100y e ar dr ought event i s defi
bel ow nor mal rainfall occurs with a 10% proba
2019). For the final year of their cent planning horizons.€., 2035 or 2040), all WMDs calculate

the drought year water demand. These estimates are summarized in DEP (2020a). Some WMDs
also provide drought demand projections for the&r intervals. EDR relied on these projections

to devéop 5year drought demand estimates, along with a review of individual WSAs and RWSPs

(see Appendix & for a summary of EDR drought demand calculations, by region). Statewide,

166 The calculations of the conservation potential for 20080 are discussed in Appendix AThis report generally includes the

esti mates presented in DEP (2020a), adictuomnalngCdmsebwoathi dCoR®S
DEP (2020a).

ReferenceDEP. 2020a. Regional Water Supply Planning 2019 Annual Report, availabie at: https:/floridadep.gow/ater
policy/waterpolicy/content/watesupply. (Accessed November 20.)

167 Specifically,the Florida Statutes require the lexatcertainty planning goal associated with identifying the water supply needs

of existing and future reasonakdeneficial uses to be based upon meeting those needs foind(tyear drought event
(8373.709(2)(a)1, Fla. Stat.).
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the drought demand is expected to be approximately 15% higher than the denrendaseline
scenario. The scenario that accounts for time 110-year drought but does not explicitly consider
the conservation potential is referred td&Gagnario 3 (see Figure 4.2.2).

4.4 Inferred Water Supply and Inferred Water Shortage

The EDR expenditure forecasts must rely on the estimates of the difference between the projected
demand and the existing water supply. If the difference is negative or zero, no investments in

increasing the water supply are needed. In this case, only expenfditunesntaining or replang

existing infrastructure and investments for natural system restoration are needed. In contrast, if the
projected demand is greater than the existing supply, additional water supplies should be identified,
and invested in, to ne¢ water demand growth.

EDR defines the potenti al Aiinferred water s u
exceedance over the existing inferred supply.
considered as the actual water shortagergency:®®1 n contr ast , EDR def i ne

supply shortaged as a p ehepopettadaddmand arttlacurrentli mb al a
existing supply, which should be addressed by proactively investing in the development of
additional water gpplies. For each planning region listed in DEP (2020a) and for each period, it

is calculated as the difference between projected demand in that period and the 2020 iaferred w
supply (see Figure 4.4.1).

Figure 4.4.1 Schematic Illustration of InferredWater Supply Shortage Calculations

projected demand

fermed supph

Volume of water, mgd

Inferred supply

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 Year

8Theii nferred water suppltheEBROY tage®ndist wWreer efl @mpeda dtos only, a
shortageoChaperfddDM@ad Fhorida Administrative Code, which descri6b
occurs as a result of a droughtA' similar description is presented #40A-21, 40B21, 40G21, 40D21 and 40R21, Florida

Administrative Codp

94



To infer the existing wat errepsrtegipDEP (202Bd)fOoms ubt r
the demand projected for the | ae 20350 2040, of t h
depending on the regioH)° This inferred supply does not necessarily represent the total water
volume available for withdrawal$® The dynamic nature of hydrogeology and water quality do

not easily lend themselves to calculating a specific static water supply. The inferred supply
describd, howeverjs the best proxy for the total water supply that EDR can use tdaiai¢he

expenditure forecasts.

Table 44.1 summarizes the water demand at the endWfMD6s pl anning period
water needed information provided the WMDs and eported in DEP (2020a). Note that these

water demand projections focus on demand Scenario 1 (baseline); that is, they do not account for
the potential drought, and they do not explicitly consideconservation potential. The projected
waterdemandinth | ast year of the regionés planning
the inferred water supply, as showrFigure 4.4.2 below.

Figure 4.4.2Inferred Water Supply Equation

Water
Demand in
the Last Year

Water
Needed

Inferred

Water Supply

of Planning
Horizon

[See table on following page]

169Basel on DEP et al. (2019), water needed can be interpreted as the amount of water a WMD identifies as needed to meet future
demands.

Reference: DEP, NWFWMD, SFWMD, SWFWMD, SJIRWMD, and SRWMD. 2019. Format and Guidelines for Regional Water

Supply Planning. 42pp

170 For example, ithe NWFWMD, water resources are examined using metisodbas potentiometrisurface mapping, lorg

term hydrograph trend analysis, generalized groundwater budget evaluation, and groundwater quality analysis. Determining the

total watersupply is not the goal of such analysis; instead, the focus is on whether the projected demand can impact and potentially

harm water resources. In addition to this general determingtieNWFWMD uses the currently permitted volumes of water for

public supply to estimat¢he totaldemand that can be met as wel | as r eTherefoeedas g ad peojected e e d e d . «
demand can be met with the permitted water volumes, no other determinations of the total water supplbsith ehdé-\WMD.

The apprach is different in selected other regions, whiteeWMDs identify the total water availability. For example,tire

CFWI , it was determined that Aithe CFWI Pl anning Area,coul d pc
butlocalmmnagement strategies wild.| be needed,{.iv). FonNthe descrigiiahdfr e s s un
the methods used lilge WMDs to identify supplies, see Appendix6A

Reference: CFWI. 2020. 2020 Central Florida Water Initiative (CAR¢ional Water Supply Plan (RWSP), Volume |. Public

Review draft.
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Table 4.4.1 Inferring Water Supply

Data from DEP (2020a) Calculations by EDR
Planning Region 2035 Water Use 2040 Water Use Water Needed Inferred Water
Projection Projection (mgd) Supply*
NW T Il 94.88 5.00 89.88
NW1 Oth 311.90 0.00 311.90
SFi LKB 257.49 0.01 257.48
SFi UEC 354.68 3.75 350.93
SFi LEC 2,006.54 49.55 1,956.99
SFi LWC 1,210.68 9.27 1,201.41
SJRi CSEC 427.87 TBD** 394.52**
SRi West 122.35 0.00 122.35
SWi N (excluding CFWI) 181.73 11.55 170.18
SWi TB 461.85 0.00 461.85
SWi H (excluding CFWI)** 89.15 0.00 89.15
SWi S 279.33 0.00 279.33
CFWI 907.59 95.00 812.59
NFRWSP 667.47 112.20 555.27
* Estimated as 2040 water use minus water needed. If 2040 water use is not available, 2035 water use is applied.
** Since fiwater neededod is not reported in DEP (2020a), EDR

Existing Sources®ai | abl e t o Meet Fu thaRegond Watea Sugply 8lanping2018 Anhuel Report(DEP
2019b), that is, 394.52 mgd. This assumption imglidsat fAwat er n e e d27.87%kqualing a3briage588.35mi nu s
mgd. Reference: DEP. 2019b. Regional Water Supply Planning 2018 Annual Repdable online at
https://geodata.dep.state.fl.us/app/932ef4223c304dc4a0ff56BEE{Accessed January, 2021).

To calculate the inferred supply shortage, water demand information reported in DEP (2020a) is
compared with the inferred supply. The inferred supply shortage is the difference between the
WMD-projected water demand and timéerred water supply reported in Table 4.4.1. For all
regions, except SIRSEC, NFRWSP, and SWest,inferred supply shortages e qu al to 0
neededo values summar i z ed watemavalabilRy dét2nfinatrs,) . N o
groundwater or othevise, are performed by EDR. Further, the analysis of regional inferred supply
shortages is not an indicator of water availability on an individual permit basis.

The demand, supply, and inferred supply data are shown insiaBlé and 4.4.3. The infeu
supply and potential inferred supply shortage calculations contain four assumptions:

1 Itis assumed that the estimated demand in the base year was met with the inferred supply
and that this base year quantity will continue to be met decades intoutee ftitloes not
account for the investments needed to maintain aging infrastructure, relocate wellfields due
to saltwater intrusion in coastal areas, or address other impacts on the existing supply.

1 It is assumed that the inferred supply in a regioesdnot change over time without
investments in alternative water supplids. the future, EDR plans to refine this

assumpti on. It is recognized that AWater N
approaches to estimating the existing supplies bga®fMDs, and in some cases, part of
the AWater Neededo can still be met by the

based on the feedback from SWFWMEditional groundwater resourcae anticipated
to be the primary sources to meet a majaoityhe projected additional water demairds
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SWi N through 2043/! Groundwater can be a less expensive water supply source as
compared with the alternative water supplies, and therefore, the expenditure forecast for
SWi N presented in this report can exceed the actual expenditure needs. Another issue to
be addressed in the future is the potential change inféreedexistingsupplydue to the
saltwater intrusion or other issues that could potentially require additfomaie
investments not accounted in this report.

T Regions reported as having zero fiwater nee
have an inferred supply equal to their highest projected water use. Realistically, in all such
regions, it is highlynlikely that the existing sourc€$are precisely the same as the future
demang however, his assumptiors still reasonablgiven the limited data available.

T Natur al system restoration needs are assun
field in DEP (2020a). Vdlter necessary to restore or protect natural sysseogdd be an
important element in the expenditure projections. Water for natural systems is clearly not
identified as a water demand in DEP (2020a). Yet, it is unclear to what degres natur
system restoration is accounted for in the
considering the differences in methodologies useth®WMDs (see Appendix 4).

Regardless of these assumptions and due to the complex nature of quawatgingupply across

the state, EDR relies on the WMDs&é water der
Approaches used lifie WMDs to evaluate existing supplies are discussed in Appenéix A

[See table on following page]

171 SWFWMD alsocontinues to support the development of reclaimed water and conservation projecttheRggion
172 Existing sources include both traditional and alternative sources already built or proposed to be built duriggahplafning
horizon.
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Table 4.4.2 Water Demand and Inferred Supply Based on WMD Data

2015 2016201720182019 2020 2021202220232024 2025 2026202720282029 2030 2031203220332034 2035 20362037 20382039 2040 Inferred
Demand Supply*
NWT I 69.74 76.88 82.25 87.03 91.19 94.88 89.88
NW i Oth 254.1€ 273.72 287.12 296.92 304.58 311.9¢0 311.9(
SR- West** 100.5¢5 106.53 110.92 116.68 122.35 127.54*  122.34
SJRi CSEC 353.17 383.47 395.62 406.11 416.72 427.87 394.5%
SWi N (excluding CFWI) 131.0¢ 142.4¢ 153.55 163.54 173.0¢ 181.74 170.14
SWi TB 385.71 413.34 432.77 436.96€ 450.56 461.84 461.89
SWi H (excluding CFWI) 94.91 91.52 89.45 96.17 94.96 89.15 89.15
SWi S 234.95 245.02 254.22 265.77 272.99 279.394 279.37
SFi LKB 245.2¢ 249.9C 251.83 253.68 253.83 257.4  257.4§
SFi UEC 272.95 279.1% 288.8¢ 298.46 325.38 354.6¢§ 350.93
SFi LEC 1,739.61 1,813.9¢ 1,863.91 1,923.2¢ 1,963.65 2,006.54 1,956.9
SFi LWC 980.32 1,030.31 1,073.57 1,113.64 1,170.3€ 1,210.64 1,201.41
NFRWSP** 555.2¢ 585.0€ 612.7C 641.36 667.47 696.57** 555.27%
CFWI 667.12 735.24 789.4¢ 836.65 873.94 907.59 812.59
Statewide 6084.85 6426.62 6686.2¢ 6936.25 7181.07 7407.8(

*The supply data are inferred by subtracting the r egtheocudentplanmigperod, based endDER (8020a) Graan highlighted
indicate the year of the RWSP/WSA publication for that region that is identified in DEP (2020a)CSHR is still awaiting initial publication, but demand data are available from DEP (2020apB
assumes that the inferred supply remains the same as inithHeReagional &vater SupflyxPlasning 2018 AishoalRepor DEPA:
available online abttps://geodata.dep.state.fl.us/app/932ef4223c304dc4alff5653eledbteéssed January 20R%hat is, 394.52 mgd. In reality, the availability of sufficient water for all existing
future reasonabibenefiéal uses and natural systems and avoiding the adverse effects of competition for water supplies ispecé#inn

** The 2040 water demand is projected by EDR ushyVMD s 6 d a t 2035, asrdiscs8et h AppendixlA

Table 4.4.3 Inferred Sumly Shortage to Be Met through Investments

Planning Regions 2015 2016201720182019 2020 2021202220232024 2025 2026202720282029 2030 2031203220332034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040

NWF 7 1l - - - - 1.31 5.00
NWF i Oth - - - - - -
SR West - - - - - 5.19
SJRiT CSEC - - 1.10 11.59 22.20 33.35
SWi N (excluding CFWI) - - - - 2.92 11.55
SWi TB - - - - - -
SWi H (excluding CFWI) - - - 1.21 - -
SWi S - - - - - -
SFi LKB - - - - - -
SFi UEC - - - - - 3.79
SFi LEC - - - - 6.66 49.55
SFi LWC - - - - - 9.27
NFRWSP 0.02 29.79 57.43 86.09 112.2C 141.3(
CFWI - - - 24.06 61.35 95.00
Statewide (sum of regions) 0.02 29.79 58.53 122.95 206.63 353.9%

* As discussed above, SWFWMD anticipates that tigesatities will largely be met with traditional groundwater sources.
Note: These values are calculated by subtracting the inferqgulystrom Table 44.2 from the demand in each year of the same table and only displays a value when the c
higher than the inferred supply.
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4.5Water Supply and Water Resource Development Projects: Dataset Used in
the EDR Expenditure Analysis

For the expenditure analysis, EDR utilizes the information about project capacity and funding
available in Appendix C of DEP (2020a), refer
appendix is a spreadsheet, with rows descripingoj ect s or their phases
itemso below), and columns ptesenting various

The project appendix summarizes the water supply development project options and water
resource development project options idesifin the current RWSPs. The appendix also includes
the projects in design and construction and the projects completed in the past. Specifically, as part
of the RWSPs developed under section 373.709, Florida Statiwéed/MDs are required to
compile a lis of water supply development and water resource development project options,
including water conservation. The water supply development component must include project
options, such as traditional and alternative water supply projects, which are teghaiahll
financially feasible.In the future, when additional supplies are needed to meet higher water
demand, these projects may provide a menu of options to choose from for local governments,
public and private utilities, regional water supply authoritras|ti-jurisdictional water supply
entities, seHsuppliers, or otheraNote that a project not included in the water supply development
project option list may also be implementedrteet the future water demarithe water that can

be made available fronvater supply developmemptojectoptions(i.e., thetotal capacity) must
exceed the water supply needs for all existing and future reasdyeaigécial uses within the 20

year planning horizon. In contrast, the water resource development component ctudst in
projects that support water supply development for all existing and future reasbeaéfieial

uses and the natural systems. In addition, pursuant to section 373.0421, Florida Statutes, the
WMDs must also include in each RWSP any water supply dpietnt or water resource
development project identified in an applicable Minimum Féowd Minimum Water LevgMFL)
recovery or prevention strategy (RPS). The RPS must include a ghaapgroach for the
development of additional water supplies, impleragah of conservation strategies, and other
actions to achieve recovery to an established minimum flow (for rivers, streams, estuaries, and
springs) or minimum water level (for lakes, wetlands, and aquifarg) prevent the existing flow

or water levebf such water resources from falling below the established minimum levels. Overall,
the DEP project appendix includes the projects identifictierRWSPs and RPSs, the projects
implemented and funded lige WMDs or state agencies in the past, and theeptsjcurrently

being designed or constructed (and funded efluaded by agencies) in order to méet RWSP

and MFL RPS goals.

The project appendix is the most comprehensiagewidedataset othe Florida water supply and

water resource development jaas currentlyavailable Nevertheless, EDR recognizes that this
dataset has two limitations that could influence the expenditure estimates. First, the project
appendix primarily includes projects that are eligible for district or statesbasé fundingSuch

projects can differ from those carried out solely by local entities. For example, these projects can
be larger in scale and have lower costs per mgd of capacity. Second, the project appendix can
include projects implemented or planned for multipdmdfits, with water supply or MFL RPS

173 See the complete list of the columns and project characteristics in Appendix A.7.
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goals being only a secondary benefit. For example, reclaimed water projects can be constructed to
dispose of treated wastewater, rather than offset potable water use. Some projects can also be
intended to ensure watsupply reliability €.g, at the time of peak demand), diversify water

supply sources, and reduce demands on traditional sources rather than to meet new water demand.

In addition, pojects can be constructed to replace aging infrastruqioogiding limited water
conservation benefits. EDR assumes, however,k |
RWSP Annual Status Update, most of the projects are intended for meeting the new water demand
ortheMFL RPS goals.

The DEP project appendixincligle 1, 606 proj ect items. For each
column indicates whether the item is canceled, completed, in construction or underway, in design,

on hol d, or an ARWSP or RPS option only. o0 Wh
project items remain for further analysis. EDR analyzed projects with statuses identified as in
construction or underway, in design, or on hold as a single aggregate category.

The AProj ectintheDERproject appdndixnprovides information abt¢he total

project funding (if any) by the state, district, and cooperating entity. Cooperative entity included,

for example, a county, city, water utility, farm, homeowner association, or golf club. This
information is not always reflective of the proj¢ 6 s t ot al i mpl ement ati on
does not include information about land purchd$es the costs of project components ineligible

for funding. This information also excludes funding provided by federal ageifcas). EDR

assumes, however, that the funding from the state, district, and cooperating entity accounts for
most of the implementation co'<,

Further, for the projects that are |isted as |
(for RWSP/RPS Opti ons Only)o <col umn summari zes I N
requirementsife., planningl e v e | cost estimates). This AProj e

only and is not verified until the project is submitted for «dsire funding to begidesign or
implementation. Still, this projected funding represents the best available information regarding

the future funding needs and, therefore, EDR includes it in the analysis. Below, the combined
AProject Total o and nNP3SP/jRRS edptTiodrmd G@ruinyd)i & gi 9
Aproject total ($).0

EDR indexes fipr oj!@EDR alsocekamines wikthed a project ifeth OnHe list

is a phase of a larger project. For example, the project appendix may list the constructiaenf

treatment facility and the construction of wgli®viding water to that facilitas separate project

items. Aggregating the phased or linked projects reduces the project number from 1,545 to 1,340
projectst”” Fur t her, 35 pr ojteocttasl wWi$t)ho nion fiop rmmjte otn a
databaseyith 1,305 projects remaining.

Al t hough the spreadsdheaat Aicrgali ,sd € § otnh &C ooanplonnmemst ofi and fATot al L
or State,o0o the informati on formhandfubof@ojectdemss mns i s not provided,
175 See additional discussion infrastructure cost and funding in Chapter 6.

176 See Appendix A8 for details.

177 See Appendix A9 for additional description
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Finally, 230 projects with no information about the project capacity are also excluded from the
analysist’® leaving 1,075 projects in the database. To evaluate the wateuse flow made

available by the projects.€., the project capacity), t he <col
Avail able on Completion (mgd)o and fAReuse FI o\
are used’® Similar to EDR (2020¥%it is assumed thatfom 1. 00 mgd of t he AR
(for potable offset), o only 0.55 mgd contribu
other words, the capacity of the reclaimed water projects is multiplied by®Bais coefficient

is intended to reflecthe beneficial offset provided by the reclaimed water. As stated in DEP
(2015f%2, A [ n] ot all reuse types are created equal
types of reuse are more efficient than others at replacing the use of potaibyercqaiat withdrawn

from ground or surface waters [offset® ing pot

Based on the project type, the region of implementation tkeMFL RPS information, EDR

classifies the projects into four overlappingcategi es t o account for the p
(Table 4.5.1). Projects intended to create additional water supplies to meet the projected increase

in demand are assumed to be implemented only in the regions with an inferred water supply
shortage. Thigategory excludes water conservation projects, reclaimed water for groundwater
recharge or natural system restoration, flood control, and data collection and evaftiation.

Another project category is presumedatidress whetheufficient water is availde for natural

systems. EDR assumes that this category includes currently designed, consamntteeld

projects for ( a) recl ai med water | abel ed as Af or gr
restoration, o0 (b) the r egs amdqc) specifichMFInRRPIN nf er r
addition, the category includ®NSP/RPS Options Onlyrojects associated with specific MFL

RPS

The water demand management and conservation category encompasses water conservation
projects. Finally, such projects as flooontrol and data collection are assumed to contribute to

178 Note that for some of these projects, information about the storage or distribution capacity was included.

179 piQuantity of Wate Made Available to Date (mgd) a Retise fflow Made Available to Date (mgd) wer e al so revi e
however, even for projects identified as fACompl etemadet he val
to focus on the projectcapc i ty fiupon compl etion. o

180 EDR report published in January 2020

BIEDR reviewed the statewide fATot al FIl owd and fATotal Offseto
Inventory reports available fromhe DEP (DEP 2019b). On average, 1.0@dof reclaimed water was estimated to offset from

0.54 mgd to 0.56 mgd dhe water from traditional sources. While the offset depends on the type of reclaimed water use, EDR
assumed that from 1.00 mgd of t hegditditabutesaa meeting the@etdemand(ciange p ot al
in a region.

182 DEP. 2015. Report on Expansion of Beneficial Use of Reclaimed Water, Stormwater and Excess Surface Water (Senate Bill

536). Office of Water Policy Florida Department of Environmental Prote@erember 1, 2015, at p. 21, availabldine at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/SB536%20Final%20Report(pdtessed September 2020.)

183 |deally, the water use efficiency should be analyzed as part of the demand projections. For example, such analysis is expecte

to show lower efficiency when a residential yard is irrigated with reclaimed rather than potable water. Demand for nezlaimed

potable water should then be projected for each useaypgerésidential irrigation, cooling for power generation, etc.), accounting

for the potential differences in water use efficiency. Individual reclaimed water projects should also be classifiedsame use

types to accurately project the expenditures needed to offset the increase in potable water use with the reclaimedotgter proj

Due to the lack of relevant data, however, EDR accounts for reducing the water use efficiency on thppiatidsiby adjusting

the project capacity. This assumption, while necessary, may decrease the accuracy of reclaimed water project funding estimate
Depending on data availability, future editions may differentiate the offset coefficient based ornqurajamts and specifications.

184 Some of the data collection and evaluation projects are still accounted for asipasiggfregated phased projects, as discussed

in Appendix A10.
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water supply or natur al system restoration
(and disregarded from the further analy?s).

Table 4.5.1 General Project Categories Defined by B®

Number of Projects in
EDR Project Category Project Description DEP Project
Appendix*

Projects in the regions with positive 2040 inferred supply shortages, given that t
projects are not associated wathy MFL RPS. Specifically, the following project
types are considered:

Reclaimed Water (for potable offset)

Brackish Groundwater

Surface Water

Surface Water Storage

Groundwater Recharge

Aquifer Storage and RecovefASR)

Stormwater

Other Project Type

OtherNon-Traditional Source

Desalination

Distribution / Transmission Capacity

Additional water supply

. 483
to meet growing demanc

Water demand
management and
conservation

PS and CII Conservation
. . 477
Agricultural Conservation

All projects that are not yet completed and that are associated with

specific MFL RPS

Reclaimed water projects for groundwater recharge or natural system

Water for natural restoration, if the project status is listed as in design, in construction / 195
systems underway, or on hold

1  All project types if the projects are in the regions with no inferred
shortage, if the project status is in design, in construction/underway, ¢
hold

T Flood Control Works

1 Data Collection and Evaluation

* The total is greater than the total number of the projects in the dataset since some projects fall into more than one
category.

= A a4 -—Aa-_a-_a_a_a_4a_2a_2_-4a_-a_-2

Other 5

4.6 Expenditure Projections to Meet the Future Demand

To forecast the expenditures needed to increase existing suppheanthe fture demand, EDR
considered (agapacity and expenditures for the projects currently in design, in construction /
underway, or on hold, and (b) potential additional projects currently in RWSP/RPS Options Only
status.

Among the 483 projectsategorized by EDR as those intended to create additional water supply
(see Table 4.5.1), 49 projects are in design, in construction / underway, or on hold. Upon
completion, these projects are expected to reduce the 2040 inferred water supply shortage from
353.97 mgd to 187.63 mgd (see Table 4.6.1). This reduction is significant, and the projects are
estimated to completely eliminate the inferred water supply shortae BR1T West, SIR

CSEC, and SF UEC. The total expenditures for these projects 8&R5 million $2020 (see

185 As mentioned above, some of them are included in the umbrella pagetiscussed in Appendix X0.
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Table 4.6.1%%¢ The remaining water supply shortage of 187.63 mgd should be met by investing in
additional water supply projects or water conservation, as discussed in the next sections.

Table 4.6.1 Analysis of the Projects in Construction, in Design, and On Hold, by Region
Where Water is Needed

Potential Inferred Water and Beneficial - . o Prolect_Expendltures: |
. . . Remaining Potential AProject Tot ¢
Planning Supply Shortage by Offset* by the Projects in : . .
. . - Inferred Supply Shortage Projects in Design,
Regions 2040, mgd Design,Construction, and by 2040 d c - d on Hold
(end of planning period) On Hold, mgd Y Mg onstrut_:tl_on, and Ln 1o
’ (million, $2020)
@ 2 3 @ =7 @) )]

NWEFi 1l 5.00 1.38 3.63 $10.50

SR West 5.19 6.06 ** $3.14
SJRi CSEC 33.35 33.60 ** $40.15

SWi N*** 11.55 2.59 8.97 $38.58

SFi UEC 3.75 11.10 ** $8.30

SFi LEC 49.55 8.96 40.59 $52.19

SFi LWC 9.27 3.30 5.97 $41.49

NFRWSP 141.3 18.56 122.74 $59.19

CFWI 95.00 89.26 5.74 $86.70

Statewide

(sum of 353.97 174.81 187.63 $340.25

regions)

* Accounting for 0.55 beneficial offset coefficient for reclaimed water projects.
**|f (2) -(3) results in a negative value, no shortage is reported.
*** Excluding CFWI

To develop scenarios for supplying the remaining potential supply shortage of 187.63 mgd, for
each planning region, EDR identified p%oject
EDR further narrowed down the project types based on the ranking repoRé&dPifundated)

only project types ranked as fAhighlyo or fAmod:¢
projectionst® These project types are summarized in Table 4%8.2.

[See table on followingage]

186 Table 4.6.1 lists only those regions where water is needed based DEP (2020a).

187The only exceptionisNW 1 | , where all projects are considered, since no
188 DEP. Undated. Arissessment of Viable Alternative Water Supply Resources and Critical Funding Needs. Presented by the
FDEP pursuant to Executive Order-12 and Chapter 201915, Laws of Florida.

189 See Appendix A.10 for additional details.
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Table 4.6.2 Project Typeddentified for Each Region to Meet the Inferred Water Supply
Shortage

ASR Brackish Groundwater | Reclaimed Stormwater Surface Watel
Groundwater Recharge water Storage

NW T I Vv
NFRWSP Y Y
SWi N* Vv

CFWI Y Y
SFi LWC Vv Y Vv
SFi LEC Y Y Y Y

* The portion of the regionxeluding CFW!I.For the 2022 Edition of the report, EDR plans to refine the assumption

of the future water supply sources for the region. Discussions with SWFWMD staff indicated that the future water
demand is expected to be met with groundwater, though the Districtamilinue implementing rémmed water
projects as well.

Reclaimed water is expected to play an essential role in meeting the increase in water demand in
all regions. In addition, brackish groundwater is likely to be crucial in south and central Florida,
while groundwater recharge can be a vital project typeaNFRWSP EDR identified more than

two project types to meet the future increase in demar®Fin LWC and SH LEC. In these
regions, EDRO s e orpyeamgidertha mast afdasocpsdypitojecotypsas

Further, expenditure pengd can depend on project capacity, and EDR selected the median
capacity for each project type (see Table 4.6.3). For reclaimed water projects, the median project
capacity varied among regions to eefl the differences in project sizes identified by EDRhn

DEP project appendi¥’®

Table 4.6.3 Project Capacity, mgd of water or beneficial offset

Median Project Capacity,

Project Type mgd of water or beneficial offset

ASR 2.55

Brackish Groundwater 4.00

Groundwater Recharge 3.00
Reclaimed Water (for potable offset

NW i Il 0.33

NFRWSP 0.27

SWi N* 0.28

CFWI 0.40

SFi LWC 2.75

SFi LEC 1.10

Stormwater 4.50

Surface water storage 3.00

* The portion of the regionxeluding CFWI.

19 AppendixA. 10 discusses alteative project capacity assumptions.
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Project expenditures depend on project capacity, type, and location. EDR developed a multivariate
regression model to examine this relationship. The dependent variable in the model is the natural

| ogarithm of Aproject t o tcanbinatjofs) od the(imdepenidento n  d ¢
variables were tested, and the final model used in the analysis is described in Appehdbha

model includes project capacitye(, the natural logarithm of water or beneficial offset for the
projects), the region ofrpject implementation, project type, and project status. nibdel is

estimated in SAS usingrocrobustreg and it explains approximately 51% of the variability in the
dependent variable. EDR will continue testing alternative model specifications tovenihe

model predictive capacity fahe2022 Edition of this report.

The regression model is then used to estimate the project expenditures (per mgd of water or
beneficial offset}*! Note that the estimated expenditures for reclaimed water projects aifmoun

the beneficial offset being only 0.55 of the actual project capacity. This assumption makes this
project type especially expensive (Table 4.6.4). In contrast, stormwater and groundwater recharge
projects are relatively inexpensive, but they are oglgvant to select regions.

Table 4.6.4 Estimated Project Expenditures per Unit of Capacity (million $2020 per mgd)

. . Surface

Storage
NW T I $8.19
NFRWSP $0.45 $4.33
SWiT N* $10.80
CFWI $2.17 $4.38
SFi LWC $1.72 $2.34 $2.52

SFi LEC $2.44 $2.37 $0.62 $1.02

Note: Values in this table assumte medan project capacityFor reclaimed water projectfie beneficial offseis assumed to be
55 percenbfe ac h pcapafitg.ct 6 s
* Excluding CFWI.

These estimated pengd expenditures are then used to forecast the investments needed to meet

the remaining inferred supply shortage in each region summarized in Table 4.6.1. EDR uses the
most and leastxpensive project types in these calculations (see columns 6 and 7 in Table 4.6.5).
These expenditures are then combined with the costs of the projects currently in construction, in
design, and oihold. As shown in columns 8 and 9 in Table 4.6.5, the potaécted expenditures

to meet the inferred supply shortage by 2040 are between $0.571 and $1.133 billion (with $0.852
billion being the average). Note that Nl ess e
same costs for several regions sinceinifierred shortage is expected to be met with the projects
already in constrction, in design, or on hold.

191 Medium capacity is assumed for equbject type see Table 4.6.3
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Table 4.6.5Expenditures Forecastfor the Additional Water Supply

Vgg;fﬁigf fiProject Totald fiProject Totalo to Meet Total ForecastedExpenditure to meet
Inferred Offset* forthe | for the Projects | Remaining Remaining Inferred 2040 Interred Supply Shortage (million
Planning Si%‘:gée Projects in in Design, inferred Shortage (million, $2020) $2020)
Regions Design, Construction, shortage
by 2040, Construction and On Hold By 2040
mgd , e Less More Less More Average
and (n)quHOId' (million, $2020) expensive | expensive | expensive | expensive verag
&) @ @® @ ®) ©) ™ ®) @ | ©@O)
NWFT Il 5 1.38 $10.50 3.63 $29.72 $29.72 $40.22 $40.22 $40.22
SR West 5.19 6.06 $3.14 - - - $3.14 $3.14 $3.14
SJRi CSEC 33.35 33.60 $40.15 - - - $40.15 $40.15 $40.15
SWi N** 11.55 2.59 $38.58 8.97 $96.84 $96.84 $135.42 $135.42 $135.42
SFi UEC 3.75 11.10 $8.30 - - - $8.30 $8.30 $8.30
SFi LEC 49.55 8.96 $52.19 40.59 $25.22 $94.89 $77.41 $147.08 $112.25
SFi LWC 9.27 3.30 $41.49 5.97 $10.25 $15.06 $51.74 $56.55 $54.14
NFRWSP 141.3 18.56 $59.19 122.74 $54.88 $530.98 $114.07 $590.17 $352.12
CFWI 95 89.26 $86.70 5.74 $14.02 $25.11 $100.72 $111.81 $106.26
Statewide
(sum of 353.97 209.85 $340.25 187.63 $230.914 $792.598 $571.15 $1,132.84 $852.00
regions)

* Accounting for 0.55 beneficial offset coefficient for reclaimed water projects.

** Excluding CFWI.

To cal cul

ate t

he

s ttavardtibesotal experdliitureyg EDR @wonsiders 78 t i o n

projects fromthe DEP project appendix that were completed in the past. These projects are selected
because the total of their state, district, and cooperatmity(ies) funding is exactly equal to

Aproj ect

t ot al

($) .0

The

stateods

fundi

ng shar ¢

share being the highesttime NW i Il and the lowest ithe SWi N (excluding CFWI) as shown
in Table 46.6. Statevide, the state fundinghareis nine percentaind the district funding share is
26.6 percentdemonstratinghat the cooperative entityr entitiescover(s) most of the project

expenditures.

Table466Share of Statebés Fundbng in
N | Mean @ Median
NW i I 5 0.229 0.307
NFRWSP and SR West 47 0.130 0.000
SJRi CSEC 48 | 0.057 0.000
CFWI 51 0.066 0.060
SWi N (excluding CFWI) 5 0.041 0.000
SFi UEC 4 0.106 0.095
SFi LEC 30 0.144 0.091
SFi LWC 18 0.101 0.051
Themeane st i mated funding contribut

t he

ons

of

AProject

the st

forecast the total state expenditireeededo addresshe inferred water supplshortaggTable
4.6.7). By 2040, the total is forecasted to range between $56.14 miilichl29.09 million, with
an average of $92.6illion. The highest investments by 2040 are projectadetNFRWSP and
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SF1 LEC. Note that this forecast does not explicittg@unt for the increased state funding share
for the projects inthe Rural Economic Development Initiative (REDI) arés.

Table 4.6.7Estimated StateExpenditures (million $2020)

Region Less expensive More expensive Average
NWFi I $9.202 $9.202 $9.202
SRi West $0.407 $0.407 $0.407
SJRi CSEC $2.302 $2.302 $2.302
SWi N (excluding CFWI) $5.521 $5.521 $5.521
SFi UEC $0.879 $0.879 $0.879
SFi LEC $11.166 $21.217 $16.192
SFi LWC $5.248 $5.735 $5.492
NFRWSP $14.779 $76.465 $45.622
CFWI $6.632 $7.362 $6.997
Statewide (sum of regions) $56.136 $129.091 $92.614

4.7 Expenditure Forecast,Water Conservation, and Drought

The expenditures discussed above focus on the baseline scenario for water use and related inferred
shortage calculationsThese expenditures do not account for the water use efficiency
improvements and water conservatioheToverall statewide inferred water supply shortage can

be reducel by 68.7 percentf the water use efficiency improvements aoohnservation are
accountedor (see Table 4.7.1%iven this water use scenartbe inferred water supply shortage

would continueonly in CFWI and NFRWSP.

[See table on following page]

2As stated i BectidrE288.0658,FRridlg Statutes, establishes the Rural Economic Development Initiative (REDI)
to better serve Floridaézonomically distressed rural communities by providing a more focused and coordinated effort among state
and regional agencies that provide programs and services for rural aréaso®amically distressédounty/community is eligible

to request aNaiver or Reduction of Matahof jobs or wage requirements, eligible company criterion, inducement requirement
and grants. Each state agency determines which grant programs will allow for a waiver of match based on their annual budget a
federal and state gustine® (quoted from t he htine/figidjgbs.orgaomaniinkgainingand at :
development/communitpariherships/ruraeconomiedevelopmentnitiative; accessed January 20R1

Page [LO7


https://floridajobs.org/community-planning-and-development/community-partnerships/rural-economic-development-initiative
https://floridajobs.org/community-planning-and-development/community-partnerships/rural-economic-development-initiative

Table 4.7.1The 2040 Inferred Water Supply Shortage Given Two Water Demand Scenarios

Inferred Baseline Watgr Demand Water Qemand With Drought ngand
. Water (Scenario 1) Conservation (Scenario 2) (Scenario 3)
Regions Suppl 2040 Water Inferred 2040 Water Inferred 2040 Water Inferred
pply,
mgd Demand, shortage, Demand, shortage, Demand, shortage,
mgd mgd mgd mgd mgd mgd
NW i Il 89.880 94.880 5.000 88.879 - 105.890 16.010
NW i Oth 311.900 311.900 - 308.101 - 345.070 33.170
SRi West 122.350 127.536 5.186 114.148 - 137.147 14.797
NFRWSP 555.27 696.574 141.304 627.214 71.944 753.878 198.608
SJRi CSEC 394.52 427.870 33.350 389.650 - 508.560 114.040
CFWI 812.59 907.590 95.000 851.590 39.000 1011.000 198.410
SWi N* 170.18 181.730 11.550 167.646 - 201.810 31.630
SWi TB 461.85 461.850 - 416.881 - 501.240 39.390
SWi H* 94.96 89.150 - 80.846 - 130.270 35.310
SWi S 279.33 279.330 - 258.114 - 335.320 55.990
SFi LKB 257.48 257.490 0.010 257.490 - 303.360 45.880
SFi UEC 350.93 354.680 3.750 340.580 - 481.600 130.670
SFi LEC 1,956.99 2006.540 49.550 1904.140 - 2329.110 372.120
SFi LwWC 1,201.41 1210.680 9.270 1184.380 - 1356.840 155.430
Statewide
(sum of the 353.970 110.944 1,441.455
region)

* Excluding CFWI.

Despite the inferred shortage decreaB®R expects limited reductions in the projected
expenditures, unless most of the water use reduction is achieved through passive conservation.
Specifically, for active conservation, the DEP project appendix includes 94 agricultural water
conservationpromt s and 383 PS and ClIl conservation pr
and project capacity (mgd) are provided. Median costs for these projects are $5.09 and $4.50
million per mgd, respectively. These expenditures are relatively high and conepaithithat for

the alternative water supply projects. Therefore, the implementation of water conservation
strategies is not expected to reduce projected expenditures. The only strategy to reduce the costs

is to rely on inexpensive passive water consesuguch as households purchasing more efficient
appliances or new urban developments implementing more stringent construction standards).

Table 4.7.2 Expenditure for Water Conservation Projects, million $2020 per mgdf Project
Capacity

Project Type Number of Observations Mean Median
Agricultural Conservation 94 16.456 5.092
PS and CIl Conservation 383 21.209 4.495

While the water conservation scenario reduces the potential inferred shortage, the drought scenario
can expand the inferred shortage. For exampla,1Hin-10 year drought occurs in 2040, the
inferred supply shortage can increase approximately four tinoes353.97 mgd to 1,441.46 mgd

(Table 4.7.1)Today, muclof the increase in water demamalder drought conditioris addressed

by available surplus omanagedby governmentmposed, shofterm restrictions in demand
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Changing climate conditions may lexdmore frequent, prolonged, or severe droughts, requiring
significantly higher expenditures to meet water demand in such conditions.

4.8 Expenditures to Ensure That Sufficient Water Is Available for Natural
Systems

Part of section 403.928, Florida Siti#s, requires EDR to estimate the expenditures necessary to
achieve the | egislatureds intent that suffici
WMDs may use a variety of tools to protect the natural systems pEDRrily focuses omprojects

included in recovery or prevention strategies for the implementation of minimum floavs a
minimum water levels (MFLs); however, there are a few additional conditions under which
projects are assumed to benefit the natural systems.

Projects Assoeited with MFL Recovery or Prevention Strategies

Sections 373.042 and 373.0421, Florida Statutes, provides requiremémediddDs with regard

to the establishment and implementation of MFLs for water courses, water bodies, and aquifers.

The MFLsareitnded to define Athe | imit at which f
harmful to the water r3%heselinitease retevantéoovatdr sugply o f |
planning, permitting decisions, and the declaration of water shof¥ges.

The WMDs are required to adopt (or revise) and implement recovery or prevention strategies to
achieve recovery to an MFL as soon as practicable or pravatureviolation ofanMFL if it is
expected to occuwithin 20 years® When developing the recovery prevention strategy, the
WMDsmust include a phased approach or timetable to allow for the provision of water supplies
for all existing and projected reasonablkeneficial use$®® Once the recovery or prevention
strategy is adopted by the appropriate WMhe applicable RWSRust beamended to include

any water supply or water resource development projéder a visual of all currently adopted
MFLs and RPS$€y type and status, see Figsiie8.1 and 4.8.2.

In 2016, the Florida Legislature strengthetiezlimplementation of MFLs for Outstanding Florida
Springs (OFSsY® The WMDs excluding NWFWMDwere required to adopt MFLs for all OFSs

within their jurisdictiors by July 1, 2017% A recovery or prevention stratgdor an OFSmust

identify a prioritized st of projects to implement the plan and include the estimated cost and date

of completion for each project, the estimated benefit from each project, and the source and amount
of financial assistance available by the applicable WA#DUnlike recovery or pevention
strategies for other water resources, those for OFSs must be designed to achieve the MFLs no later

193§ 373.042Fla. Stat.

19488373.705and373.709 Fla. Stat.;Fla. Admin. CodeR. 62-40.473(3)(4);

195§ 373.0421(2)Fla. Stat.

196§ 373.0421(2)Fla. Stat.

197§ 373.0421(2)Fla. Stat.

198 See20161, 88 5 and 25, Laws of Fla. (amending section 373.042, Florida Statutes, and creating section 373.805, Florida
Statutes, to establish additional MFL requirements for Outstanding Florida Springs).

19The deadline for NWFWMD is July 1, 2026.

200§ 373.805(4), Fla. Stat.
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than 20 years after adoption of the strategy and must contain a schedule establyglaindl6
year, and 15/ear targets to inform future planniagd funding decision®?!

Figure 4.8.1 Locations of Adopted MFLs by Waterbody Type

| Waterbody Type
| JEIE

W wetland

M Spring-1

M spring-2

O Spring-2

M river

M river, Estuary
[ Estuary

B ~quifer

L)

& 2020 Mapbox & OpenStreetMap
Springs classifications (-1, -2, or -3) are based on the spring’s magnitude.

Waterbody Type

Lake B Aquiter

Estuary

.la<e

W river
Wetland 61 M River, Estuary

. Spring-1

. Spring-2

M vietland

0 20 40 &0 B0 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240
Number of MFLs

Source DEP. 2020. 2019 Statewide Annual Repd8TAR Repor). Available online at:
https://fdep.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=1696c8bc33e7464b8249998fpRHEE3Sad JanuaiN21)

[Seefigure on following page]

201§ 373.805(4), Fla. Stat.
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Figure 4.8.2 Locations of Adopted MFLsSWith RPSsby Status

Locations of Adopted MFLs by Status Count of MFLs by Status

2020 Mapbox @ OpenStreetMap | Number of MFLs

MFL Status [ Prevention ] Recovery 1 | Recovery 2 B Recover y 3

Source DEP. 2020. 2019 Statewide Annual RepdB8TAR Repor). Available online at:
https://fdep.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=1696c8bc33e7464b8249998fPRHEE3Sad January,
2021)

To forecast expenditures for implementing existing recovery or prevention strategies, EDR
analyzed fAiproject total ($)0 ihaNF RPSs lisiedbim f or
the project appendix (see Table 4.8.1). Specificabyréjects ardisted as supporting MFL RPSs
andareidentified as currently being implemented or intended for future implementation. The total
funding to implement these projects #48.76 nillion. For the projects associated with MFL RPS

and implemented in the pa#ite average percentage of the state funding is 11.1%, and the average
percentage of district funding is 39.6% (based on the sample of 48 projects). Therefore, the
forecasted state expenditure for the MFL RPS projectd98%$2 million (or 0.111 x $48.7®

million).

Note that this estimate may be an underestimation since it is unclear whether the projects in the
appendix are sufficient to meet the MFL target for the related natural systems. Further, it does not
account for Everglades restoration whichliscussed in Chapter 7, as these projects are largely
part of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). Conversely, some of the projects
considered by EDR as natural system restoration projects may in fact address the needs of the
growing wate demand in the region, leading to an overlap between the estimated expenditures for
the natural system restoration and water supply to help meet the increase in water demand.

WhiletheDEPG6s Water Resource | mpl ement gpéditiausly Rul e
implement all adopted recovery or prevention strate§fabere is no generally applicable target
date mandated by law to achieve the adopted MFL. Only recovery or prevention strategies for

202F|a, Admin. CodeR. 62-40.473(7).
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Outstanding Florida Springs (OF&¥)re required toantain Syear, 10year, and 15ear targets,

with achievement of the adopted MFL to occur no later than 20 years after adoption of the

strategy?® Without a required timeframe to achieve MFtise timing of the nearly $50 million
in state expendituras adecision for policy makers.

Table 48.1 Projects Associated with MFL RPSs

Project
MFL RPS Supported Project Status Total Ngmber of Tp'gal
Projects (million
$2020)
Lower Santa Fe and Ichetucknee
River Recovery Strategy
Total 48 $243.912
Lower Hillsborough River Recovery
Strategy Total 2 $11.557
Silver Springs Prevention Strategy
Total 8 $65.683
Volusia Recovery and Prevention
Strategy
Total 8 $127.608
Total Statewide* 66 $448.760

Note: This Table des not includ&verglades Restoration projects sitice Comprehensive Everglades Restoration RI&ERP
is discussed in lapter 7. Thdable also excludes the expenditures reported for projects for which the value of water/reuse flow
made available upon completion is zero or missing. In the future, EDR intends to continue discussions with the staieadnd regi

agencies to verify if the missing or zero values léelythet he pr o]
project is made avlable for the natural systems.

Other Projects Potentially Intended for Natural System Protection and
Restoration

In addition to the projects linked toeMFL RPS, EDR assumed that the natural system protection

and restordon goals can be met with the following projects that are currently in design,
construction / underway, or on hold: (a) proj
recharge or natur al system r est oles aré areajlyo , an

sufficient for meeting projected future demanids,(projects in the regions with no inferred water
supply shortage identified in Table 4.4.3).

28AnfA Out st Fondh$ mgiisdefidbedasii a historic first magnitudesprings,including their associategpringruns,as
determinedby the departmentusing the most recentFlorida Geological Survey springsbulletin, and the following additional
springs,including their associatedspring runs: (a) De Leon Springs;(b) PeacockSprings;(c) Poe Springs;(d) Rock Springs;
(e) Wekiwa Springs;and(f) GeminiSprings.§ 373.802(4) Fla. Stat.

2048 373.805(4) Fla. Stat.
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Five ARecl aimed Water (for groundwater rechar
currently being implemented itihree planning regions, with the total project expenditures of
$23.414 million (Table 4.8.2). Based on the completed groundwater recharge or natural system
restoration projects, the state funds, on averagepunt for30.0%of the project expenditures

(with  WMDs covering 35.0%). Therefore, for the projects currently in design,
constructiorunderway and on hold, the state funding can be estimated at $7.024 million (or
$23.414 x 0.30).

Tabl e 4.8. 2 Expenaed Water (s grofindwater irdRlargd @ inatural

system restoration)o Projects Currently in De
Regions Number of Observations | Project Total, million $2020

CFWI 2 1.551

NFRWSP 1 3.354

SWi TB 2 18.510

Statewide(sum of the regions) 5 23.414

Next, the projects currently being implemented in the regions that have sufficient existing supply
are considered. The total implementation expenditure for these projects is $192.890 million (see
Table 4.8.3). Based on pasbjects, the average share of state funding for such projects is small

T just 0.041 ie., approximately 4.1%). Therefore, EDR expects that the future state funding for
the projects in the regions with no inferred water supply shortage is $7.872 million.

Table 4.8.3 Expenditures for ProjectsCurrently in Design,Construction / Underway, or On
Hold in the RegionsWith No Inferred Water Supply Shortage

RWSP Region Supported | Number of Observations | Project Total, million $2020

NWT | 1 4.329
NW T Il 1 4.063
NW 1T VI 1 0.105
SFi LKB 1 0.720
SWi H (excluding CFWI) 3 2.690
SWi S 21 117.653
SWi TB 30 63.330
Statewide (sum of regions) 58 192.890

4.9Total Projected Expenditure

Overall, ensuring that sufficient water is available for natural systems is projected to eeguire
investment of $65.06million, with $64.71million (nearly 10 percent)eing covered by the state
funds (Table 4.9.1). In additiotheexpenditure to addss the potential 2040 inferred water supply
shortage is projected &852.00 nilion, with the estimated state share being $92.61 million.
Overall, by 2040, $.52billion is needed® with the state coveringl$7.32million (Table 4.9.2).

205 Assuming that the MFL RPS projects are implemented by 2040.
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In the 2020Edition, the total for natural systems was reported as $7.80 billion with a state share

of $371.14 million. The significant difference does not reflect a change in conditions, but rather is

|l argely attributable to SWFWM&OMFL RRSsiatheéir r evi ¢
updated RWSPs. The review included a reassessment of which projects were still needed.

Table 4.9.1 Projected Expenditures to Ensure that Sufficient Water Is Available for Natural
Systems (million $2020)

Reclaimed water for Projects in the regions
Expenditure MFL RPS projects groundwater recharge or with no inferred water Total
natural system restoration supply shortage
Total expenditures $448.7® $23.414 $192.890 $665.064
State share $49.812 $7.024 $7.872 $64.708

Table 4.9.2Total Projected Expenditures by 2040, million $2020

. Addressing Inferred Water Supply Providing Water for Natural
Expenditures Shortage* Systems Overall Total
Total expenditures $851.996 $665.064 $1,517.060
State share of expenditure $92.64 $64.708 $157.321

* Considering the average between the lasd more expensive scenarios.

410EDROGs Pr ogr elstsgration af Wated Deméand Projections with
EDRGs Economic and Demographic Forecast

To facilitate the expenditure forecast, EDR intends to produce an independent statewideavater
forecasing modelreflecting the officially adopted estimating conference restifisas well as
continually updated EDR o0ut lcamamk sonditionsThiswillr i d a 6 s
enable ordemand fiscal simulations efriouseconomic, demographic, amtimate scenarios

using the latest dat#n this edition, a preliminary water demand forecast is presented. The results

are comparedo the WMDS projedions to identify significant differences that may prompt
additional resear ch pr i ofor peereviesviAbtims timg, thepilpgt EDROG s
mo d erésudlts should not be interpreted to be more robust than phesentedn Section 4.6.

The following impovements irE D R 6 s mpdelhavetbeemmplementedelative tothe model
described in th@020Edition:

T More complete integration of EDROs water u
indicators developed by EDRhe pilot water use model is based on EDR & BEBR county
popul ation projections, along with EDROGS

206 The Economic Estimating Conferences develop official projections related to the state economy while the Demographic
Estimating Conference delops official information concerning the population (§ 216.136, Fla. Stat.). General provisions for the
Consensus Estimating Conferences are defined in § 216.134, Fla. Stat. Specifically, the Consensus Estimating Conferences are
within the legislative lanch. The membership of each consensus estimating conference consists of principals and participants. The
principals of each conference shall be the professional staff of the Executive Office of the Governor designated bynthre Gover

the coordinator of BR, the professional staff of the Senate designated by the President of the Senate, and the professional staff of
the House of Representatives designated by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.
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(NAICS 236), accommodation and food service employment (NAICS 72), mining
employment (NAICS 21), utilities employme(NAICS 22), manufacturing employment
(NAICS 31-33), and the population share for specific age groups.

1 Inclusion of the most recent water withdrawal data shared by the WHEDR added
countylevel water withdrawal data collected and shared by the NWFWSRWMD,
SWFWMD, and SFWMDF’’ This expanded the dataset of historic water use assembled
for the 2020 Edition by EDR from.8. GeologicalSurvey (USGSand DEP reports. Since
the WMDs have the most current withdrawal data available, EDR is able to incerporat
recent water use trends in its pilot model.

1 Inclusion of a more extensive couhgyel water use historfEDR now populates the pilot
model with the annual 1991 through 2018 history of water withdrawals, as opposed to the
quinquenniakR000 through 2018ataset used for the previous edition of this report. While
future water use is likely determined by the most recent water use trendgear2@ater
use forecast cannot be solely based on the most recent datatetronchanges in water
use are modelleshore accurately if the dataset includes a long time series.

1 Improved procedure to allocate county water use to appropriate water supply planning
regions for this edition of the EDR report, EDR apportioned the forecasted county water
use based on the cdynpopulation in various water supply planning regions. This
approach improves the regional water use forecasts which underlie the statewide forecast.
For comparison, last year for all counties, EDR allocated total county water use to specific
water supplyplanning regions, disregarding the county splits between or among the
planning regions.

Other adjustments made by EDR, as compared Wit2020 Edition

a. The water withdrawals and reclaimed water use aoenbinedfor each county; the
beneficial offsetoefficientsare largely disregardedRreclaimed water sources still supply
a relatively small share of the totalwatesei n t he st ate. Therefore,
assumptions regarding the beneficial offset coefficient on the total water demandtforeca
is small. Still, EDR intends toontinue discussionwith the WMDs and DEP to better
define beneficial use volume based on the
Reuse Inventory Database and Annual Ref¥8rt

b. EDR excluded the water price variable from ghiet model.Historical data for the prices
are either deficient or lacking, especially before 2005

c. EDR forecasted water use in PS, DSS, L/R, and CIl on the aggregate, instead of projecting
each watetuse céegory individually For most Florida regions, population change is the
primary determinant of the total water use. The statistical models developed for the

207 For SIRWMD, annual water use reports are availatliaeathttps://www.sjrwmd.com/documents/waignpply/#wateuse
data These data will be analyzed for the 2022 Edition.

208The definitions of the use categories ditfetween the USGS water withdrawal and DEP reclaimed water use dataisseg
the water use estimates from th@ databasesot entirely comparable.
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aggregated water use category showed a better predictive power than the statistical models
originally developed for individual water use categories. Note that for the counties
identified as Aoutliero in the model, sepa
water use. For example, for the counties dominated by CIll water use, employment in
congruction sectors is a better predictor than the indicators used for the counties dominated

by PS water use.

d. PG water use was forecasted separately from the use in the other s¥¢holes in the
2020 Edition, EDR forecasted CIll and PG jointly, in thisorgpaggregate modeling was
not possible, given the discrepancy of the PG water use data acquired from the USGS and
WMDs. Therefore, EDR first separated the PG forecast from the ClI, PS, DSS, and L/R
forecast. Second, since the water use did not followséime pattern among counties,
separate models were developed for each county. EDR intends to continue improving its
PG forecasting model.

e. EDR updated the AG water use forecasis edition uses the AG water use forecast in the
seventh and most recentaate of thd-lorida Statewide Agricultural Irrigation Demand
developed by DACS?®

EDRO6s pil ot water use model can help explore
variables on water demand and assist in the EDR expenditure forecast. Ha&ldvemphasizes
that further refinements and paeview of the model arstill needed.

EDRO6s Pi | oStateMded\gritulturabVWater Use

For the AG water use forecast, EDR relied on the latest release of agricultural water demand
projections develogd by DACS. The DACS geodatabaseferred to as th€lorida Statewide
Agricultural Irrigaion Demand (FSAID)was developed in response to Section 53,0Fbrida
Statutes, which requiré¥ACS to establish an agricultural water supply planning programD#&/M
mustconsidetthe data provided by DACS as indicative of future water demands (Section 373.709,
Florida Statutes)Referred to as FSAWYIl, the curr ent FSAI D model "é
agronomic and economic factors that affect irrigation wadderand. The mod&l ability to capture

the variation in water use by profitability across crops and within crops over time provides an
enhanced estimate of future irrigation demands" (The Balmoral Group 20287 pln6addition

to supplemental agricultar irrigation, FSAID also projects freeze protection irrigation,
aguaculture, and livestock water use, dndifferentiates the demanietweenaverage and
droughtyear conditions.

The FSAID forecast meets EBRaeedsby being annually updated, considt@mong the water
supply planning regions, and igeit on the most recent economic projections. For each water
supply planning region, EDR uses averggar supplemental irrigation, freeze protection

209 DACS. 2020 Agricultural Water Supply Plannind\vailable online at:
https://www.fdacs.gov/Agriculturendustry/Water/AgriculturalWaterSupplyPlanning(Accessed January 2021

210 The Balmoral Group. 202@lorida Statewide Agriculturdfrigation DemandEstimated Agricultural WateDemand, 20&
2045. Available online at:

https://www.fdacs.gov/content/download/92578/file/FSAMD -WaterUse EsimatesFinal-Report.pdf

(Accessed January 2021
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irrigation, aquaculture, and livestock water use repart&SAID-VII for 2020, 2025, 2030, 2035,

and 2040. The potential effect of conservation reported in FSAID is not accounted for by EDR,
since for many regions, FSAID projections without conservation were already below the
projections availablérom the WNVDs (see Fig 4.10.8#/!

Figure 4.10.1 Statewide Agricultural Water Use: Historical Withdrawals and Future Use
Projections (mgd)
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* These estimates are derived by EDRfitleU SGS wat er wi t hdr awal dat-suppfiedr @ALiI ve
withdrawd s, fresh, in Mgal/do (in 1%&%,pl1l%d0,wiarhd rladmGai)s,, fifl
(in 2000, 2005, 2010, a&axuwWp Rl0ildd ,wiltAlgdirazwdltu,yr ef teosa,l isrel
and 2015), ,@otaftotdl $eksruipgd tiieadn wi t hdr awal s, fresh, in Mgal/
2010,and 2015). n t hese titles of the data series, fiMgal/do r e
** EDR estimates are derived bglculatingt he county and statewide total recl
Il rrigatiothéiBUep bdi m®&E P 6 n 2UAL8R2Ge Inventory Database and Annual Report

*** These are aggregated by DEP frahe WM D spéojections Two exceptions armade forthe 2040 forecasts for

the SRwest and NFRWSP, for which EDR estimatibe 2040 data using a trend frothe 20152035 WMD s 6

estimates and projections.

EDR6 s Pi | o ttheM® DSS| L/Rf amd Cll Water Use

EDRO pilot modelis based on histical water use and eoomic and demographic indicator
values, and iforecasts water uder each countyThesecounty forecastare then allocated to the

211 Comparison of the water demand forecasts from WMDs and F&#liarious water supply planning regionpigsented in
Appendix A.12.
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water supply planning regionssing thepopulationshare$'? for those counties divideéimong
water supply planning regionsio we v er |, the model s i ntended wu
projections, and, therefore, county forecasts are not presented in the main text of this report

Historical Water Use

Countylevel ground and surface water withdedsvare available fromneUSGS for selected years
between 1985 and 2025 TheUSGS water use datmsupplemented by the data providecthy
WMDs: NWFWMD (20162018), SRWMD (201€018), SWFWMD (198%2018), and SFWMD
(20142018)2* Further, EDR assumeba some of the reclaimed water flow reportedtlie

D E P ®ause Inventory Database and Annual Réporheets the demand in the categories
traditionally classified as PESS, Cll, or L/R, and therefore, should be accounted fothi
historical water use daset The DEP Reuse Inventory Database and Annual Regwtwever,
classifieswater use categories diftartly than WSAs/RWSPs EDR&s approach to i
two water use classifications is summarized in Table #.XDverall, reclaimed water flow is
estimated to account for a relatively small proportion of water use. Therefore, while it is essential
to verify the reclaimed water usessumptionsthese assumptions may have a small effect on the
forecast, given thammost of the water demand is still miey surfacewater or groundwater.
Estimated historical water use fore PS, DSSL/R, and CIl categories is presented in Figure
4.10.2.

[See table on following page]

22Using methodol ogy developed for EDR in BEBR6s AAn Anal ysis
and Projections to Water Management District Boundariesodo (av:
populatondas f rom 2010. For blocks that are divided by a supply pl
the blockods popul ation.

213USGS publishes statewide summary water withdrawal reports and related county data every fithoyeses, forselected

counties, water withdrawal data are also available for the years betweepdhestmmaries. EDR used the data from Microsoft

Excel spreadsheets titled AHOEOOracal aPaibl akl & ufpipHioycaltDlae aUS G S
WaterU s e in favaitablé dnéin@ at:(ttps://www.usgs.gov/centers/efirwater/science/historicalateruseflorida;

accessed Janua@p2l) These data were supplemented with the USGS report
20150 by Ri avhilablednlingatrtes!/gulas.ufgs.gows019/5147/sir20195147.pcdccessed January 202 Note

that for PS water usthe USGS identifies transfers for each county. Whether the transfer is import or export is described for 1985,

1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2015 in summary reportsipedity theUSGS. The transfers among counties were allocated

to import or exprt following the pattern specified in the repoitsmust be pointed out that there are slight differences in the

definitions of wateiuse categories between USGS and WMDsefample, in the threshold used to sepanatter suppliers into

thePSor DSS categoriesSince EDR models water demandiire PS, DSS, L/R, and CH the aggregate, these differences become

irrelevant.

214 For the counties split between WMDs, the wateg frem each WMD was summed for each year for which the data was

avail abl e. I f data were available from only one WMDor tot al c
completely in SIRWMD, historical water withdrawals were basetth@®tSGS data only.

Further, for SRWMD, NWFWMD, and SFWMD, it was assumed that PS water transfers between counties are either accounted for

or insignificant in the WMDso®6 dat a. For the SWwWgaaMD, PS water
25EDR usemixDiAptpied i zat i DEB O d-201&réuBerinwemtory database. The database is public information;

however, EDR acknowledges that the database used was initially requested from DEfvBYsity of FloridaresearckExtenson

team to develop an extension publication
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Table 4.101 Assumptions Applied to Reuse Inventory Types and Subtypes

Reuselnventory Assumed Water
Type Use Category
Residential irrigation PS -
Toilet flushing PS -
Fire protection PS -
Public Access Areas Specifically, EDR allocated to the PS category 60% of reuse water flowffrorh h e r
& Landscape PS and UR access areaso and Aothero reuse subtype
Irrigation reuse subtype was assumed to be used for L/R.
Within the Industrial type, only .ftWwas f#£
assumed to be equally split between the commaeirwiaistriatinstitutional seHsupplied,
Industrial PS and ClI public supply, and the water use internal for the treatment pkugtswater to spray foam
formed as a part of the treatment process). The internal usgeras then disregarded from
the analysis
* A0t her public access areaso subtype can i ncl ude agsamdkidewalks
A0t hero reuse subtype can i nialaundtiesnceanimgloé roads aad sidewalks,fvehicle washing, sor
making, and other permitted useso (DEP 2019) . -Supphyehepalsomaly ses/
as treated wastewater disposal mechasidbDR attributed 60% of this reuse flow to the public supply category, rounded average o
value reported for fAOther public access areaso i n ReuwseaNork
Group (2003).
References(1) DEP. 2020. 2019 Reuse Inventory (available online at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/2019_Reuse_Inventory RepgrApdéssed January 2021); aff) Reuse Coordinating Committe
and the Water Conservation Initiative Water Reuse Work Group. 2003. Water Reuse for Florida Strategies for Effectivedlsienetl|
Water. Available online at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/valued_resource_FinalReport 508@gu#Hssed January 2021.)

Notes

Figure 4.10.2 Statewide Estimated Historical Water Use in PS, DSS/R, and CIl (mgd)
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Note:Based orthe USGSand WMDs water withdrawal data, combined with reclaimed water use attributed by EDR
to the respected water use categories. See Appent®dk historical water use in each category.

EDR Water Use Model

EDR produces and updates multiple economic andodeaphic indicators characterizing the
stateds economy ,andthespimdicatolsa ei nesaetdr eaddevel op
forecasts. EDR also maintains a comprehensive database of the historical indicator values. Many
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of these indicatorare significant predictors of water use, such as population, economy structure

(e.g, characterized by employment in various industries), and the total economic ac#vjty (

FIl oridads gross domestic pr odu-ydarpannirigPdtiodpr oduc
and thereforefor this reportthese forecastare expanded using a linear trend to match2be

yearwater supply planning horizon.

Most of EDRG6s economi c f orasa&whseleWaterausebowegver,o d uc e d
must beforecasten the regional level to match tgeography used for the existing water supply
inferredfrom theWMDs 6 dat a. Therefore, for this repor
values ofvariouseconomic indicators to individual counties. For this tdkk countie3relative

shares were estimated for each economic indicator using county historical and focaiafteah

Woods and Poole Economics (2028).

EDR applies regression analysis to develop a model that can reasoregtyducethe Florida
cowntiedhistorical water use variability. The model includes the followiagables®’

f County populationpopulationgrowthis a criticaldeterminant ofvater use*®

1 The proportion of the county population employed in accommodation and food services
tourists and visitors can significantly increase water use, especially in the PS and CII
categories that include hotels and motels and other lodging and food service locations.
While county historical visitor numbers are not available, employment in acodation
and food service sector can serve as a proxy reflecting fluctuation in visitation

1 The proportion of the county population employed in mining, manufacturing, and utility
sectors this value reflects the importance of industrial and mining a&gvith a county,
which can be an important driver of Cll water use;

1 Total precipitation in spring months (i.e., Mardhay). the weather is a decisive
determinant of water use, particularly in PS and L/R categories. Reduction in precipitation,
especially irvarm and relatively dry spring months, can increase total watgtUse

1 Time trend this variable is intended to capture the effect of conservation and imgrov
efficiency. For example, while the water use is expected to grow with population, this
growth is expected tdecelerat@ver time due to the water use efficiency improvements.

216\Woods and Poole Economics. 20B&ta Pamphlets for Any State, Region, or the U.S. Tétailable online at:
https://www.woodsandpoole.com/edatabases/countiesetroareas/datipamphletsstateregionustotals/

(Accessed January 2021

27various specifications of the model were examjretl he predictive powesfor thesespecificationsverecomparedising the
adjusted Rsquered values. Predicted water use was also visually compared with eachGedstiyrical water w&sto ensure the
model does not materiallmisrepresenthe history. Forecasted water use was also examined to ensuneditiel des not result in
forecastedexponential growthin water use on the statewide or county lev&he statistical models described in this report are
those that were judged as the best using these cridegaAppendix A4 for additional details.

218EDR also considered county population specifically in incorporated areas. The water use correlation with that population was
smaller, however, as compared with the total population in a county.

219 EDR also examined the potential effect on water useheftotal summer precipitation (JuAegust), and the average
temperature in spring and summer months. However, none of these variables had a statistically significant effect ongbe water
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Note that water demand can be related to these variables in a nonlinear. fEfifoused log
transformation to transform this relationship into the fdimat can becaptured by a linear
regressioranalysis.

The preliminary analysis show that the water use in nine counties could not be adequately
predicted with the modeindthe \ariables discussed above. For thoé¢hesecountiesi Duval,

Lee, and Palm Beadhpopulation growth was the only predictor of the water use, and therefore,
water use in these counties is forecasted using populationiohe other six countigsGlades,
Hamilton, Nassau, Polk, Putnam, and Taylowater use was dominated kye Cll category,
whereasPS dominated water usen all other Florida counties. While population was still a
significant driver ofwater use, employment in the construction sestas also identified aan
important determinant. In addition, water use in these counties was negatively correlated with the
populatioris proportion ofthose65 years or older. This age varialllely acted as a proxy
variable reflecting thehanges in theconomys structure, wittanaging population indicating the
transition out ofan industrial and manufacturing economy. The variables and the models are
described in more detail in Appendix1A.

Statewide historical estimated water udee WMD estimates and projections, atite EDR

forecast are presented in Figdr&0.3 EDRforecastsa continued increase in the statewide water

use however, he rate of increase iswer than thaprojected by WMDs. One explanation can be

the effect ofwater conservation ncl uded in the EDR forecast b u
Scenario 1 (fAiBaselineo).

[Seefigure on following page]
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Figure 4.10.3 Statewide Estimated Historical and Projected Water Use in PS, D3SR, and
Cll (mgd)
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Note: Log. (Estimated Historical Use) is provided for illustration only, and it shows a statewide water use trend
observed historicallyThe statewide water use increaseger time andcan beapproximated with a logarithmic
trendineEDR 6 s f o r dyedends thig samelogarithmic trendline into the future.

EDR6s Pi | otPGMaterblde f or

Thediscrepancy in the PG water use data from the U&&% WMDs createa significantarrier

for devel @@warerguseEDdRI6THe data providedthy NWFWMD, SRWMD, and
SFWMD spartwo to threerecent years on)yand thereforeare insufficient for developing a 20
year water use projectiorfer the EDRexpenditure model. Therefore, EDR supplemeritse
WMD s 6 wathairtfoamation available fronthe USGS periodiavater useaeports howeverthe

data are not entirely compatibl&WMDs focuson consumptive usahile theUSGS reports water
withdrawals that can include both consumptive use and withdrawal returnedwatéreource.

To make the two data sources more compatible, ED&ombg freshwater withdrawals for closed
loop system&rom theUSGSreports (as opposed to the total freshwater withdrawals also reported
by USGS) Still, for a sample of counties for whic bot h t he WMDs6 and
available, the water use reported in the two sources differed significantly, implying that additional
data verification and clarification should be implemented.

The analysis of the USGS and WMD data shows B&owaterusein most countie$®® The
exceptionsare 26 counties: Alachua, Bay, Citrus, Beto, Duval, Escambia, Hardee, Hernando,
Jackson, Lake, Lee, Leon, Liberty, Manatee, Martin, MiBraie, Orange, Osceola, Palm Beach,

220 These counties can still report water withdrawals for the&€gory; however, these withdrawals are deemed to be irrelevant
for the water supply planning process. For example, these counties may report significant volumes of saline water withdrawals
Since these withdrawals have a limited value in any alternagiter use, EDR disregards these withdrawals from the analysis.
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Pasco, Polk, Putnam, St. Lucie, Suwanngsusia, and Wakulla. For these counties, the water
useis assumed to stay at the average historical ugenoodeled usingregression analysfé! A
statewide forecast of PG water use is presented in Figure 4.10.4.

Figure 4.104 Statewide Projected Waeér Use inPG (mgd)
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Note:Scale is ongenth that of prior figures to clearly illustrate the difference between the forecasts.

EDRG s Modelwater Use Summary

As presented in Figures 4.10.1, 4.10.3, and 4.10.4, the water use forecasts projledEER0 s

pilot model and FSAIBVII are below those produced by the WMDs for the baseline scenario
(Scenario 1) and the scenario with conservation (Scenario 2), as shown in Figure 4.10.5. Possible
explanations for the differences include:

1 Historicaltrends in water use efficiency improvements and water conservation are higher
than those considered by the WMDs;

9T EDRGs forecast is based on updated popul at
used i n T{rbjectiongMD s 6

1 Historical PG water se data used by EDR to develop the forecasting model are not
adequate, and therefore, they do not allow accurate projections of the future water use;

1 The AG water use forecast from FSANI incorporated into the EDR statewide forecast
is significantly béow those developed by the WMDs.

Overall, while the EDR model and forecast presented in this edition is a significant improvement
compared to the 2020 Edition, additional work and jpeeiew of the model is needed before EDR
makes the decisiontorelylse | y on t his model to forecast exp

221 For more details, see AppendixiA.
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mod el based on the WMD projections and EDR©OGs
expenditures forecasts.

Figure 4.105 Statewide Projected Water Use (mgd)
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EDRO spilot statewide water use model can be directly applied to forecast water use (see Table
4.10.2)*?2Two issues need to be addressed to improve the forecast:

a. Analysis of both average year and drougéater usescenaris (currently, only the average
year conditionsre consideregand

b. Examination of thedeterminantsfor water use efficiency improvements and water
conservatia (current forecast incorporates historical time trend in the water use efficiency
improvements, without considering potential investments needed to maintain or accelerate
this trend)

[See table on following page]

225ee Appendix A.17 for a comparison of the EDRO6s forecast wi
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Table 4.10.2Total Water Use ForecasProduced byEDR 6 s Statdwilé Water Use Model

Region 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
NWT I 95.45 99.92 103.91 107.72 110.69
NW i Oth 239.54 237.84 237.13 238.03 237.77
SRT West 93.87 97.69 101.88 105.52 109.39
NFRWSP 633.66 643.04 647.18 654.96 659.77
SR CSEC 382.09 384.58 383.55 384.34 382.53
SWi N (excluding CFWI) 130.47 136.10 141.41 147.45 152.26
SWT1 TB 526.66 532.20 531.11 530.33 525.79
SWi H (excluding CFWI) 121.35 120.52 119.52 118.59 117.63
SWIT S 315.47 325.00 330.15 336.22 340.58
CFWI 623.35 638.38 652.36 664.38 670.75
SFi LKB 133.45 134.72 135.76 136.73 137.08
SFi UEC 237.80 234.67 229.24 224.75 219.45
SFi LEC 1,781.74 1,806.00 1,815.05 1,825.68 1,828.11
SFi LWC 700.31 734.36 762.43 788.21 809.08
Statewide 6,015.22 6,125.03, 6,190.67| 6,262.87| 6,300.87

EDRG s  Rodelwater Supply

Existngwat er supply can be inferred from the WMDs
however, generally does not reflect reclaimed water supplgince reclaimed water is an

i mportant wat er Reuselpventory®atabase and Anbukl Résarsed as a
proxy2?4For this edition, EDR assumes that existing reclaimed water use is precisely equal to the
available reclaimed water supp@hr. Therefore, the reclaimed water volume estimated to be
available in 2018 for various water usategories is used as an existing reclaimed water stgsply.
County reclaimed water flow in these categories is grouped into water supply planning regions
based orthe county population proportions in each water supply regidexisting supply should

also account for the capacity of the projects currently in design, construction/underway, or on hold
Table 4.10.3 summarizes the existing supphall regionsbased orthe assumptions discussed
above. In the future, EDR intendsdontinue its ongoing review of the sources of water supply,
includinganalyiang DEPS Reuse Inventory Databadikely improvingthe assumptionssed in

EDRO pilot model.

223 As discussed in Appendix A.6, the WMDs usgdrogeological models of aquifers, along with the CUPs/WUPs permit
information, to estimate existing supply. Reclaimed water is generally not reflected in this analysis.

224 DEP. 2020.Reuse Inventory Database and Annual RepAxailable online at:https:/floridadep.gov/water/domestic
wastewater/content/reuseventorydatabas@ndannuaireport(Accessedecember 2020.)

225 |n the future,additional discussions with WMDs and DEP are needed to identify the existing reclaimed water Boipply.
example, thé® E P Resise Inventory Database and Annual Remgorts both the capacity and the flow for each reclaimed water
facility, with the flow keing smaller than the capacity. It is not clear, however, whether the capacity can be interpreted as available
supply or whether additional infrastructure investments are needed before the total capacity is available to supplyswater use
part of the cpacity to be allocated to the natural system restoration goals must also be subtracted from the exiting supply.

226 These included 2018 reclaimed water flow for residential irrigation, toilet flushing, fire protegtiblic access areas &
landscape irriggon (i ncl udi ng t he dtherlpublicvaccesgarcasi bfigpke s : c 6 ur fotheoi)r, r iagnadt i on
industrial at a treatment planEor industrial at a treatment plameclaimed water flow, it is assumed that only 2/3 of the flow is
availablefor various uses, anti3 of theflow is used internallypy the reclaimed water treatment plants.

227 See Appendix A.15 for the county population percentage in each water supply planning region.
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Table 4.103 Existing Water Supply Estimate$ Example for the Pilot Expenditure Estimates
(mgd)

Water and
Existing Reclaimed Beneficial foset Sum of Inferr_e_d
Region Inferred Supply* Water Flow for Specific by_the Pr.OJeCtS Supply_ and Exiting
Use Categories* in De3|g_n, Reclaimed Water
Construction, Flow
and On Hold
(1) (2) () 4) B)=(2+(3)+(4)
NW T Il 89.88 9.47 1.38 100.73
NW i Oth 311.90 6.90 2.33 321.13
SR1 West 122.35 0.03 6.06 128.44
NFRWSP 555.27 38.18 18.56 612.01
SR CSEC 394.52 55.39 33.60 483.51
SWi N (excluding CFWI) 170.18 9.84 2.59 182.61
SWi TB 461.85 94.67 16.23 572.75
SWi H (excluding CFWI) 89.15 0.03 0.14 89.32
SWi S 279.33 34.36 13.27 326.96
CFWI 812.59 103.50 89.26 1,005.35
SFi LKB 257.48 0.15 - 257.63
SFi UEC 350.93 7.32 11.10 369.35
SFi LEC 1,956.99 70.09 8.96 2,036.04
SFi LWC 1,201.41 71.11 3.30 1,275.82

* See Table 4.4.2.
** Assuming existing reclaimed water supply is equal to 2@t&imedwater use.

EDRO6s Pi Fuure SiyplySkortage

EDRG pilot modelusesinferred existing supplto estimate potential future supply shortages that

should be addressed througgw investmentdtc onf i rms t he concl usi on m
water demand projections thadditional water supply will need to lbeveloped although, the

pilot model projects a relatively small differermfe99.65 mgdetween the forecasted demand and
estimated water supplyy 2040 In contrast, the results based on W&l D s 2040 water use

projections suggest a larger shortag8%58.97mgd. The difference is due to the lower water use
forecasted bfEDRO pilot model, as compared withh e  WMDs 6 pr 6 piletenbdelo n s . E
indicateshatwater supply investmesiareneecdin North Florida NW i 1I, andNFRWSB and

some of SWFWMD(the Heartland an&outtern regions).The potential 2040 supply shortages

using both methodologies can be found in Table 4.10.4.

[See table on following page]
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Table 4.104 Potential 2040 Supply Shortage Estimatesi EDRO #ilot Model and EDR
Results based on WMD Datgmgd)

Regions Using WMD EDR Pilot
NW i Il 5.00 9.96
NW i Oth -
SR1 West 5.19 -
NFRWSP 141.30 47.76
SJRi CSEC 33.35
SWi N (excluding CFWI) 11.55
SWi TB - -
SW1i H (excluding CFWI) - 28.31
SWi S - 13.62
CFWI 95.00 -
SFi LKB -
SFi UEC 3.75
SFi LEC 49.55
SFi LWC 9.27 -
Statewide 353.97 99.65

EDRGs Pil ot Model Expendi ture Forecast

In order to develop an expenditure forecast that addresses the supply shortage, certain assumptions

regarding the projects must be maflbeseassumptions includthe choice of project types and

sizes for each region where water use is projected to exoestihg supplies. Similar to the
approach discussed in Appendix A.10, water supply development scenarios can be derived from
the past projects and future project options included in the DEP project appendireardDEP
assessmeftf of this issueln that assessmengrc | ai med water is ranked
water sourcéor all of therelevantregions. A similarly high rating is assigned to surface water and
brackishgroundwater in the SW S and to grondwater recharge in the NFRWSP.

I mplementation Costsper Unit of Project Capacity

The EDRmodel presented in Appendix A.10 can predict the project costs, given specific project
types, sizes, implementation region, and status. Assessment of the unit project costs foi the NW
II, and NFRW® are discussed in the previous sections. Following a similar approach, reclaimed
water project costs for SW H (outside CFWI) can be estimated at $11.42 million per mgd.
Projects in the SWFWMD tend to be more expensive, especially compared with thbse in
CFWI); moreover, the medium size of the reclaimed water projects in thekbW small, which
increases the cost per unit of the project capacity. In turn, in the SWkclaimed water projects

are large (on the median), and their average coststineated at $6.37 million per mgd. Brackish
groundwater projects can be less expensive (estimated at $3.54 million per mgd, on average). In
comparison, surface water projects can cut the project expenditure even further (estimated at $2.20
million per mgd on average).

228 DEP. Undated. An Assessment of Viable Alternative Water BuResources and Critical Funding Needs. Presented by the
FDEP pursuant to Executive Order-12 and Chapter 201915, Laws of Florida.
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Statewide Expenditure Forecastto Ensure Sufficient Water is Available

The unit cost for various project types and regions can be combined with the estimates of the
potentialfuturesupply expansion needs (from thégh model) and the cosof projects already in

design, construction/underway, and on hold to generatedog/hgh-cost expenditure scenarios.

On the statewide level, throjectexpenditure®stimatedisingEDRS pilot model {.e., $767.27

million by 2040) are comparablewithb s e esti mated using the WMDOGSs
($852.00million by 2040).Differences appear in tlexpenditure projectioret the regional level

with EDRO pilot modelforecastinghe bulk of the expendituregcurringin the SWi H (outside

CFWI) and NFRWSP, with some expenditures also needed in thieSS¥hd NW' Il. In contrast,

the WMDsd demand esti mates point to potienti al
N (excluding CFWI), CFWI, and SF LEC. While EDR focuses on the statewielgpenditure

forecast t he pi &coutacyregardirgls@esific regional expenditure predictions needs
further discussion with the WMDs and DEFhese results are shown in Table 451fklow.

As a placeholder, the expenditure forecast for the natysaéms from Section 4.8iiscluded in

Table 4.1 below.Whi | e EDROGsSs pil ot water wuse model S
approach to the natural system expenditure estimates (which is based on the sum of the
expenditures for the projects idered by the WMDs), several issussll need to be addressed.

Most importantly, how do supply estimates relate to the needs of the natural system restoration?
EDRG6s pil ot model seems to project water dema
WMD as having sufficient water supply. Dodlsis mean that the projects currently in design,
construction/underway, or on hold in these regions are intended for natural system restoration? In
many regions, MFLs are developed. In the absence of correspondisgitR®8ot clear if MFLs

should be usedy EDR to indicate thahe existing demand in the region already exceeds (or will

likely exceed) the existing supply. Overall, the link between the demand projections, existing
supply estimates, and the water neéalsthe natural systems must be further discussed and
clarified.

Table 4105 Statewide Expenditures forecast, Total for 20202040, Pilot Model (million
$2020)

Project Meet Remaining Inferred

Shortage (million, $2020) All Projects (million $2020)

Projects in Design,
Planning Regions Construction, and On

Hold (million, $2020)

Less expensive More expensive Less expensive More expensive Average
1) 4 6) )] (8 ©) @+©@)r2

NW T I $10.50 $81.53 $81.53 $92.03 $92.03 $92.03
NFRWSP $59.19 $21.49 $206.61 $80.68 $265.80 $173.24
SWi H* $2.69 $323.30 $323.30 $325.99 $325.99 $325.99
SWi S $117.65 $29.964 $86.7 $147.61 $204.41 $176.01
S‘a‘er‘g’gfg n(s)”m of $190.03 $456.28 $698.20 $646.31 $888.23 $767.27
Natural Systems $665.06 $665.06 $665.06

Total Expenditure $1,311.37 $1,553.29 $1,432.33

* excludingCFWI.
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4.11 Next Steps and Recommendations

In the future, EDR plans tocontinue enhancinthe water use forecasting model. Yet, even the
current pilotmodelallows for the following insights:

1T EDROGs pil ot atatatlexpenditue foredattias is, bnrthe wholesomparable
with the forecast reported in Table 4.9.2( t he f orecast based on
projections).The key difference isvhich regions have amferredfuture supply shortage
because the projecbsts vary significantly between regiqsseTable 4.104). While EDR
is required to produce a statewide expenditure forecast, differences at the regidnal leve
determine the magnitude of the statewide expenditures.

1 The EDR model calls for making investments in alternative water supplies gbaner
EDRG6s forecast b drsfactdbrtharegions eitpdtevitial fudusetu@ply
shortagesthe bulk d the water supply expenditures are neede2D20s.

1 Significant improvements in water use efficiency and conservation are forecasted by
EDR6s pil ot model . Whil e some od, passivese i nm
conservation), others will requiggnificantinvestmentsin the future, the expenditures
needed to maintain or accelerate water use efficiency improvements and water
conservatin should be further explored.

1 A critical areafor improvement is better understanding dbeneficial use vaime for the
total reclaimed waterflow as DEP@sl rnecl ai med water .use in
Furt her mor e moddfrécass is msed ontthe assumption that the existing
reclaimed water use is precisely equal the available reclaimed waigy sAdditional
analysis is needed to verify the assumption and strengtheavteation ofexisting
reclaimed water supply

1 Expenditures for natural system protection and restoration should be better integrated into
EDROG6s pi | ot mo dmtiélstepm this precess adiscussi@n .of tha projects
currently in design, construction/under way
Needel 0 i denti fi&d in DEP (2020

1 The2021 Editionincludes a limited discussion of drought preparedness expenditures. The
discussion of drought impacts on future water demand, existing supplies, and natural
systems should be expandeduture editions.

Overall, EDR will continue enhancing the watisleandexpenditurdorecasting model.
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5. Estimating Future Expenditures Necessaryto Comply with
Laws and Regulations Governing Water Quality Protection
and Restoration

The Office ofEconomic andDemographidResearch (EDRIs requiredto forecastexpenditures
necessaryto comply with laws and regulationsassociatedvith water quality protectionand
restorationprojectsand initiatives. This edition further estimates futurexpenditureselatingto
state programmaticcosts to implement the total maxmum daily loads program and basin
management actioplans Futureeditionswill continueto refine the existinganalysesas better
databecomesvailableandwill beginto analyzerelevantcompliancecostsof local governments
and public and private utilities to meet requirementselatedto water quality protectionand
restoration.While this chapter largely focuseson the primary water quality improvement
initiatives requiredby the federal CleanWater Act andthe Florida WatershedRestorationAct,
future editionswill incorporateotherimportantstateand regionalwater quality protectionand
restorationnitiatives.

5.1 Stateand Federal Laws and RegulationsGoverning Surface Water Quality

Floridahasan abundancef surfacewaterresourcesThe protectionof these resourcas vitally
important.Waterpollution not only affectsF | o r inlandahdcoastalwaters,it canalsoimpact
the public healthof residentsandvisitorswho useandenjoyF | o r walessdccordingto the
United StatesEnvironmentaProtectionAgency(EPA), nonpointsourcef pollution arereported
astheleadingcauseof surfacewaterbodyimpairmentationwidé?® andarethelargestcontributor
of pollutantsto surfaceandgroundwatein Florida?3® Unlike point sourcesof pollution thatare
conveyedo waterbodiedy discretemeansnonpointpollution comesfrom manydiffuse sources
thataretransportedo waterbodieshroughstormwaterunoff. Potentiaource®f nonpointsource
pollution include runoff from agriculturaland urbanlandscapesseptictanks,and atmospheric
deposition. The most significant surfacewater quality issueidentified statewideis excessive
nutrients(nitrogenandphosphorusirom bothpointandnonpointsourcesTheFloridaDepartment
of EnvironmentaProtection(DEP)is responsibldor implementingvarioussurfacewaterquality-
relateddirectivesunderfederaland statelaw. Much of this effort is undertakerin coordination
with other state agencies,the water managementdistricts (WMDs), local governments,
universitiesandotherpublic andprivatestakeholders.

In 1972,Congrespassedhe CleanWaterAct (CWA) with apurposdoil r e sahdmairgainthe
chemical,physical,and biological integrity of the N a t i w a t0 & Tavo rationalgoalswere
alsodeclared:(1) the eliminationof pollutantdischargesnto navigablewatersby 1985;and(2)
fishable and swimmablewaters by 1983232 Although water pollution still remainsan issue
nationwide theintentbehindtheseambitiousgoalsstill embodytheimplementatiorof the CWA.

229.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Basic Information about Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution, Overview, available at:
https://www.epa.gov/nps/basicformationraboutnonpointsourcenpspollution (Accessed December 2020.)

230 Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Nonp8iource Program Update, April 2015 at 9, available at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/NIManagementPlan2015.p(Accessed December 2020.)

23133U.S.C.81251(a).

23233U.S.C.81251(a).
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While the CWA establisheghe federal framework governing water quality protection and
restorationjt is structuredn a mannerthatrecognizeghe primary responsibilitiesandrights of
stateqo controlwaterpollution?** To thisend,the CWA imposes/ariouswide-scalerequirements
on stateswith regardto water quality managementTheseinitiatives include establishingand
periodicallyreviewingsurfacewaterquality standardsassessinthe conditionof waterbodiesand
establishingvaterquality goalsthroughthe adoptionof total maximumdaily loads(TMDLS) for
waterbodysegmentsvhich do not meetwater quality standardsand implementingcontrolsfor
permittedsourcesof pollution. This federaland statepartnershigs further demonstratedby the
availability of federalgrantsto statesfor the implementationof variouswater quality programs
andinitiatives.

In evennumberedyears,statesarerequiredto meetreportingrequirementsinderCWA sections
303(d),305(b),and314,whichidentify impairedwaters providea descriptiorof thewaterquality
of all watersin the state andprovideanassessmerf the statusandtrendsof significantpublicly
ownedlakes respectively’>* DEP prepareshe Integrated/NVaterQuality Assessmentor Florida,
which areavailableon its website?3®

The mainregulatorycomponent®f the CWA prohibit discharge®f pollutantsinto watersof the
United Statesexceptin compliancewith the provisiors of the CWA. This includestheregulation
of pollutantsdischargedrom point sourcesunderthe National PollutantDischargeElimination

System(NPDES)permitprogrant*¢ anddischarge®f dredgedor fill material?®>’ The CWA also
regulategheuseanddisposabf biosolidsfrom wastewatetreatmenprocesse$3 Althoughmost
nonpoint sourcesof pollution are not controlled through regulatory measures,the CWA

incentivizesnonpoint source managementhrough federal grantsto addressnonpoint source

pollution23°

Recent Legislation

In 2020, the Florida Legislature passed the Clean Waterways >Rcaddressing many

environmental issues related to water quality improvement in the state. The act requires the

Department of Agriculture and Consumer Servi@@ACS) to inspect agricultural pducers

enrolled in best management practices at least once every two years, prioritizing operations in
certain Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) areas. Further, it transfers the Onsite Sewage

Program from the Department of Health to DEP and allows DEprdvide grants for certain

wastewater treatment projects in BMAP areas. The act additionally addresses water quality

improvements related to stormwater, biosolids, and golf cqursetuding setting new

23333U.S.C.81251(b).

23433 U.S.C. 88 1313, 1315, and 1324.

235 hitps://floridadep.gov/dear/dear/content/integratederqudity -assessmerftorida. (Accessed December 2020.)
23633U.5.C.§1342

23733U.S.C.§1344.

23833U.S.C.§1345.

23933U.S.C.§1329.

2405eeCh. 2020150, Laws of Florida, available atttp://laws.flrules.org/2020/150
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expectations for water quality monitoriffA number of the actods provi s
the full impact of which will follow future rule development, appropriations, and study results.

Water Quality Assessmerdand Total Maximum Daily Loadsfor Impaired Waters

Waterquality assessmeriitegins with waterquality standardsThe CleanWaterAct directsstates
to establishsurfacewaterquality standardsor if the statefails to act,requireshe EPAto do so242
F | o r sudaxdwater quality standardsare adoptedby rule in chapter62-302 of the Florida
AdministrativeCode,and consistof designatedises’*® numericand narrativecriterianecessary
to safelysupportsuchusesthes t a ant-digradatiorpolicy, andmoderatingprovisions(such
asvariancesmixing zonerules,or exemptionsf** SeeTable5.1.1 identifying the sevenclasses
of designatedusesin Florida beginningwith the classificationhaving the highestdegreeof
protection(i.e.,Classl i PotableWaterSupplies).

Table 5.1.1 Classification of Surface Waters

CLASSI PotableWaterSupplies

CLASSI-Treated | TreatedPotableWaterSupplies

CLASSII ShellfishPropagatioror Harvesting

CLASSIII Fish Consumptio_nRecrgationPropagationand Maintenanceof a Healthy,Well-
BalancedPopulationof FishandWildlife

CLASSIII - FishConsumptionRecreatioror Limited Recreationand/orPropagatiorand

Limited Maintenancef a Limited Populationof FishandWildlife

CLASSIV Agricultural WaterSupplies

CLASSV Navigation,Utility, andIndustrialUse

SourceFla. Admin. CodeR. 62-302400(1).

The cornerstoneof water quality restoration under the CWA is the developmentand
implementatiorof total maximumdaily loadsfor waterbodie®r waterbodysegmentshatarenot
fully meetingtheirdesignatedisesln 1999,the FloridaLegislaturepassedhe FloridaWatershed
RestoratiorAct, section403.067 Florida Statuteswhich establishedhes t a TMD& program
to implementthe requirementsn section303(d) of the federal CleanWater Act.?*®> Under this
programwatersidentifiedasimpairedareplacedon D E P esified List of impairedwaterbodies
for which TMDLs must be developed“® The list is adoptedby DEP secretarialorder and is

241 For a concise summary of the bill see:

https://www.flsenate.gov/PublishedContent/Session/2020/BillSummarytmity CA0712ca_00712.pdiAccessed December
2020.) For a more thorough analysis, see:
https://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=h1343z1.ANRS.DOCX&DocumentType=Analy
sis&BillNumber=1343&Session=2020Accessed December 2020.)

24233U.S.C.81313(3-(c).

23Thetermfid e s i g B @stledinkdasii t presentandfuture mostbeneficialuseof a body of waterasdesignatedy the
EnvironmentalRegulationCommissionby meansof the Classificationsystemcontainedin [rule chapter62-3 0 2 fla. Admin.
CodeR. 62-302.200(9).

244Fla. Admin. CodeR. 62-302.200(42).

24533U.S.C.§1313(d).

246 SeegenerallyFla. Admin. CodeCh. 62-303 (establishinghe methodologyfor identifying impairedwatersto be includedon
thes t a Yedfi@dslist of impairedwatersaswell asthe PlanningList andStudyList identifying potentiallyimpairedwatersand
waterswhereadditionalinformationis neededrespectively).
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submittedto the EPA biennially pursuantto 303(d) of the CleanWater Act.?*” The EPA must
approveor disapprovethe 303(d) list and may independentlyadd additional waterbodiesnot
identified by the state.Figure5.1.1illustratesthe generalapproachfor waterquality restoration
underthe CWA.

Figure 5.1.1Water Quality -BasedApproach of the Federal Clean Water Act

Defines the Water Quality Adopt Water Quality
Goal =>

Compile data / information
and assess waterbody
condition

>

303 (d) Program
40 CFR 130.7

>

Implementation :Floridalaw furth
Manage Monpoint Sources Note: Floridalaw further

=> Control Point Sources via through Grants, :> authorizesmplementation
MPDES Permits Partnerships and Voluntary throughbasinmanagement
d oth .
anc eimer programs actionplans.

Note: WLA refers to wasteload allocatifor point sources, LA refers to load allocations for nonpoint sources, and MOS refers to
the margin of safety to account for uncertainty.

Source:U.S. EnvironmentaProtectionAgency,Overviewof Identifying andRestoringimpairedWatersunderSection303(d) of

the CWA, https://www.epa.gov/tmdl/overviewdentifying-andrestoringimpairedwatersundersection303dcwa (Accessed
December02Q)

The DEP utilizes a statewidewatershednanagemenrapproacHor waterresourcananagemenn
Florida. First, DEP has delineatedthe state into assessmentinits with unique water body
identification numbers(WBIDs) that representvaterbodiesat the watershed®r subwatershed

247 SeeFla. Admin. CodeR. 62-303.100(1)seealso Fla. Admin. CodeR. 62-303.150(1) The currentStatewideComprehensive
Verified List of Impaired Waters is available attps://floridadep.gov/dear/watershadsessmergection/content/assessmdists.
(Accessed December 2020.)
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scale?®® TheseWBIDs includefi d r a ibasiasgja&es,lake drainageareas springs,rivers and
streams segmentf rivers and streams coastal,bay and estuarinewatersin F | o r?° @The .
WBIDs areusedby DEP in implementationof a numberof responsibilitiesncluding impaired
waters assessmenand the total maximum daily loads and basin managementction plan
programs>>°

Secondas partof the watershednanagemenapproachF | o r b2dasitsaredividedinto five
basingroupsthatcontinuouslymovethroughafive-year,five-phasecycle of restoratioractivities
that beginswith the first phaseof preliminarybasinevaluatior?®* This approachallows DEP to
focusits resource®n specificbasinsthroughoutthe stateduring eachphaseandideally ensures
thatthe WBIDs in eachbasingroupwill be assessedveryfive years.AssesseWBIDs arethen
placedn assessmerttegorie®r subcategorieBom onethroughfive. SeeFigure5.1.2for amap
of WBIDs statewide SeeFigure5.1.3 for amapof thefive basingroups.SeeFigure5.14 for an
illustration of the rotatingwatershednanagemenapproachSeeTable5.1.2for the assessment
categories.

[See figures and tables on following pages]

248 Florida Department of Environmental ProtectionasBh 411, What is a WBID?ttps:/floridadep.gov/dear/watershed

assessmerdection/content/basi#11-0. (Accessed December 2020.)
249 Id.

250 Id

251 SeeFlorida Deparmentof EnvironmentalProtection,Final Integratedwater Quality Assessmentor Florida: 2016 Sections
303(d), 305(b), and 314 Reportand Listing Update, Table 6.2. Phases of the basin management @tcl&8 availableat:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/20IrGegratedReport.pdf (Accesseddecember202Q) See alsd-lorida Departmenbf
EnvironmentaProtection Final IntegratedWaterQuality Assessmenfor Florida: 2018Sections303(d),305(b),and314 Report
andListing Update at 136-39 (describinggthe watershednanagemerapproach)availableat:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/2018 integrated_repori(Adéesseddecembe02Q)
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Figure 5.1.2Water Body IDs (WBIDs)
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Figure 5.1.3 Basin Groups
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Table 5.1.2AssessmenCategories

Aé;?:;g:im AssessmenCategory Definitions
1 Attainsall designatedises
Attainssomedesignatedisesandinsufficientor noinformationor dataarepresento determindf remaining
2 usesareattained
3a No dataandinformationarepresento determingf anydesignatediseis attained
3b Somedataandinformationarepresenbut not enoughto determinef anydesignatediseis attained
Enoughdataandinformationarepresento determinethatoneor moredesignatedisesmay not be attained
3c accordingto the PlanningList methodologyin Chapter62-303 of the Florida AdministrativeCode
Impairedfor oneor moredesignatedisesbut doesnot requireTMDL developmenbecausex TMDL has
4a alreadybeencompleted
Impairedfor oneor moredesignateaisesbut doesnot requireTMDL developmenbecausehe waterwill
4b* attainwaterquality standardslueto existingor proposedneasures
Impaired for one or more criteria or designatedusesbut doesnot require TMDL developmentecause
4c impairmentis not causedy apollutant
Waterbodyindicatesnon-attainmentof water quality standardsbut the Departmentdoesnot haveenough
informationto determinea causativepollutant;or currentdatashowa potentiallyadverserendin nutrients
or nutrientresponsevariables;or thereare exceedancesf streamnutrientthresholdshbut the Department
4d doesnothaveenoughinformationto fully assession-attainmenbf the streanmutrientstandard.
Waterbody indicates non-attainmentof water quality standardsand pollution control mechanismsor
restoratioractivitiesarein progres®or plannedto addression-attainmenbf waterquality standardshutthe
Departmentloesnothaveenoughinformationto fully evaluatevhethemproposedollution mechanismsvill
4e** resultin attainmenof waterquality standards.
5 Waterquality standardsrenot attainedanda TMDL is required.

Source:Florida Departmentof EnvironmentalProtection,WatershedAssessmenSection,availableat: https:/floridadep.gov/dear/watershed

assessmergection (Accesseddecember202Q) Seealso Memorandumfrom RobertH. Waylandlll, Director, Office of Wetlands,Oceansand
Watershedgo EPA RegionalDirectorset al. dated November19, 2001, 2002 IntegratedWater Quality Monitoring and AssessmenReport
Guidance,availableat: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201&/documents/2002_02_13_tmdl_2002wgma.jAEcessedDecember

2020)

*Water segmentsn the4b assessmercategoryhaveReasonabléssuranceéPlansin placeandarenotincludedin thes t a 308&(d)lst.

** \Watersegmentgategorizedn the 4e assessmermategoryhaveAlternativeRestoratiorPlans(alsoreferredto asPollutantReductionPlans)in
placeandareincludedin thes t a 308(d)lsst. NotethatF | o r #edatedosyis comparablgo E P A 6-aternative(or 5-alt) categoryasthey
bothrecognizeongoingrestoratioractivitiesfor otherwisempairedwaterbodysegments.

Figure 5.14 Watershed ManagementApproach
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Assessedvater segmentghat are identified as impaired and placedin assessmentategory5
requireTMDL developmentEstablishingrMDLs for impairedwatersrepresentamajorfirst step
towardsrestoringwater quality. A TMDL is a water quality restoration goal that represeinés
maximumamountof a specific pollutantthat a waterbodyor waterbodysegmentanassimilate
from all sourceswhile still maintainingapplicablewaterquality standard$®? Usingthe TMDL as
the maximumvalue, DEP then assignsndividual wasteloadallocationsfor point sources)oad
allocationsfor nonpointsourcesanda marginof safetyto accountor uncertaintyin the scientific
analysis2>3Existingpointsourcesnayincludewastewatetreatmenfacilities, industrialfacilities,
and municipal separatestorm sewersystemgknown as MS4s). Existing nonpointsourcesmay
include agricultural runoff and atmosphericdeposition. These allocations along with other
managemerdndrestoratiorstrategiesare intendedto achievehe pollutant reductions necessary
to meet theMDL.%**

Expressednathematicallythe TMDL is the summationof the wasteloadfor existing NPDES
wastewatefacilities and NPDES stormwatersystemsthe load allocationfor existing nonpoint
sourcesaaindnaturalbackgroundanda marginof safety:

TMDL = x WLANppEs + X WLA npDESStormwater + X LA Nonpoint Sources + MOS

As of DecembeB1, 2019, DEP hasadoptedatotal of 438 TMDLs for impairedWBIDs (437 site-

specific TMDLs and 1 statewideTMDL). %> Specifically, thereare 253 TMDLs for dissolved
oxygen(DO), nutrients,and/orun-ionizedammonia;179 TMDLs for bacteria;andfive for other
parametergiron, lead,andturbidity).2°® In additionto thesesite-specificTMDLSs, in 2013,DEP
adoptedasinglestatewideTMDL for mercurythataffectsover1,100waterbodysegmentn fresh
andmarinewaterspreviouslylisted for mercuryimpairment?>’ For amapof TMDL activitiesin

the state seeFigure5.1.5.

[Seefigure on following page]

252 SeeFla. Admin. CodeR. 62-303.200(31).

253 All TMDLs include either an exjit margin of safetyi(e., a specified amount of loading held in reserve) or implicit margin of
safety {.e., conservative assumptions made and documented during TMDL development).

2548 403.067(6), Fla. Stat.

255 Florida Department of Environmental Protenot 2019 Statewide Annual Report on Total Maximum Daily Loads, Basin
Management Action Plans, Minimum Flows or Minimum Levels, and Recovery or Prevention Strategies, available at:
https://floridadep.gov/dear/watguality-restoration/content/statewidsmnuaireport (Accessed September 2020.)

256|d_

2571d. Note that mercury impairment is based upon potential risks to human health through consumption of fish with elevated levels
of mercury in their tissues and not on an Sekimal®epdreMercrey of t he
TMDL for the Stae of Florida, October 24, 2013, available lttps://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/MercufiDL.pdf
(Accessed September 2020.)
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Figure 5.15 TMDLs in
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Basedon D E P statewideComprehensivé/erified List of impairedwaters,which includesthe
most recentupdatespublishedon August 18, 2020there are approximatelyl,724 waterbody
parametecombinationsn Floridathatarelistedasimpairedandrequirea TMDL. 28 Overall,the
mostfrequentlyidentified pollutantscausingwaterimpairmentrelateto excessivenutrients.

In 2015,DEP setforth a priority frameworkdocumentddressingnowF | o r TMD& pregram
will implementthe new long term vision that EPA announcedor section303(d) of the Clean
WaterAct.?*° Forthe2015through2022time period, DEPexpectgo developsite-specificTMDLS
for 80 priority waterbodiesor waterbodysegmentg® The TMDL priority setting focuseson
impaired waters where site-specific TMDLs are the best available option for water quality
restoratiort®* Whereappropriatealternativego the TMDL approactwill beimplemented.

Forecastof Future Expenditures Necessaryto Comply with Laws Governing TMDLSs

The D E P étatewideComprehensivé/erified List of impairedwatersprovidesa list of WBIDs
overwhich TMDLs will needto beestablished®? Further theyareprioritizedinto high, medium,
or low priority.?%® While these priorities are not associatedwith a legally requiredtime to
completion thelist indicatesthathigh priority areto be addressedvithin 5 years,mediumwithin
5to 10yearsandlow within 10years As of the August 202Qupdate therewere294WBIDs with
high priority for TMDL development],021 with mediumpriority, and409 with low priority.?6
The nmethodologyregardingTMDL establishmenprovidedby DEP suggestshatfor eachWBID,
impairmentsfor dissolvedoxygen,total nitrogen,total phosphorusg¢hlorophylla, macrophytes,
biology, algal mats,nitratesnitrites, total ammoniaandun-ionizedammoniacould be combined
into a single TMDL andthatall otherimpairmentswould requireindividual TMDLs. Applying
this methodologyand assumingthe highestpriority amongcombinedimpairments,there are
expectedo be 276 TMDLs with high priority, 706 with medium,and395with low priority.

DEP further provided a history of the 447 existing TMDLSs, identifying the year they were
establishedndthe pollutantparametef® This history canbe foundin Table5.13.

258 Florida Departmentof EnvironmentalProtection,StatewideComprehensivé/erified List of Impaired Waters,availableat:
https://floridadep.gov/dear/watershagsessmerdection/contendissessmetlists. (Accessed September 202P.Note that a
waterbody or waterbody segment not meeting more than one water quality standard would be identified more than once on the
Stateds Veri fied Lparanetercembisatignear at e wat er body

259 | etter from Gregory P. DeAngelo, P.E.., Florida Departmentof EnvironmentalProtection,to Gracy Danois, Chief, U.S.
EnvironmentaProtectionAgency(September 1, 2015), available at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/PriorityFrameworkDocument (#tfcessed September 2020.)

260 SeeAppendixA of Letterfrom GregoryP. DeAngelo,P.E.. FloridaDepartmenbf EnvironmentaProtectionto GracyDanois,
Chief, U.S. EnvironmentaProtectionAgency(September 1, 2015), available at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/PriorityFrameworkDocument (fdicessed September 2020.)

261 | etter from Gregory P. DeAngelo, P.E.., Florida Departmentof EnvironmentalProtection,to Gracy Danois, Chief, U.S.
EnvironmentaProtectionAgency(September 1, 2015) at 2, available at:
https://floridadep.gov/sites/default/files/PriorityFrameworkDocument (#afcessed September 2020.)

262 Available at: https:/floridadep.gov/dear/watershagsessmerstection/documents/comprehensixaified-list. (Accessed
September 2020.)

263 essthan1 percentof the WBIDs on the verified list arenot assignedh priority. EDR categorizeshemaslow priority.

264 Accordingto DEP staff, thes t a baetdriawater quality criteria for freshwatersin Florida Administrative CodeRule 62-
302.530wereupdatedrom fecal coliform to E.Coli to be consistentvith EPArecommendationg\s DEP beginsassessingvaters
underthenewE.Coli criteria, waterbodysegmentgurrentlyidentified asimpairedfor fecal coliform andrequiringa TMDL may

be updatedaccordinglyto reflect E.Coli impairmentor delistedfor fecal coliform.

265 As previously mentioned, 438 TMDLs were developed as of December 31, 2019. As shown in Table 5.1.3, 9 additional TMDLs
were developed through September 18, 2020 for a total of 447 TMDLs (based on personal communication with DEP staff).
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Table 5.13 TMDLs Establishedby Parameterand Year

CY CY CY CY CY CY CY CY CY CY

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

~ DO, Nutrients, 9 ; : 1 1 28 8 53 46 2
UnionizedAmmonia

Fecal Coliform - - - 6 1 18 5 21 40 31

Iron - - - - - 1 - - - -

Lead - - - - - - - - 3 -

Mercury in Fish _ ) _ _ ) } } ) ) )
Tissue (statewide

Turbidity - - - - - - - - - -

Total 9 - - 7 2 47 13 74 89 33

]

CY CY CY CY CY CY CY CY CY CY

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020~
DO, Nutrients,

Unionized Ammonia| ) 2 e e = “ Lo = 1z s

Fecal Coliform - 39 1 17 - - - - - -

Iron - - - - - - - - - -

Lead - - - - - - - - - -

Mercury in Fish ) i 1* _ i _ _ i i )
Tissue(statewide)

Turbidity - - 1 - - - - - - -

Total - 41 40 27 10 4 13 17 12 9

*The oneTMDL for Mercurycoversl,131WBIDs.
**This only reflects January 1 through September 18 of 2020.

Finally, DEP provided internal expendituredata that allowed a breakdownbetweenTMDL
developmentexpendituresand other TMDL -relatedexpenditureqe.g, funding for restoration
efforts) Thiswasableto beproducedvith confidencegoingbackto FiscalYear201213. Between
thattime andFiscal Year 2019-20, the stateof Florida hasexpendeds24.26 million on TMDL
developmentUsing the consumer price inddr adjusteachyear, this represent$25.93 million
in Fiscal Year 2019-20 dollars?®® Over that sametime period, 132 TMDLs were established
Assumingsimilar costsgoing forward, this suggest@an averagecostper TMDL of $196411.82.
Applying this costto the anticipatedTMDLs from the verified list and consideringthe timing
differencesbetweerpriority groupsproduceghe expenditurdorecastshownin Table5.14.

266 CPIAIl Urban Consumers (Current Seriagds used. Series Id: CUUROO00AAOQ; Not Seasonally Adjusted (Series Title: All
items- old base in U.S. city average, all urban consumers, not seasonally adjusted; Area: U.S. city. average)
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Table 5.14 Forecastof TMDL DevelopmentExpenditures Necessaryto Comply with the
Law (in $millions)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY Fy Fy
20-21 21-22 2223 2324 2425 2526 26-27 27-28 2829 29-30
Total $32.47  $32.47  $32.47  $3247  $3247  $21.62  $21.62  $21.62  $21.62  $21.62

Underlyingthis forecastis anassumptiorof approximatelyl65 TMDLs establishegber yearfor

thefirst five yearsof theforecastandapproximatelyl10 TMDLs establishegberyearfor thelast

five yearsof theforecasbasedn priorities Thismaynotbecurrentlyfeasible DEPstaffindicates
that under their current staffing and funding they are capableof developing TMDLs for

approximately20 WBIDs per year. At that rate, the statewould needto expendapproximately
$3.8B million annuallythroughFiscal Year 2088-89 to establishTMDLs over WBIDs on the

currentverified list. Establishinga TMDL, however,is not the only methodthrough which

waterbodiescan be removedfrom the verified list. The ComprehensiveDelist List is also
maintainedoy DEP?® andindicatesawide varietyof reasongor aWBID beingremovedrom the

Verified List, includingbecomingpartof analternativerestoratiorapproachidentifying analysis
flaws, establishing &MDL, andnolongerbeingimpaired.

Basin ManagementAction Plans

In 2005, the Florida WatershedRestorationAct wasamendedo authorizeDEP to adoptbasin
managemendctionplans(BMAPS), which arewaterquality restorationplansthat are uniqueto
Florida. The BMAPs providethes t a primarysnechanismand blueprint for restoring impaired
waters by meetingMDLs. Addressingsurfacewatersandgroundwateifed springs theyprovide
anopportunityto managenonpointsourcef pollution. The plansareintendedto integrateall of
the managemenstrategiescommittedto by state,regional,local, and private stakeholdergo
reducepollutantsourcesandtherebyachievewaterquality standardgor the pollutantscausing
impairment BMAPs areadoptedby DEP secretaal orderandareenforceabldoy law.258

A BMAP includesanequitableallocationof pollutantreductiongo individual basinsasa whole
to all basins,or to eachidentified point sourceor categoryof nonpointsources®® Through
participationfrom governmentaandprivatestakeholderd)EPidentifiesappropriatananagement
strategies,scheduledor implementation feasible funding strategies plans for evaluatingthe
effectivenes®f the managemendtrategiesandstrategiego addrespotentialfuture increasesn
pollutantloadings?’® A BMAP mustinclude milestonesfor implementationand water quality
improvement as well as an associatedvater quality monitoring componentto evaluatethe
progres®f pollutantreductionsExceptasdiscussedbelow,while theimplementatiorof aBMAP
is notrequiredto achievetheappropriatef MDLs within aparticulartime frame,anassessmeruf
the progresgowardmeetingthe milestoness conducteceveryfive yearsandrevisionsto BMAPS

267 Available at:https://floridadep.gov/dear/watershassessmergection/documents/comprehensilistlist.

(Accessed September 2020).

268 § 403.067(7)(d)1.Fla. Stat. (providing that BMAPSs are enforceablepursuantto sections403.067,403.121,403.141,and
403.161 Florida Statutes).

2698 403.067(7)(a)2 Fla. Stat.

210See8 403.067(7)(a)Fla. Stat.
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aremadewhendeemechecessaryr appropriateFor Outstanding-lorida SpringsBMAPs?’* and
BMAPs adoptedfor Lake Okeechobeethe Caloosahatche&stuaryBasin, and the St. Lucie

EstuaryBasin under the Northern Evergladesand EstuariesProtectionProgran?’? a notable
requirementelatingto TMDL implementatiorplacesa 20-yeartargetto achievehe TMDLSs, with

5-year,10-year,and15-yearintermediatemilestoneg.®

Beginningin 2016, additionalrequirementsor BMAPSs were put in placeEachnew or revised
BMAP mustnow include:

1 A descriptionof bestmanagemenpracticedBMP) adoptedoy rule (e.g.,DACS-adopted
BMP manuals);

91 A list of projectsin priority rankingwith planninglevel costestimatesandanestimated
dateof projectcompletion;

1 Thesourceandamountof financialassistancavailableby DEP,aWMD, or otherentity,
if applicableand

1 A planninglevel estimateof eachlistedp r o0 j expettaéid®adreduction,f
applicable?™

In June202Q DEP submittedts third statewideannuakeport(STAR Report}o the Governorand

FloridaLegislaturewhich, in part,providesthe statusof eachTMDL andBMAP asof December
31, 2019.27° In the STAR Report,DEP mustinclude the statusof BMAP projectsidentified to

achievea TMDL, and,if applicable anexplanatiorof possiblecausesndpotentialsolutionsfor

anyunmets-year,10-year,or 15-yearmilestonepr 20-yeartarget?’® Thereportmustalsoinclude
project descriptions,estimatedcosts, proposedpriority project ranking, and funding needsto

achievethe TMDLs. .2’

The latestSTAR Reportprovidesa progressreporton the 30 adoptedBMAPS, the majority of
which addresswutrientimpairments Note that EDR hasnot includedin its analysisany pending
BMAPSs or revisionsto BMAPSs thatwerenotincludedin D E P 8TAR Report?’® For a map of

21 SeeFlorida Springs and Aquifer Protection A8§373.801i 373.813Fla. Stat.

27128 373.4595Fla. Stat.

213See§ 373.4595F la. Stat.(requiringDEPto developa scheduleestablishing-year,10-year,and 15-yearmilestonesaindtargets

to achievethe TMDL within 20 yearsafteradoptionof the Lake Okeechobe®8MAP, CaloosahatchegstuaryBMAP, andthe St.

Lucie River and EstuaryBMAP; or else provide an explanation of the constraints that prevent achievement within 20 years, an
estimate of the time needed, and additiongt&r measurable milestoneseealso8 373807,Fla. Stat.(requiringDEPto develop

a scheduleestablishings-year, 10-year, and 15-year milestonesand targetsto achievethe nutrient TMDLs within 20 yearsof
adoptinga BMAP for anOutstandind-lorida Spring).

2148 403.067(7)(a)4.cKla. Stat.

275 Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 2019 Statewide Annual Report on Total Maximum Daily Loads, Basin
Management Action Plans, Minimum Flows or Minimum Water Levels, and Recovery or Prevention Strategies, June 30, 2020,
available athttps://floridadep.gov/dear/wateguality-restoration/content/statewidsmnuaireport (Accessed December 2020.)

2768 403.0675(1)Fla. Stat.

277 Id.

218 A currentlist of pendingandadoptedBMAPsis availableat: https:/floridadep.gov/dear/watguality-restoration/content/basin
managemenactionplansbmays. (Accessed December 2020.)
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adoptedand pendingBMAPs as of Decemberl, 2020, seeFigure5.1.6 For a list of adopted
BMAPs includedin the STAR ReportseeTable5.1.5

Table 5.1.5BMAPSs Included in Analysis

FY* FY* Starting FY*
BMAP Type BMAP Name Original Document for DE
Document Updated Milestones
Alafia River Basin 2014 N/A**
) Bayou Chico 2012 N/A*
Fecg;(lzr:glr(i::tor Hillsborough River.Basin. . 2010 N/A*
Lower St. Johns River Tributaries | and Il 2009 and 2011 2016 (both) N/A*
Manatee River Basin 2014 N/A**
Northern Everglades Caloosahatchee Estuary Basin 2013 2020 2013
and Estuaries St. Lucie River and Estuary 2013 2020 2013
Protection Program  Lake Okeechobee 2015 2020 2015
Crystal River/KingsBay 2018 2018
DeLeon Springs 2018 2018
Gemini Springs 2018 2018
Homosassa and Chassahowitzka Springs Groups 2018 2018
Jackson Blue Spring and Merritts Mill Pond Basin 2016 2018 2018
Outstanding Florida  Rainbow Springs Basin 2016 2018
Springs Santa Fe River 2012 2018
Silver Springs, Silver Springs Group, and Upper Silver River 2016 2018
Upper Wakulla River and Wakulla Springs 2016 2018 2018
Wacissa River and Wacissa Spring Group 2018 2018
Weeki Wachee 2018 2018
Wekiva River, Rock Springs Run, ahiitle Wekiva Canal 2016 2018
Everglades West Coast Basin 2013 N/A*
Indian River Lagoon Basin: Banana River Lagoon 2013 N/A*
Indian River Lagoon Basin: Central Indian River Lagoon 2013 N/A*
Indian River Lagoon BasirNorth Indian River Lagoon 2013 N/A*
S“m‘iﬁe\n/v;te“ Lake Jesup _ _ ‘ 2010 2020 N/A**
Lakes Harney, Monroe, Middle St. Johns River, and Smith Ce 2013 N/A*
Lower St. Johns River Mainstem 2009 N/A**
Orange Creek 2008 2020 N/A*
Upper Ocklawaha River Basin 2008 2020 N/A*

* The Fiscal Year ends in the listed year. For example, 2014 represents Fiscal Yeh4.2013

** The 5, 10, 15, and 2§ear milestones are only applicable to BMAPs for the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program and
Outstanding Florida Springs. Fortiminfe x pendi t ures for the other
used. In the case of the Lower St Johns River Tributaries | and Il, the average of 2010 is used.

[See figure on following page]
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Figure 5.1.6Basin ManagementAction Plans
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While TMDLs areimplementedoy point sourceof pollution throughtimely changesn NPDES
permitconditions(suchasnewdischargdimits), thereductionof nonpointsource of pollutionis
achievedthroughthe implementationof best management practicdBMPs). Nonpoint source
dischargersincluded in BMAPs are requiredto implement BMPs or conductwater quality
monitoringapprovedoy DEP or the applicableWMD to demonstrateompliancewith pollutant
loadreductionsg™®

To addresswonpointsouce pollution from urbanandsuburbarareadi.e., nonagriculturalareas)
within BMAPS, responsiblestakeholderdiaveidentified structuraland non-structuralBMPs to
addressstormwaterrunoff and dischargego receiving waterbodies Strudural BMPs involve
constructedsystemghat aregenerallyintendedto reducethe volumeof stormwaterdischargeor
redwe concentrationf pollutants. This includeswet or dry detentionponds Non-structural
BMPsfocuson preventingcontrolling,andtreatingpollutantsattheir sourcebeforetheyenterthe
environmentThisincludedandconservationlocal ordinancegsuchasfertilizer ordinances)land
use planning, watershedplanning, and low impact developmentstrategies. According to the
BMAP projectlist providedwith theSTAR Reportwet detention ponds comprideemostwidely
identifiedstructuraBM P, while educatioreffortsarethemostcommonnon-structuralpractice?s°
Combiningstructural and nostructural projectsthe most common project type ssormwater
practices related tB-SfecmWwaia@doftator bac

Agricultural BMPsareintendedo bepractical,costeffectivemeasureghatagriculturalproducers
canundertakeo conservevaterandreducetheamountof pollutantsthatenterwaterresourceg®?
An agriculturalproducemwho implementsandmaintainsverified, DACS-adoptedBMPsreceives
apresumptiorof compliancewith statewaterquality standard$or the pollutantsaddressedy the
BMPs?282 Accordingto the DACS Office of Agricultural WaterPolicy, approximatelys6 percent
of the agriculturalacreagen Florida, excludingsilviculture, is enrolledin the BMP progranm?83
Of those approximatelys4 percenof the enrolled acres avdthin BMAP areasSeeFigure5.1.7
for a mapof BMP-enrolledagriculturallandsstatewide gxcludingsilviculture and aquaculture.
As of DecembeR020, therewerestill five pendingBMAPs for Outstanding-lorida Springsthat
arenotyetfinal andawaitingthe outcomeof legalchallenge<8* Oncethe pendingBMAPSs shown
in Figure5.1.6areadoptedandfinal, BMP enrolimentstatewides expectedo increasdurther.

[Seefigure on following page]

219See8 403.067(7)(g), Fla. Stat.

ter i

280 Available at:https:/floridadep.gov/dear/watguality-restoration/content/statewigerualreport (Accessed December 2020.)

281 SeeDACS, Agricultural BestManagemenPracticesWhatAre Agricultural BestManagemenPractices?,
https://www.fdacs.gov/Agriculturtndustry/Water/AgriculturaBestManagemenPractices(Accessed December 2020.)

2828 403.067(7)(Cc)Fla. Stat.

283 DACS, Status of Implementation of Agricultural Nonpoint Source Best Management Practices, July 1, 20l aatail
https://www.fdacs.gov/Division®ffices/AgriculturatWaterPolicy. (Accessed December 2020.)

284 The five pending BMAPs for Outstanding Florida Springs are: (1) SamRiver; (2) Silver Springs and Upper Silver River
and Rainbow Springs Group and Rainbow River; (3) Suwannee River (Lower Suwannee River, Middle Suwannee River, and

Withlacoochee River Subasins); (4) Volusia Blue Spring; and (5) Wekiwa and Rock Springs.
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Figure 5.1.7 Map of BMP-enrolled Agricultural Lands (Excluding Silviculture &
Aquaculture)
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