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I. Summary: 

SB 174 revises the beach nourishment and inlet management project funding criteria and 

requires a minimum distribution of the lesser of 7.6 percent of the funds remaining after the 

payment of debt service or $50 million to be appropriated annually from the Land Acquisition 

Trust Fund for projects that preserve and repair the state’s beaches. 

II. Present Situation: 

Beach and Shore Preservation 

Fronting the Atlantic Ocean, the Gulf of Mexico, or the Straits of Florida, the state has 825 miles 

of sandy coastline.1 Beaches are one of Florida’s most valuable resources and serve multiple 

important functions including providing habitat and protection for a number of species of plants 

and animals, attracting visitors and new residents to the state, and providing a line of defense 

against major storms.2 Specifically, beaches are the most important feature of Florida’s brand, 

accounting for 25.5 percent of the state’s attractiveness to visitors.3  

 

The American Society of Civil Engineers rated Florida’s coastal areas infrastructure as a D+, 

citing the fact that over the last 10 years, the average difference between requested and state 

appropriated funds exceeded $40 million per year.4 The Office of Economic and Demographic 

Research determined that the state’s investment in beach management and restoration generated 

                                                 
1 Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), Beaches and Coastal Systems: About Us, 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/ (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
2 Id. 
3 Office of Economic & Demographic Research (EDR), Economic Evaluation of Florida’s Investment in Beaches: Identifying 

the State’s Brand, Calculating the Return on Investment of Beach Restoration and Assessing the Risk of Disasters, 1 (Jan. 

2015), available at http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/returnoninvestment/BeachReport.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
4 American Society of Civil Engineers, 2016 Report Card for Florida’s Infrastructure, 

http://www.infrastructurereportcard.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/2016_RC_Final_screen.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
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a positive rate of return on investment of 5.4.5 A return greater than one means that the tax 

revenues generated by tourists to the state more than cover the state’s expenditures on beaches. 

 

Critically Eroded Beaches Report 

Beaches require ongoing maintenance to curtail erosion.6 While beaches are prone to erosion 

from natural forces, such as wind-driven currents and tides and storms, human-induced erosion 

attributable to the construction and maintenance of navigation inlets and the development and 

placement of infrastructure in close proximity to the shore contributes significantly to beach 

erosion.7 

 

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is required to determine which beaches are 

critically eroded and in need of restoration and nourishment.8 According to the DEP, there are 

411.2 miles of critically eroded beach, 8.7 miles of critically eroded inlet shoreline, 93.5 miles of 

non-critically eroded beach, and 3.2 miles of non-critically eroded inlet shoreline statewide.9 

Erosion is termed “critical” if “there is a threat to or loss of one of four specific interests – 

upland development, recreation, wildlife habitat, or important cultural resources.”10 

 

One way to restore eroded beaches is through beach nourishment, which is the replacement of 

sand that a beach has lost.11 In a typical beach nourishment project, sand is collected from an 

offshore location by a dredge and piped onto the beach.12 Bulldozers are then used to move the 

new sand on the beach until the beach matches the project design profile.13 The DEP is 

authorized to review innovative technologies for beach nourishment and, on a limited basis, 

authorize alternatives to traditional dredge and fill projects to determine the most cost-effective 

techniques for beach nourishment.14 

 

                                                 
5 EDR, Economic Evaluation of Florida’s Investment in Beaches: Identifying the State’s Brand, Calculating the Return on 

Investment of Beach Restoration and Assessing the Risk of Disasters, 1 (Jan. 2015). 
6 DEP, Beaches and Coastal Systems: Why Restore Eroded Beaches?, 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/programs/becp/restore.htm (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
7 DEP, Strategic Beach Management Plan, 1 (July 2015), available at 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/publications/pdf/SBMP/SBMP-Introduction.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
8 Section 161.101(1), F.S. 
9 DEP, Division of Water Resource Management, Critically Eroded Beaches in Florida, 4, 5 (Aug. 2016), available at 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/publications/pdf/CriticalErosionReport.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). The term “critically 

eroded shoreline” is defined in Fla. Admin. Code R. 62B-36.002 to mean “a segment of shoreline where natural processes or 

human activities have caused, or contributed to, erosion and recession of the beach and dune system to such a degree that 

upland development, recreational interests, wildlife habitat, or important cultural resources are threatened or lost. Critically 

eroded shoreline may also include adjacent segments or gaps between identified critical erosion areas which, although they 

may be stable or slightly erosional now, their inclusion is necessary for continuity of management of the coastal system or for 

the design integrity of adjacent beach management projects.” 
10 DEP, Division of Water Resource Management, Critically Eroded Beaches in Florida, 7 (Aug. 2016). 
11 See s. 161.021, F.S. 
12 DEP, Beaches and Coastal Systems: Why Restore Eroded Beaches?, 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/programs/becp/restore.htm (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
13 Id. 
14 Section 161.082, F.S. 
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Strategic Beach Management Plan 

The DEP is required to develop and maintain a comprehensive long-term management plan for 

the restoration and maintenance of the state’s critically eroded beaches.15 The beach management 

plan is required, in part, to: 

 Address long-term solutions to the problem of critically eroded beaches; 

 Evaluate each improved, modified, or altered inlet and determine whether the inlet is a 

significant cause of beach erosion; 

 Design criteria for beach restoration and beach nourishment projects; 

 Identify causes of shoreline erosion and change, calculate erosion rates, and project 

long-term erosion for all major beach and dune systems by surveys and profiles; 

 Study dune and vegetative conditions; and 

 Establish a prioritized list of beach restoration and beach nourishment projects and the 

funding levels needed for such projects.16 

 

The Strategic Beach Management Plan (SBMP) is a dynamic management tool for use by state, 

local, and federal government officials. The SBMP is updated periodically as specific strategies 

are implemented, new resources and opportunities are identified, and proposed strategies are 

developed by the DEP and federal or local government sponsors. The DEP prepares the SBMP at 

the regional level.17 The regional plans include recommendations of appropriate funding 

mechanisms for implementing projects in the beach management plan and describe historical and 

present beach restoration activities.18 

 

Long Range Budget Plan 

The statewide long range budget plan projects the federal, state, and local governments 10-year 

planning needs necessary to implement the SBMP.19 The budget plan is subdivided by the same 

regions as the SBMP and provides a statewide survey of many individual project efforts. The 

budget plan serves to encourage cooperation and coordination among local, state, and federal 

entities and organizations responsible for managing beaches. 

 

Beach Management Funding Assistance Program 

Pursuant to state public policy, the Legislature is required to fund beach restoration and 

nourishment projects, including inlet management projects, that cost-effectively provide 

beach-quality material for adjacent critically eroded beaches.20 Such projects must be in an area 

designated as critically eroded shoreline, or benefit an adjacent critically eroded shoreline; have a 

clearly identifiable beach management benefit consistent with the state’s beach management 

plan; and be designed to reduce potential upland damage or mitigate adverse impacts caused by 

improved, modified, or altered inlets, coastal armoring, or existing upland development.21 

                                                 
15 Section 161.161, F.S. 
16 Id. 
17 See DEP, Beaches and Coastal Systems: Publications, http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/publications/index.htm#SBMP 

last visited Sept. 5, 2017), for each regional plan. 
18 Section 161.161, F.S. 
19 DEP, Florida Beach Management Program, Long Range Budget Plan for 2017-2027, 1 (Dec. 1, 2016), available at 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/beaches/programs/becp/docs/LRBP-FY1727.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
20 Section 161.088, F.S. 
21 Id. 
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Disbursements of funds are made to the DEP from the Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF) to 

carry out the state’s responsibilities for a comprehensive, long-range, strategic beach 

management plan for erosion control; beach preservation, restoration, and nourishment; storm 

and hurricane protection; and other activities authorized pursuant to s. 28, Article X of the State 

Constitution.22 The DEP established the Beach Management Funding Assistance Program for the 

purpose of working together with local, state, and federal governmental entities to achieve the 

protection, preservation, and restoration of Florida’s sandy beaches.23 

 

Section 161.101, F.S., authorizes the state to pay up to 75 percent of the actual costs for restoring 

and nourishing critically eroded beaches recognizing that local beach communities derive the 

primary benefits from the presence of adequate beaches.24 The local government in which the 

beach is located is responsible for funding the balance of such costs.25 However, that section of 

law also provides that “until the unmet demand for repairing Florida’s damaged beaches and 

dunes is satisfied, it is the further intent of the Legislature to cost-share such projects equally 

between state and local sponsors.”26 

 

In order to receive state funds, projects are required to provide adequate public access, protect 

natural resources, and protect endangered and threatened species.27 The DEP is required to 

consider the following criteria in determining annual funding priorities: 

 The severity of erosion conditions, the threat to existing upland development, and 

recreational or economic benefits. 

 The availability of federal matching dollars. 

 The extent of the local government sponsor’s financial and administrative commitment to the 

project, including its long-term financial plan with a designated funding source for initial 

construction and periodic maintenance. 

 Previous state commitment and involvement in the project. 

 The anticipated physical performance of the project, including the frequency of periodic 

planned nourishment. 

 The extent to which the project mitigates the adverse impact of improved, modified, or 

altered inlets on adjacent beaches. 

 Innovative, cost-effective, and environmentally sensitive applications to reduce erosion. 

 Projects that provide enhanced habitat within or adjacent to designated refuges of nesting sea 

turtles. 

 The extent to which local or regional sponsors of beach erosion control projects agree to 

coordinate the planning, design, and construction of their projects to take advantage of 

identifiable cost savings. 

 The degree to which the project addresses the state’s most significant beach erosion 

problems.28 

                                                 
22 Section 161.091(1), F.S. 
23 Fla. Admin. Code R. 62B-36.001. 
24 Section 161.101(1), F.S. 
25 Id. 
26 Section 161.101(15), F.S. 
27 Section 161.101(12), F.S. 
28 Section 161.101(14), F.S. 
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The DEP established a point-based priority ranking system in order to implement the statutory 

criteria for beach and inlet management projects for funding assistance.29 Under the system, a 

project receives a total point score based on the established project ranking criteria. The total 

amount of points available for beach management projects is 115 points and the total for inlet 

management projects is 90 points.30 The charts provided below indicate the number of 

component criteria under each statutory criteria as developed by the DEP.31 

 

The DEP is not authorized to fund projects that provide only recreational benefits.32 All funded 

projects are required to have an identifiable beach erosion control or beach preservation benefit 

directed toward maintaining or enhancing the sand in the system. The following is a list of 

activities that are ineligible for cost-sharing: 

 Recreational structures, such as piers, decks, and boardwalks. 

 Park activities and facilities, except for erosion control. 

 Aesthetic vegetation. 

 Water quality components of stormwater management systems. 

 Experimental or demonstration projects, unless favorably peer-reviewed or scientifically 

documented. 

                                                 
29 Fla. Admin. Code R. 62B-36.006. 
30 See DEP, Beach Management Funding Assistance Program, Local Government Funding Requests: Ranking Criteria for 

Beach and Inlet Management Projects, (Updated 2013), available at 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/BEACHES/programs/becp/docs/ranking-methodology-62B36.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
31 Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability (OPPAGA), The Beach Management Funding 

Assistance Program Was Recently Improved, but Some Stakeholder Concerns Persist, 4 (Dec. 2014), available at 

http://www.oppaga.state.fl.us/MonitorDocs/Reports/pdf/1412rpt.pdf (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
32 Section 161.101(13), F.S. 
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 Hard structures, unless designed for erosion control or to enhance beach nourishment project 

longevity or bypassing performance. 

 Operations and maintenance, with the exception of nourishment. 

 Maintenance and repair of over-walks. 

 Navigation construction, operation, and maintenance activities, except those elements whose 

purpose is to place or keep sand on adjacent beaches.33 

 

In December of 2014, the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability 

(OPPAGA) released a report evaluating the DEP process for selecting and prioritizing beach 

management and inlet management projects. The review considered the current statutory criteria 

and related administrative rules and the funding request application process, information 

requirements, and timeline. Further, OPPAGA reviewed how the DEP uses each ranking criteria 

for establishing the annual priority order for beach management and restoration projects. 

 

The report made several findings, including, but not limited to, finding that: 

 Certain criteria accounts for the majority of the points awarded. 

 Certain criteria only applies to a limited number of projects. 

 The criteria do not adequately take into account the economic impact of beach projects. 

 The criteria do not adequately account for a project’s cost effectiveness or performance. 

 The criteria do not take into account the impacts of recent storms or the current conditions of 

the shoreline. 

 Stakeholders found the application requirements for funding to be too complicated and time 

consuming. 

 Stakeholders perceived a bias for projects that received federal funding.34 

 

Land Acquisition Trust Fund 

Documentary stamp tax revenues are collected under ch. 201, F.S., which requires an excise tax 

to be levied on two classes of documents: deeds and other documents related to real property, 

which are taxed at the rate of 70 cents per $100; and certificates of indebtedness, promissory 

notes, wage assignments, and retail charge account agreements, which are taxed at 35 cents per 

$100.35 

 

In 2014, Florida voters approved Amendment One, a constitutional amendment to provide a 

dedicated funding source for water and land conservation and restoration. The amendment 

required that starting on July 1, 2015, and for 20 years thereafter, 33 percent of net revenues 

derived from documentary stamp taxes be deposited into the Land Acquisition Trust 

Fund (LATF). Article X, s. 28 of the State Constitution requires that funds in the LATF be 

expended only for the following purposes: 

 

As provided by law, to finance or refinance: the acquisition and 

improvement of land, water areas, and related property interests, including 

                                                 
33 Section 161.101(13), F.S. 
34 OPPAGA, The Beach Management Funding Assistance Program Was Recently Improved, but Some Stakeholder Concerns 

Persist, 6-12 (Dec. 2014), available at http://www.oppaga.state.fl.us/MonitorDocs/Reports/pdf/1412rpt.pdf. 
35 See ss. 201.02 and 201.08, F.S. 



BILL: SB 174   Page 7 

 

conservation easements, and resources for conservation lands including 

wetlands, forests, and fish and wildlife habitat; wildlife management areas; 

lands that protect water resources and drinking water sources, including 

lands protecting the water quality and quantity of rivers, lakes, streams, 

springsheds, and lands providing recharge for groundwater and aquifer 

systems; lands in the Everglades Agricultural Area and the Everglades 

Protection Area, as defined in Article II, Section 7(b); beaches and shores; 

outdoor recreation lands, including recreational trails, parks, and urban open 

space; rural landscapes; working farms and ranches; historic or geologic 

sites; together with management, restoration of natural systems, and the 

enhancement of public access or recreational enjoyment of conservation 

lands. 36 

 

To implement Art. X, s. 28 of the State Constitution, the Legislature passed ch. 2015-229 Laws 

of Florida. This act, in part, amended the following sections of law: 

 Section 201.15, F.S., to conform to the constitutional requirement that the LATF receive at 

least 33 percent of net revenues derived from documentary stamp taxes. 

 Section 375.041, F.S., to designate the LATF within the Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) as the trust fund to serve as the constitutionally mandated depository for the 

percentage of documentary stamp tax revenues.37 

 

Under s. 375.041, F.S., funds deposited into the LATF must be distributed in the following order 

and amounts: 

 First, obligations relating to debt service, specifically: 

o First to payments relating to debt service on Florida Forever Bonds and Everglades 

restoration bonds; and 

o Then, to payments relating to debt service on bonds issued before February 1, 2009, by 

the South Florida Water Management District and the St. Johns River Water 

Management District. 

 Then, before funds are authorized to be appropriated for other uses: 

o A minimum of the lesser of 25 percent of the funds remaining after the payment of debt 

service or $200 million annually for Everglades projects that implement the 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), the Long-Term Plan,38 or the 

Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program (NEEPP), with priority given to 

Everglades projects that reduce harmful discharges of water from Lake Okeechobee to 

the St. Lucie or Caloosahatchee estuaries in a timely manner. From these funds, the 

following specified distributions are required: 

 $32 million annually through the 2023-2024 Fiscal Year for the Long-Term Plan; 

 After deducting the $32 million, the minimum of the lesser of 76.5 percent of the 

remainder or $100 million annually through the 2025-2026 Fiscal Year for the CERP; 

and 

 Any remaining funds for Everglades projects under the CERP, the Long-Term Plan, 

or the NEEPP. 

                                                 
36 FLA. CONST. art. X, s. 28. 
37 Ch. 2015-229, s. 9, s. 50, Laws of Fla. 
38 Note that the “Long-Term Plan” includes the Restoration Strategies Regional Water Quality Plan. 
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o A minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent of the funds remaining after the payment of debt 

service or $50 million annually for spring restoration, protection, and management 

projects; and 

o Five million annually through the 2025-2026 Fiscal Year to the St. Johns River Water 

Management District for projects dedicated to the restoration of Lake Apopka.39 

 Then, the sum of $64 million to the Everglades Trust Fund for the 2018-2019 Fiscal Year 

and each fiscal year thereafter, for the Everglades Agricultural Area reservoir project. 

 Then, any remaining moneys are authorized to be appropriated for the purposes set forth in 

Art. X, s. 28 of the State Constitution.40 

 

The General Revenue Estimating Conference in August of 2017 estimated that for the 

2018-2019 Fiscal Year a total of $2.62 billion would be collected in documentary stamp taxes. 

Thirty-three percent of the net revenues collected or approximately $862.2 million must be 

deposited into the LATF in accordance with Art. X, s. 28 of the State Constitution.41 

III. Effect of Proposed Changes: 

Beach Management Project Funding 

Section 1 amends s. 161.101(14), F.S., to revise the beach management project funding criteria 

and require the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to adopt by rule a scoring system 

to determine annual funding priorities. The bill requires the scoring system to be consistent with 

the following criteria equally weighted within the following specified tiers: 

 

Tier 1 (20 percent of the total project score) 

Tier 1 consists of the tourism-related return on investment and economic impact of the project. 

The return on investment of the project equals the ratio of the tourism-related tax revenues for 

the most recent year to the amount of state funding requested for the proposed project. The 

economic impact of the project equals the ratio of the tourism-related tax revenues to all county 

tax revenues for the most recent year. 

 

Tier 2 (45 percent of the total project score) 

Tier 2 consists of the following criteria: 

 The availability of federal matching dollars, considering federal authorization, the federal 

cost-share percentage, and the status of the funding award. 

 The storm damage reduction benefits of the project based on the following considerations: 

o The current conditions of the project area, including any recent storm damage impacts, as 

a percentage of the volume of sand lost since the most recent beach nourishment event or 

most recent beach survey. If the project area has not been previously restored, the DEP 

must use the historical background erosion rate; 

                                                 
39 Section 375.041, F.S. 
40 Id. 
41 Office of Economic and Demographic Research, Revenue Estimating Conference, Documentary Stamp Tax, Executive 

Summary (Aug. 2017) available at http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/conferences/docstamp/docstampexecsummary.pdf (last 

visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
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o The overall potential threat to existing upland development, including public and private 

structures and infrastructure, based on the percentage of vulnerable shoreline within the 

project boundaries; and 

o The value of upland property benefiting from the protection provided by the project and 

its subsequent maintenance. A property must be within one-quarter mile of the project 

boundaries to be considered under this criterion. 

 The cost-effectiveness of the project based on the yearly cost per volume per mile of 

proposed beach fill placement. Cost effectiveness is assessed using the following criteria: 

o The existence of projects with proposed structural or design components to extend the 

beach nourishment interval; 

o Existing beach nourishment projects that reduce upland storm damage costs by 

incorporating new or enhanced dune structures or new or existing dune restoration and 

revegetation projects; 

o Proposed innovative technologies designed to reduce project costs; and 

o Regional sediment management strategies and coordination to conserve sand source 

resources and reduce project costs. 

 

Tier 3 (20 percent of the total project score) 

Tier 3 consists of the following criteria: 

 Previous state commitment and involvement in the project, considering previously funded 

phases, the total amount of previous state funding, and previous partial appropriations for the 

proposed project. 

 The recreational benefits of the project based on: 

o The accessible beach area added by the project; and 

o The percentage of linear footage within the project boundaries that is zoned: 

 As recreational or open space; 

 For commercial use; or 

 To otherwise allow for public lodging establishments. 

 The extent to which the project mitigates the adverse impact of improved, modified, or 

altered inlets on adjacent beaches. 

 The degree to which the project addresses the state’s most significant beach erosion problems 

based on the ratio of the linear footage of the project shoreline to the cubic yards of sand 

placed per mile per year. 

 

Tier 4 (15 percent of the total project score) 

Tier 4 consists of: 

 Increased prioritization of projects that have been on the DEP’s ranked project list for 

successive years and that have not previously secured state funding for project 

implementation. 

 Environmental habitat enhancement, recognizing state or federal critical habitat areas for 

threatened or endangered species which may be subject to extensive shoreline armoring or 

recognizing areas where extensive shoreline armoring threatens the availability or quality of 

habitat for such species. Turtle-friendly designs, dune and vegetation projects for areas with 

redesigned or reduced fill templates, proposed incorporation of best management practices 

and adaptive management strategies to protect resources, and innovative technologies 

designed to benefit critical habitat preservation. 
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 The overall readiness of the project to proceed in a timely manner considering the project’s 

readiness for the construction phase of development, the status of required permits, the status 

of any needed easement acquisition, the availability of local funding sources, and the 

establishment of an erosion control line. If the DEP identifies specific reasonable and 

documented concerns that the project will not proceed in a timely manner, the DEP may 

choose not to include the project in the annual funding priorities submitted to the Legislature. 

 

Section 2 amends s. 161.101(20), F.S., to revise provisions relating to project lists, reporting 

requirements, and surplus funding. 

 

Project lists, notification, and summary reports 

The bill requires the DEP to update their active project list at least quarterly, rather than by fiscal 

year and revises the definition of the term “significant change” to include a project-specific 

change or cumulative changes that exceed the project’s original allocation by $500,000 or more. 

The revised definition requires the DEP to notify the Governor and the Legislature when such 

change exceeds the project’s original allocation by $500,000 or more in addition to a change 

exceeding 25 percent of the original allocation. 

 

The DEP is required to prepare a summary of project activities, their funding status, and changes 

to annual project lists for the current and preceding fiscal year, which must be included in the 

DEP’s submission of its annual legislative budget request. 

 

Funding for specific projects on annual project lists approved by the Legislature is required to 

remain available for 18 months. The bill requires the DEP, rather than the local project sponsor, 

to notify the Governor and the Legislature when appropriated project dollars are released to a 

project sponsor. 

 

Surplus funding 

The bill requires the DEP to provide supporting justification in addition to notification to the 

Governor and the Legislature regarding its intent for the use of surplus dollars for projects that 

have a significant change. The bill authorizes such surplus funds to be used for beach restoration 

and nourishment projects in addition to being available for inlet management projects, reversion 

as part of the next appropriations process, or used for other specified priority projects on active 

project lists. 

 

The DEP is not required to provide such notice and justification for the use of surplus funds for 

projects that do not have a significant change. However, the DEP must post the use of such 

surplus funds on the project-listing page on its website. 

 

Inlet Management Projects 

Section 3 amends s. 161.143, F.S., to revise the funding priorities for inlet management projects. 

 

The bill requires that projects considered for funding under the inlet management program are 

required to be considered separate and apart from projects reviewed and prioritized under the 

tiered structure for beach nourishment projects. The bill requires that the inlet management 
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projects funded by the DEP constitute the intended scope of inlet management and of the state’s 

public policy relating to improved navigation inlets found in s. 161.142, F.S. The bill expands 

the types of inlet management projects that the DEP may consider for priority funding to include 

improvements of infrastructure to facilitate sand bypassing. 

 

The bill requires the DEP to give equal consideration to the listed ranking criteria and revises 

such criteria by: 

 Removing the term “existing” from the provision requiring the DEP to consider the extent to 

which bypassing activities at an inlet would benefit from modest, cost-effective 

improvements when considering the volumetric increases from the proposed project; 

 Requiring the DEP to consider the cost-effectiveness of sand made available by a proposed 

inlet management project or activity relative to other sand source opportunities that could be 

used to address inlet-caused erosion; 

 Removing the requirement that the DEP consider the interest and commitment of local 

governments as demonstrated by their willingness to coordinate the planning, design, 

construction, and maintenance of an inlet management project and their financial plan for 

funding the local cost share for initial construction, ongoing sand bypassing, channel 

dredging, and maintenance; 

 Revising the requirements relating to inlet management plans or local-government-sponsored 

inlet studies by requiring the DEP to consider the existence of a proposed or recently updated 

inlet management plan or a local-government-sponsored inlet study addressing the mitigation 

of an inlet’s erosive effects on adjacent beaches; and 

 Clarifying that the DEP is to consider the criteria used for ranking beach nourishment 

projects for inlet management projects if the criteria is distinct from and not duplicative of 

the inlet management project ranking criteria. 

 

The bill authorizes the DEP to pay from legislative appropriations up to 75 percent of the 

construction costs of an initial major inlet management project component for the purpose of 

mitigating the erosive effects of the inlet to the shoreline and balancing sediment budget. The 

remaining balance is required to be paid from other funding sources, such as local sponsors. All 

project costs not associated with an initial major project component are required to be shared 

equally by state and local sponsors. 

 

The bill removes the authorization for the DEP to employ university-based or other contractual 

sources for studies that are consistent with the public policy of the state relating to improved 

navigation inlets. 

 

The bill revises the requirements for the inlet management project list by: 

 Removing the requirement that: 

o The list include studies, projects, or other activities that address the management of at 

least 10 separately ranked inlets; 

o At least 50 percent of the funds appropriated for the feasibility and design category in the 

DEP’s fixed capital outlay funding request be available for projects on the current year’s 

inlet management project list which involve the study for, or design or development of, 

an inlet management project; 
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o All statewide beach management funds that remain unencumbered or are allocated to 

non-project-specific activities for projects on legislatively approved inlet management 

project lists be made available; and 

o The Legislature designate one of the three highest projects on the inlet management 

project list in any year as the Inlet of the Year. 

 Requiring the DEP to: 

o Designate, in priority order, for projects on the current year’s list an amount that is at 

least equal to the greater of: 

 Ten percent of the total amount that the Legislature appropriates in the fiscal year for 

statewide beach management; or 

 The percentage of inlet management funding requests from local sponsors as a 

proportion of the total amount of statewide beach management dollars requested in a 

given year; 

o Include inlet monitoring activities ranked on the inlet management project list as one 

aggregated subcategory on the overall inlet management project list; and 

o Update and maintain an annual report on its website concerning the extent to which each 

inlet project has succeeded in balancing the sediment budget of the inlet and adjacent 

beaches and in mitigating the inlet’s erosive effects on adjacent beaches. 

 

Comprehensive Long-Term Beach Management Plan 

Section 4 amends s. 161.161, F.S., to require the DEP in developing and maintaining the 

comprehensive long-term beach management plan to: 

 Include recommendations for improvement of infrastructure to facilitate sand bypassing to 

mitigate the erosive impact of an inlet that is a significant cause of beach erosion; 

 Consider the establishment of regional sediment management alternatives for one or more 

individual beach and inlet sand bypassing projects as an alternative to beach restoration when 

appropriate and cost-effective, and recommend the location of such regional sediment 

management alternatives and the source of beach-compatible sand; 

 Maintain an updated list of critically eroded sandy beaches based on data, analyses, and 

investigations of shoreline conditions; 

 Identify existing beach projects without dune features or with dunes without adequate 

elevations, and encourage dune restoration and revegetation to be incorporated as part of 

storm damage recovery projects or future dune maintenance events; 

 Document procedures and policies for preparing post-storm damage assessments and 

corresponding recovery plans, including repair cost estimates; and 

 Identify and assess appropriate management measures for all of the state’s critically eroded 

beaches. 

 

The bill authorizes the DEP to hold a public meeting in the region for which the plan is prepared, 

through a publicly noticed webinar. The bill requires the comprehensive long-term management 

plan to include, at a minimum, a strategic beach management plan, a critically eroded beaches 

report, and a statewide long-range budget plan. 
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Strategic Beach Management Plan 

The bill removes the requirement that the DEP, in developing and maintaining the Strategic 

Beach Management Plan (SBMP): 

 Include cost estimates necessary to take inlet corrective measures and recommendations 

regarding cost sharing among the beneficiaries of such inlet; 

 Evaluate the establishment of feeder beaches as an alternative to direct beach restoration and 

recommend the location of such feeder beaches; 

 Project long-term erosion for all major beach and dune systems by surveys and profiles; 

 Identify shoreline development and degree of density; 

 In identifying short-and long-term economic costs and benefits of beaches, include 

recreational value to user groups, tax base, revenues generated, and beach acquisition and 

maintenance costs; 

 Identify alternative management responses to prevent inappropriate development and 

redevelopment on migrating beaches; 

 Consider abandonment as an alternative management response; 

 Establish criteria, including costs and specific implementation actions, for alternative 

management techniques; and 

 Submit regional plans on a set schedule and in accordance with specified requirements. 

 

Long-range budget plan 

The DEP is required to provide a long-range budget plan that includes at least five years of 

planned beach restoration, beach nourishment, and inlet management project funding needs as 

identified, and subsequently refined, by local government sponsors. The plan is required to 

consist of a three-year work plan and a long-range plan that identifies projects for inclusion in 

the fourth and fifth ensuing years. 

 

The long-range budget plan must include a three-year work plan for beach restoration, beach 

nourishment and inlet management projects. The three-year work plan is required to list planned 

projects for each of the three fiscal years addressed in the work plan. The three-year work plan 

must: 

 Identify beach restoration, beach nourishment and inlet management projects viable for 

implementation during the next three ensuing fiscal years, as determined by available 

cost-sharing, local sponsor support, regulatory considerations, and the ability of the project to 

proceed as scheduled; 

 For each fiscal year, identify proposed projects and their current development status, listing 

them in priority order based on the applicable criteria; and 

 Be accompanied by a three-year financial forecast for the availability of funding for projects 

based on funds dedicated through the Land Acquisition Trust Fund. 

 

The bill authorizes specific funding requests and criteria ranking to be modified as warranted in 

each successive fiscal year, provided that such modifications are documented and submitted to 

the Legislature with each three-year work plan. Year One projects consist of projects identified 

for funding consideration in the ensuing fiscal year. Projects for consideration in the fourth and 

fifth ensuing years may be presented by region and do not need to be presented by priority order. 

However, the DEP is required to identify issues that may prevent successful completion of such 
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projects and recommend solutions that would allow the projects to progress into the three-year 

work plan. The DEP is required to present the three-year work plan to the Legislature each year. 

 

Land Acquisition Trust Fund 

Section 5 amends s. 375.041, F.S., to require an annual appropriation from the Land Acquisition 

Trust Fund in the amount of a minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent of the funds remaining after 

the payment of debt service or $50 million. Such funds are required to be appropriated annually 

for projects that preserve and repair the state’s beaches. 

 

The bill requires the annual distribution to be reduced by an amount equal to the debt service 

paid annually on bonds issued after July 1, 2018, for projects that preserve or repair the state’s 

beaches. 

 

Except for section 1 and section 4 of the bill, which take effect July 1, 2019, the bill takes effect 

July 1, 2018. 

IV. Constitutional Issues: 

A. Municipality/County Mandates Restrictions: 

None. 

B. Public Records/Open Meetings Issues: 

None. 

C. Trust Funds Restrictions: 

None. 

V. Fiscal Impact Statement: 

A. Tax/Fee Issues: 

None. 

B. Private Sector Impact: 

None. 

C. Government Sector Impact: 

The bill will have a positive, indeterminate fiscal impact to local governments that 

receive funding for beach nourishment. The bill has a negative, recurring appropriation to 

the Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF), which requires the minimum of the lesser of 

7.6 percent of the remainder of funds after the payment of debt service within the LATF 

or $50 million. However, some of the costs may be offset depending on the return on 

investment the state receives related to beach restoration and nourishment projects. 
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VI. Technical Deficiencies: 

None. 

VII. Related Issues: 

None. 

VIII. Statutes Affected: 

This bill substantially amends the following sections of the Florida Statutes: 161.101, 161.143, 

161.161, and 375.041. 

IX. Additional Information: 

A. Committee Substitute – Statement of Changes: 
(Summarizing differences between the Committee Substitute and the prior version of the bill.) 

None. 

B. Amendments: 

None. 

This Senate Bill Analysis does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill’s introducer or the Florida Senate. 
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A bill to be entitled 1 

An act relating to coastal management; amending s. 2 

161.101, F.S.; revising the criteria to be considered 3 

by the Department of Environmental Protection in 4 

determining and assigning annual funding priorities 5 

for beach management and erosion control projects; 6 

specifying tiers for such criteria; requiring tiers to 7 

be given certain weight; requiring the department to 8 

update active project lists on its website; redefining 9 

the term “significant change”; revising the 10 

department’s reporting requirements; specifying 11 

allowable uses for certain surplus funds; revising the 12 

requirements for a specified summary; requiring that 13 

funding for certain projects remain available for a 14 

specified period; amending s. 161.143, F.S.; 15 

specifying the scope of certain projects; revising the 16 

list of projects that are included as inlet management 17 

projects; requiring that certain projects be 18 

considered separate and apart from other specified 19 

projects; revising the ranking criteria to be used by 20 

the department to establish certain funding priorities 21 

for certain inlet-caused beach erosion projects; 22 

revising provisions authorizing the department to 23 

spend certain appropriated funds for the management of 24 

inlets; deleting a provision authorizing the 25 

department to spend certain appropriated funds for 26 

specified inlet studies; revising the required 27 

elements of the department’s report of prioritized 28 

inlet management projects; revising the funds that the 29 
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department must make available to certain inlet 30 

management projects; requiring the department to 31 

include specified activities on the inlet management 32 

project list; deleting provisions requiring the 33 

department to make available funding for specified 34 

projects; deleting a requirement that the Legislature 35 

designate a project as an Inlet of the Year; requiring 36 

the department to update and maintain a report 37 

regarding the progress of certain inlet management 38 

projects; revising the requirements for the report; 39 

deleting certain temporary provisions relating to 40 

specified appropriations; amending s. 161.161, F.S.; 41 

revising requirements for the comprehensive long-term 42 

management plan; requiring the plan to include a 43 

strategic beach management plan, a critically eroded 44 

beaches report, and a statewide long-range budget 45 

plan; providing for the development and maintenance of 46 

such plans; deleting a requirement that the department 47 

submit a certain beach management plan on a certain 48 

date each year; requiring the department to hold a 49 

public meeting before finalization of the strategic 50 

beach management plan; requiring the department to 51 

submit a 3-year work plan and a related forecast for 52 

the availability of funding to the Legislature; 53 

amending s. 375.041, F.S.; requiring certain funds 54 

from the Land Acquisition Trust Fund to be used for 55 

projects that preserve and repair state beaches; 56 

providing effective dates. 57 

  58 



Florida Senate - 2018 SB 174 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

16-00169A-18 2018174__ 

 Page 3 of 23  

CODING: Words stricken are deletions; words underlined are additions. 

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida: 59 

 60 

Section 1. Effective July 1, 2019, subsection (14) of 61 

section 161.101, Florida Statutes, is amended to read: 62 

161.101 State and local participation in authorized 63 

projects and studies relating to beach management and erosion 64 

control.— 65 

(14) The intent of the Legislature in preserving and 66 

protecting Florida’s sandy beaches pursuant to this act is to 67 

direct beach erosion control appropriations to the state’s most 68 

severely eroded beaches, and to prevent further adverse impact 69 

caused by improved, modified, or altered inlets, coastal 70 

armoring, or existing upland development. In establishing annual 71 

project funding priorities, the department shall seek formal 72 

input from local coastal governments, beach and general 73 

government interest groups, and university experts. The 74 

department shall adopt by rule a scoring system to determine 75 

annual project funding priorities. The scoring system must 76 

consist of the following criteria equally weighted within the 77 

following specified tiers criteria to be considered by the 78 

department in determining annual funding priorities shall 79 

include: 80 

(a) Tier 1 must account for 20 percent of the total score 81 

and consist of the tourism-related return on investment and the 82 

severity of erosion conditions, the threat to existing upland 83 

development, and recreational and/or economic impact of the 84 

project. The return on investment of the project is the ratio of 85 

the tourism-related tax revenues for the most recent year to the 86 

amount of state funding requested for the proposed project. The 87 
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economic impact of the project is the ratio of the tourism-88 

related tax revenues for the most recent year to all county tax 89 

revenues for the most recent year. The department must calculate 90 

these ratios using state sales tax and tourism development tax 91 

data of the county having jurisdiction over the project area. If 92 

multiple counties have jurisdiction over the project area, the 93 

department must assess each county individually using these 94 

ratios. The department shall calculate the mean average of these 95 

ratios to determine the final overall assessment for the 96 

multicounty project benefits. 97 

(b) Tier 2 must account for 45 percent of the total score 98 

and consist of the following criteria: 99 

1. The availability of federal matching dollars, 100 

considering federal authorization, the federal cost-share 101 

percentage, and the status of the funding award;. 102 

2. The storm damage reduction benefits of the project based 103 

on the following considerations: 104 

a. The current conditions of the project area, including 105 

any recent storm damage impact, as a percentage of volume of 106 

sand lost since the most recent beach nourishment event or most 107 

recent beach surveys. If the project area has not been 108 

previously restored, the department must use the historical 109 

background erosion rate; 110 

b. The overall potential threat to existing upland 111 

development, including public and private structures and 112 

infrastructure, based on the percentage of vulnerable shoreline 113 

within the project boundaries; and 114 

c. The value of upland property benefiting from the 115 

protection provided by the project and its subsequent 116 
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maintenance. A property must be within one-quarter mile of the 117 

project boundaries to be considered under the criterion 118 

specified in this sub-subparagraph; and 119 

3. The cost-effectiveness of the project based on the 120 

yearly cost per volume per mile of proposed beach fill 121 

placement. The department shall also consider the following when 122 

assessing cost-effectiveness pursuant to this subparagraph: 123 

a. The existence of projects with proposed structural or 124 

design components to extend the beach nourishment interval; 125 

b. Existing beach nourishment projects that reduce upland 126 

storm damage costs by incorporating new or enhanced dune 127 

structures or new or existing dune restoration and revegetation 128 

projects; 129 

c. Proposed innovative technologies designed to reduce 130 

project costs; and 131 

d. Regional sediment management strategies and coordination 132 

to conserve sand source resources and reduce project costs. 133 

(c) Tier 3 must account for 20 percent of the total score 134 

and consist of the following criteria: The extent of local 135 

government sponsor financial and administrative commitment to 136 

the project, including a long-term financial plan with a 137 

designated funding source or sources for initial construction 138 

and periodic maintenance. 139 

1.(d) Previous state commitment and involvement in the 140 

project, considering previously funded phases, the total amount 141 

of previous state funding, and previous partial appropriations 142 

for the proposed project; 143 

2. The recreational benefits of the project based on: 144 

a. The accessible beach area added by the project; and 145 
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b. The percentage of linear footage within the project 146 

boundaries that is zoned: 147 

(I) As recreational or open space; 148 

(II) For commercial use; or 149 

(III) To otherwise allow for public lodging 150 

establishments;. 151 

(e) The anticipated physical performance of the proposed 152 

project, including the frequency of periodic planned 153 

nourishment. 154 

3.(f) The extent to which the proposed project mitigates 155 

the adverse impact of improved, modified, or altered inlets on 156 

adjacent beaches; and. 157 

(g) Innovative, cost-effective, and environmentally 158 

sensitive applications to reduce erosion. 159 

(h) Projects that provide enhanced habitat within or 160 

adjacent to designated refuges of nesting sea turtles. 161 

(i) The extent to which local or regional sponsors of beach 162 

erosion control projects agree to coordinate the planning, 163 

design, and construction of their projects to take advantage of 164 

identifiable cost savings. 165 

4.(j) The degree to which the project addresses the state’s 166 

most significant beach erosion problems as a function of the 167 

linear footage of the project shoreline and the cubic yards of 168 

sand placed per mile per year. 169 

(d) Tier 4 must account for 15 percent of the total score 170 

and consist of the following criteria: 171 

1. Increased prioritization of projects that have been on 172 

the department’s ranked project list for successive years and 173 

that have not previously secured state funding for project 174 
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implementation; 175 

2. Environmental habitat enhancement, recognizing state or 176 

federal critical habitat areas for threatened or endangered 177 

species which may be subject to extensive shoreline armoring or 178 

recognizing areas where extensive shoreline armoring threatens 179 

the availability or quality of habitat for such species. Turtle-180 

friendly designs, dune and vegetation projects for areas with 181 

redesigned or reduced fill templates, proposed incorporation of 182 

best management practices and adaptive management strategies to 183 

protect resources, and innovative technologies designed to 184 

benefit critical habitat preservation may also be considered; 185 

and 186 

3. The overall readiness of the project to proceed in a 187 

timely manner, considering the project’s readiness for the 188 

construction phase of development, the status of required 189 

permits, the status of any needed easement acquisition, the 190 

availability of local funding sources, and the establishment of 191 

an erosion control line. If the department identifies specific 192 

reasonable and documented concerns that the project will not 193 

proceed in a timely manner, the department may choose not to 194 

include the project in the annual funding priorities submitted 195 

to the Legislature. 196 

 197 

If In the event that more than one project qualifies equally 198 

under the provisions of this subsection, the department shall 199 

assign funding priority to those projects shown to be most that 200 

are ready to proceed. 201 

Section 2. Subsection (20) of section 161.101, Florida 202 

Statutes, is amended to read: 203 
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161.101 State and local participation in authorized 204 

projects and studies relating to beach management and erosion 205 

control.— 206 

(20) The department shall maintain active project lists, 207 

updated at least quarterly, listings on its website by fiscal 208 

year in order to provide transparency regarding those projects 209 

receiving funding and the funding amounts, and to facilitate 210 

legislative reporting and oversight. In consideration of this 211 

intent: 212 

(a) The department shall notify the Executive Office of the 213 

Governor and the Legislature regarding any significant changes 214 

in the funding levels of a given project as initially requested 215 

in the department’s budget submission and subsequently included 216 

in approved annual funding allocations. The term “significant 217 

change” means a project-specific change or cumulative changes 218 

that exceed the project’s original allocation by $500,000 or 219 

that exceed those changes exceeding 25 percent of the a 220 

project’s original allocation. 221 

1. Except as provided in subparagraph 2., if there is 222 

surplus funding, the department must provide a notification and 223 

supporting justification shall be provided to the Executive 224 

Office of the Governor and the Legislature to indicate whether 225 

surplus additional dollars are intended to be used for inlet 226 

management projects pursuant to s. 161.143 or for beach 227 

restoration and beach nourishment projects, offered for 228 

reversion as part of the next appropriations process, or used 229 

for other specified priority projects on active project lists. 230 

2. For surplus funds for projects that do not have a 231 

significant change, the department may use such funds for the 232 
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same purposes identified in subparagraph 1. The department shall 233 

post the uses of such funds on the project listing web page of 234 

its website. No other notice or supporting justification is 235 

required before the use of surplus funds for a project that does 236 

not have a significant change. 237 

(b) The department shall prepare a summary of specific 238 

project activities for the current fiscal year, their funding 239 

status, and changes to annual project lists for the current and 240 

preceding fiscal year. shall be prepared by The department shall 241 

include the summary and included with the department’s 242 

submission of its annual legislative budget request. 243 

(c) Funding for specific projects on annual project lists 244 

approved by the Legislature must remain available for such 245 

projects for 18 months. A local project sponsor may at any time 246 

release, in whole or in part, appropriated project dollars by 247 

formal notification to the department. The department, which 248 

shall notify the Executive Office of the Governor and the 249 

Legislature of such release and. Notification must indicate in 250 

the notification how the project dollars are recommended 251 

intended to be used after such release. 252 

Section 3. Subsections (2) through (5) of section 161.143, 253 

Florida Statutes, are amended to read: 254 

161.143 Inlet management; planning, prioritizing, funding, 255 

approving, and implementing projects.— 256 

(2) The department shall establish annual funding 257 

priorities for studies, activities, or other projects concerning 258 

inlet management. Such inlet management projects constitute the 259 

intended scope of this section and s. 161.142 and consist of 260 

include, but are not limited to, inlet sand bypassing, 261 
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improvement of infrastructure to facilitate sand bypassing, 262 

modifications to channel dredging, jetty redesign, jetty repair, 263 

disposal of spoil material, and the development, revision, 264 

adoption, or implementation of an inlet management plan. 265 

Projects considered for funding pursuant to this section shall 266 

be considered separate and apart from projects reviewed and 267 

prioritized in s. 161.101(14). The funding priorities 268 

established by the department under this section must be 269 

consistent with the requirements and legislative declaration in 270 

ss. 161.101(14), 161.142, and 161.161(1)(b). In establishing 271 

funding priorities under this subsection and before transmitting 272 

the annual inlet project list to the Legislature under 273 

subsection (4) (5), the department shall seek formal input from 274 

local coastal governments, beach and general government 275 

associations and other coastal interest groups, and university 276 

experts concerning annual funding priorities for inlet 277 

management projects. In order to maximize the benefits of 278 

efforts to address the inlet-caused beach erosion problems of 279 

this state, the ranking criteria used by the department to 280 

establish funding priorities for studies, activities, or other 281 

projects concerning inlet management must include equal 282 

consideration of: 283 

(a) An estimate of the annual quantity of beach-quality 284 

sand reaching the updrift boundary of the improved jetty or 285 

inlet channel. 286 

(b) The severity of the erosion to the adjacent beaches 287 

caused by the inlet and the extent to which the proposed project 288 

mitigates the erosive effects of the inlet. 289 

(c) The overall significance and anticipated success of the 290 
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proposed project in mitigating the erosive effects of the inlet, 291 

balancing the sediment budget of the inlet and adjacent beaches, 292 

and addressing the sand deficit along the inlet-affected 293 

shorelines. 294 

(d) The extent to which existing bypassing activities at an 295 

inlet would benefit from modest, cost-effective improvements 296 

when considering the volumetric increases from the proposed 297 

project, the availability of beach-quality sand currently not 298 

being bypassed to adjacent eroding beaches, and the ease with 299 

which such beach-quality sand may be obtained. 300 

(e) The cost-effectiveness of sand made available by a 301 

proposed inlet management project or activity relative to other 302 

sand source opportunities that would be used to address inlet-303 

caused beach erosion The interest and commitment of local 304 

governments as demonstrated by their willingness to coordinate 305 

the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of an inlet 306 

management project and their financial plan for funding the 307 

local cost share for initial construction, ongoing sand 308 

bypassing, channel dredging, and maintenance. 309 

(f) The existence of a proposed or recently updated The 310 

previous completion or approval of a state-sponsored inlet 311 

management plan or a local-government-sponsored inlet study 312 

addressing concerning the inlet addressed by the proposed 313 

project, the ease of updating and revising any such plan or 314 

study, and the adequacy and specificity of the plan’s or study’s 315 

recommendations concerning the mitigation of an inlet’s erosive 316 

effects on adjacent beaches. 317 

(g) The degree to which the proposed project will enhance 318 

the performance and longevity of proximate beach nourishment 319 
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projects, thereby reducing the frequency of such periodic 320 

nourishment projects. 321 

(h) The project-ranking criteria in s. 161.101(14) to the 322 

extent such criteria are applicable to inlet management studies, 323 

projects, and activities and are distinct from, and not 324 

duplicative of, the criteria listed in paragraphs (a)-(g). 325 

(3) The department may pay from legislative appropriations 326 

up to 75 percent of the construction costs of an initial major 327 

inlet management project component for the purpose of mitigating 328 

the erosive effects of the inlet to the shoreline and balancing 329 

the sediment budget. The remaining balance of such construction 330 

costs must be paid from other funding sources, such as local 331 

sponsors. All project costs not associated with an initial major 332 

inlet management project component must be shared equally by 333 

state and local sponsors in accordance with, pursuant to s. 334 

161.101 and notwithstanding s. 161.101(15), pay from legislative 335 

appropriations provided for these purposes 75 percent of the 336 

total costs, or, if applicable, the nonfederal costs, of a 337 

study, activity, or other project concerning the management of 338 

an inlet. The balance must be paid by the local governments or 339 

special districts having jurisdiction over the property where 340 

the inlet is located. 341 

(4) Using the legislative appropriation to the statewide 342 

beach-management-support category of the department’s fixed 343 

capital outlay funding request, the department may employ 344 

university-based or other contractual sources and pay 100 345 

percent of the costs of studies that are consistent with the 346 

legislative declaration in s. 161.142 and that: 347 

(a) Determine, calculate, refine, and achieve general 348 
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consensus regarding net annual sediment transport volumes to be 349 

used for the purpose of planning and prioritizing inlet 350 

management projects; and 351 

(b) Appropriate, assign, and apportion responsibilities 352 

between inlet beneficiaries for the erosion caused by a 353 

particular inlet on adjacent beaches. 354 

(4)(5) The department shall annually provide an inlet 355 

management project list, in priority order, to the Legislature 356 

as part of the department’s budget request. The list must 357 

include studies, projects, or other activities that address the 358 

management of at least 10 separate inlets and that are ranked 359 

according to the criteria established under subsection (2). 360 

(a) The department shall designate for make available at 361 

least 10 percent of the total amount that the Legislature 362 

appropriates in each fiscal year for statewide beach management 363 

for the three highest-ranked projects on the current year’s 364 

inlet management project list, in priority order, an amount that 365 

is at least equal to the greater of: 366 

1. Ten percent of the total amount that the Legislature 367 

appropriates in the fiscal year for statewide beach management; 368 

or 369 

2. The percentage of inlet management funding requests from 370 

local sponsors as a proportion of the total amount of statewide 371 

beach management dollars requested in a given year. 372 

(b) The department shall include inlet monitoring 373 

activities ranked on the inlet management project list as one 374 

aggregated subcategory on the overall inlet management project 375 

list make available at least 50 percent of the funds 376 

appropriated for the feasibility and design category in the 377 
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department’s fixed capital outlay funding request for projects 378 

on the current year’s inlet management project list which 379 

involve the study for, or design or development of, an inlet 380 

management project. 381 

(c) The department shall make available all statewide beach 382 

management funds that remain unencumbered or are allocated to 383 

non-project-specific activities for projects on legislatively 384 

approved inlet management project lists. Funding for local-385 

government-specific projects on annual project lists approved by 386 

the Legislature must remain available for such purposes for a 387 

period of 18 months pursuant to s. 216.301(2)(a). Based on an 388 

assessment and the department’s determination that a project 389 

will not be ready to proceed during this 18-month period, such 390 

funds shall be used for inlet management projects on 391 

legislatively approved lists. 392 

(5)(d) The Legislature shall designate one of the three 393 

highest projects on the inlet management project list in any 394 

year as the Inlet of the Year. The department shall update and 395 

maintain an annual annually report on its website to the 396 

Legislature concerning the extent to which each inlet project 397 

designated by the Legislature as Inlet of the Year has succeeded 398 

in balancing the sediment budget of the inlet and adjacent 399 

beaches and in, mitigating the inlet’s erosive effects on 400 

adjacent beaches. The report must provide an estimate of the 401 

quantity of sediment bypassed, transferred, and transferring or 402 

otherwise placed placing beach-quality sand on adjacent eroding 403 

beaches, or in such beaches’ nearshore area, for the purpose of 404 

offsetting the erosive effects of inlets on the beaches of this 405 

state. 406 
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(e) Notwithstanding paragraphs (a) and (b), and for the 407 

2016-2017 fiscal year only, the amount allocated for inlet 408 

management funding is provided in the 2016-2017 General 409 

Appropriations Act. This paragraph expires July 1, 2017. 410 

Section 4. Effective July 1, 2019, subsection (1) and 411 

present subsection (2) of section 161.161, Florida Statutes, are 412 

amended, a new subsection (2) is added to that section, and 413 

present subsections (2) through (7) are redesignated as 414 

subsections (3) through (8), respectively, to read: 415 

161.161 Procedure for approval of projects.— 416 

(1) The department shall develop and maintain a 417 

comprehensive long-term beach management plan for the 418 

restoration and maintenance of the state’s critically eroded 419 

beaches fronting the Atlantic Ocean, Gulf of Mexico, and Straits 420 

of Florida. In developing and maintaining this the beach 421 

management plan, the department shall: 422 

(a) Address long-term solutions to the problem of 423 

critically eroded beaches in this state. 424 

(b) Evaluate each improved, modified, or altered inlet and 425 

determine whether the inlet is a significant cause of beach 426 

erosion. With respect to each inlet determined to be a 427 

significant cause of beach erosion, the plan shall include: 428 

1. the extent to which such inlet causes beach erosion and 429 

recommendations to mitigate the erosive impact of the inlet, 430 

including, but not limited to, recommendations regarding inlet 431 

sediment bypassing; improvement of infrastructure to facilitate 432 

sand bypassing; modifications to channel dredging, jetty design, 433 

and disposal of spoil material; establishment of feeder beaches; 434 

and beach restoration and beach nourishment; and 435 
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2. Cost estimates necessary to take inlet corrective 436 

measures and recommendations regarding cost sharing among the 437 

beneficiaries of such inlet. 438 

(c) Evaluate Design criteria for beach restoration and 439 

beach nourishment projects, including, but not limited to,: 440 

1. dune elevation and width and revegetation and 441 

stabilization requirements,; and 442 

2. beach profiles profile. 443 

(d) Consider Evaluate the establishment of regional 444 

sediment management alternatives for one or more individual 445 

beach and inlet sand bypassing projects feeder beaches as an 446 

alternative to direct beach restoration when appropriate and 447 

cost-effective, and recommend the location of such regional 448 

sediment management alternatives feeder beaches and the source 449 

of beach-compatible sand. 450 

(e) Identify causes of shoreline erosion and change, 451 

determine calculate erosion rates, and maintain an updated list 452 

of critically eroded sandy beaches based on data, analyses, and 453 

investigations of shoreline conditions and project long-term 454 

erosion for all major beach and dune systems by surveys and 455 

profiles. 456 

(f) Identify shoreline development and degree of density 457 

and Assess impacts of development and coastal protection 458 

shoreline protective structures on shoreline change and erosion. 459 

(g) Identify short-term and long-term economic costs and 460 

benefits of beaches to the state of Florida and individual beach 461 

communities, including recreational value to user groups, tax 462 

base, revenues generated, and beach acquisition and maintenance 463 

costs. 464 
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(h) Study dune and vegetation conditions, identify existing 465 

beach projects without dune features or with dunes without 466 

adequate elevations, and encourage dune restoration and 467 

revegetation to be incorporated as part of storm damage recovery 468 

projects or future dune maintenance events. 469 

(i) Identify beach areas used by marine turtles and develop 470 

strategies for protection of the turtles and their nests and 471 

nesting locations. 472 

(j) Identify alternative management responses to preserve 473 

undeveloped beach and dune systems and, to restore damaged beach 474 

and dune systems. In identifying such management responses, the 475 

department shall consider, at a minimum, and to prevent 476 

inappropriate development and redevelopment on migrating 477 

beaches, and consider beach restoration and nourishment, 478 

armoring, relocation and abandonment, dune and vegetation 479 

restoration, and acquisition. 480 

(k) Document procedures and policies for preparing post-481 

storm damage assessments and corresponding recovery plans, 482 

including repair cost estimates Establish criteria, including 483 

costs and specific implementation actions, for alternative 484 

management techniques. 485 

(l) Identify and assess Select and recommend appropriate 486 

management measures for all of the state’s critically eroded 487 

sandy beaches in a beach management program. 488 

(m) Establish a list of beach restoration and beach 489 

nourishment projects, arranged in order of priority, and the 490 

funding levels needed for such projects. 491 

(2) The comprehensive long-term management plan developed 492 

and maintained by the department pursuant to subsection (1) must 493 
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include, at a minimum, a strategic beach management plan, a 494 

critically eroded beaches report, and a statewide long-range 495 

budget plan. The long-range budget plan must include a 3-year 496 

work plan for beach restoration, beach nourishment, and inlet 497 

management projects that lists planned projects for each of the 498 

3 fiscal years addressed in the work plan. 499 

(a) The strategic beach management plan must identify and 500 

recommend appropriate measures for all of the state’s critically 501 

eroded sandy beaches and may incorporate plans be prepared at 502 

the regional level, taking into account based upon areas of 503 

greatest need and probable federal and local funding. Upon 504 

approval in accordance with this section, such regional plans, 505 

along with the 3-year work plan identified in subparagraph 506 

(c)1., shall be components of the statewide beach management 507 

plan and shall serve as the basis for state funding decisions 508 

upon approval in accordance with chapter 86-138, Laws of 509 

Florida. In accordance with a schedule established for the 510 

submission of regional plans by the department, any completed 511 

plan must be submitted to the secretary of the department for 512 

approval no later than March 1 of each year. These regional 513 

plans shall include, but shall not be limited to, 514 

recommendations of appropriate funding mechanisms for 515 

implementing projects in the beach management plan, giving 516 

consideration to the use of single-county and multicounty taxing 517 

districts or other revenue generation measures by state and 518 

local governments and the private sector. Prior to finalizing 519 

the strategic beach management presenting the plan to the 520 

secretary of the department, the department shall hold a public 521 

meeting in the region areas for which the plan is prepared or 522 
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through a publicly noticed webinar. The plan submission schedule 523 

shall be submitted to the secretary for approval. Any revisions 524 

to such schedule must be approved in like manner. 525 

(b) The critically eroded beaches report must be developed 526 

and maintained based primarily on the requirements specified in 527 

paragraph (1)(e). 528 

(c) The statewide long-range budget plan must include at 529 

least 5 years of planned beach restoration, beach nourishment, 530 

and inlet management project funding needs as identified, and 531 

subsequently refined, by local government sponsors. This plan 532 

shall consist of two components: 533 

1. A 3-year work plan that identifies beach restoration, 534 

beach nourishment, and inlet management projects viable for 535 

implementation during the next 3 fiscal years, as determined by 536 

available cost-sharing, local sponsor support, regulatory 537 

considerations, and the ability of the project to proceed as 538 

scheduled. The 3-year work plan must, for each fiscal year, 539 

identify proposed projects and their current development status, 540 

listing them in priority order based on the applicable criteria 541 

established in ss. 161.101(14) and 161.143(2). Specific funding 542 

requests and criteria ranking, pursuant to ss. 161.101(14) and 543 

161.143(2), may be modified as warranted in each successive 544 

fiscal year, and such modifications must be documented and 545 

submitted to the Legislature with each 3-year work plan. Year 546 

one projects shall consist of those projects identified for 547 

funding consideration in the ensuing fiscal year. 548 

2. A long-range plan that identifies projects for inclusion 549 

in the fourth and fifth ensuing fiscal years. These projects may 550 

be presented by region and do not need to be presented in 551 
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priority order; however, the department should identify issues 552 

that may prevent successful completion of such projects and 553 

recommend solutions that would allow the projects to progress 554 

into the 3-year work plan. 555 

(3)(2) Annually, The secretary shall annually present the 556 

3-year work plan to the Legislature. The work plan must be 557 

accompanied by a 3-year financial forecast for the availability 558 

of funding for the projects, based on funds dedicated in s. 559 

375.041 recommendations for funding beach erosion control 560 

projects prioritized according to the criteria established in s. 561 

161.101(14). 562 

Section 5. Subsection (3) of section 375.041, Florida 563 

Statutes, is amended to read: 564 

375.041 Land Acquisition Trust Fund.— 565 

(3) Funds distributed into the Land Acquisition Trust Fund 566 

pursuant to s. 201.15 shall be applied: 567 

(a) First, to pay debt service or to fund debt service 568 

reserve funds, rebate obligations, or other amounts payable with 569 

respect to Florida Forever bonds issued under s. 215.618; and 570 

pay debt service, provide reserves, and pay rebate obligations 571 

and other amounts due with respect to Everglades restoration 572 

bonds issued under s. 215.619; and 573 

(b) Of the funds remaining after the payments required 574 

under paragraph (a), but before funds may be appropriated, 575 

pledged, or dedicated for other uses: 576 

1. A minimum of the lesser of 25 percent or $200 million 577 

shall be appropriated annually for Everglades projects that 578 

implement the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan as set 579 

forth in s. 373.470, including the Central Everglades Planning 580 
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Project subject to Congressional authorization; the Long-Term 581 

Plan as defined in s. 373.4592(2); and the Northern Everglades 582 

and Estuaries Protection Program as set forth in s. 373.4595. 583 

From these funds, $32 million shall be distributed each fiscal 584 

year through the 2023-2024 fiscal year to the South Florida 585 

Water Management District for the Long-Term Plan as defined in 586 

s. 373.4592(2). After deducting the $32 million distributed 587 

under this subparagraph, from the funds remaining, a minimum of 588 

the lesser of 76.5 percent or $100 million shall be appropriated 589 

each fiscal year through the 2025-2026 fiscal year for the 590 

planning, design, engineering, and construction of the 591 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan as set forth in s. 592 

373.470, including the Central Everglades Planning Project, the 593 

Everglades Agricultural Area Storage Reservoir Project, the Lake 594 

Okeechobee Watershed Project, the C-43 West Basin Storage 595 

Reservoir Project, the Indian River Lagoon-South Project, the 596 

Western Everglades Restoration Project, and the Picayune Strand 597 

Restoration Project. The Department of Environmental Protection 598 

and the South Florida Water Management District shall give 599 

preference to those Everglades restoration projects that reduce 600 

harmful discharges of water from Lake Okeechobee to the St. 601 

Lucie or Caloosahatchee estuaries in a timely manner. For the 602 

purpose of performing the calculation provided in this 603 

subparagraph, the amount of debt service paid pursuant to 604 

paragraph (a) for bonds issued after July 1, 2016, for the 605 

purposes set forth under paragraph (b) shall be added to the 606 

amount remaining after the payments required under paragraph 607 

(a). The amount of the distribution calculated shall then be 608 

reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid pursuant to 609 
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paragraph (a) on bonds issued after July 1, 2016, for the 610 

purposes set forth under this subparagraph. 611 

2. A minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent or $50 million 612 

shall be appropriated annually for spring restoration, 613 

protection, and management projects. For the purpose of 614 

performing the calculation provided in this subparagraph, the 615 

amount of debt service paid pursuant to paragraph (a) for bonds 616 

issued after July 1, 2016, for the purposes set forth under 617 

paragraph (b) shall be added to the amount remaining after the 618 

payments required under paragraph (a). The amount of the 619 

distribution calculated shall then be reduced by an amount equal 620 

to the debt service paid pursuant to paragraph (a) on bonds 621 

issued after July 1, 2016, for the purposes set forth under this 622 

subparagraph. 623 

3. The sum of $5 million shall be appropriated annually 624 

each fiscal year through the 2025-2026 fiscal year to the St. 625 

Johns River Water Management District for projects dedicated to 626 

the restoration of Lake Apopka. This distribution shall be 627 

reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid pursuant to 628 

paragraph (a) on bonds issued after July 1, 2016, for the 629 

purposes set forth in this subparagraph. 630 

4. The sum of $64 million is appropriated and shall be 631 

transferred to the Everglades Trust Fund for the 2018-2019 632 

fiscal year, and each fiscal year thereafter, for the EAA 633 

reservoir project pursuant to s. 373.4598. Any funds remaining 634 

in any fiscal year shall be made available only for Phase II of 635 

the C-51 reservoir project or projects identified in 636 

subparagraph 1. and must be used in accordance with laws 637 

relating to such projects. Any funds made available for such 638 
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purposes in a fiscal year are in addition to the amount 639 

appropriated under subparagraph 1. This distribution shall be 640 

reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid pursuant to 641 

paragraph (a) on bonds issued after July 1, 2017, for the 642 

purposes set forth in this subparagraph. 643 

5. A minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent or $50 million 644 

shall be appropriated annually for projects that preserve and 645 

repair the state’s beaches as provided in s. 161.091(3). The 646 

calculation provided in this subparagraph shall be performed 647 

using the same formula as described in subparagraph 2. 648 

Notwithstanding subparagraph 3., for the 2017-2018 fiscal year, 649 

funds shall be appropriated as provided in the General 650 

Appropriations Act. This subparagraph expires July 1, 2018. 651 

Section 6. Except as otherwise provided in this act, this 652 

act shall take effect July 1, 2018. 653 
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I. Summary: 

CS/SB 204 increases the annual appropriation from the Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF) for 

spring restoration, protection, and management projects from $50 million to $75 million. 

Additionally, the bill requires $50 million to be appropriated from the LATF to the St. Johns 

River Water Management District for projects dedicated to the restoration of the St. Johns River 

and its tributaries or the Keystone Heights Lake Region. 

II. Present Situation: 

Land Acquisition Trust Fund 

Documentary stamp tax revenues are collected under ch. 201, F.S., which requires an excise tax 

to be levied on two classes of documents: deeds and other documents related to real property, 

which are taxed at the rate of 70 cents per $100; and certificates of indebtedness, promissory 

notes, wage assignments, and retail charge account agreements, which are taxed at 35 cents per 

$100.1 

 

In 2014, Florida voters approved Amendment One, a constitutional amendment to provide a 

dedicated funding source for water and land conservation and restoration. The amendment 

required that starting on July 1, 2015, and for 20 years thereafter, 33 percent of net revenues 

                                                 
1 See ss. 201.02 and 201.08, F.S. 

REVISED:         



BILL: CS/SB 204   Page 2 

 

derived from documentary stamp taxes be deposited into the Land Acquisition Trust 

Fund (LATF). Article X, s. 28 of the State Constitution requires that funds in the LATF be 

expended only for the following purposes: 

 

As provided by law, to finance or refinance: the acquisition and 

improvement of land, water areas, and related property interests, including 

conservation easements, and resources for conservation lands including 

wetlands, forests, and fish and wildlife habitat; wildlife management areas; 

lands that protect water resources and drinking water sources, including 

lands protecting the water quality and quantity of rivers, lakes, streams, 

springsheds, and lands providing recharge for groundwater and aquifer 

systems; lands in the Everglades Agricultural Area and the Everglades 

Protection Area, as defined in Article II, Section 7(b); beaches and shores; 

outdoor recreation lands, including recreational trails, parks, and urban open 

space; rural landscapes; working farms and ranches; historic or geologic 

sites; together with management, restoration of natural systems, and the 

enhancement of public access or recreational enjoyment of conservation 

lands. 2 

 

To implement Art. X, s. 28 of the State Constitution, the Legislature passed ch. 2015-229 Laws 

of Florida. This act, in part, amended the following sections of law: 

 Section 201.15, F.S., to conform to the constitutional requirement that the LATF receive at 

least 33 percent of net revenues derived from documentary stamp taxes. 

 Section 375.041, F.S., to designate the LATF within the Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) as the trust fund to serve as the constitutionally mandated depository for the 

required percentage of documentary stamp tax revenues.3 

 

Under s. 375.041, F.S., funds deposited into the LATF must be distributed in the following order 

and amounts: 

 First, obligations relating to debt service, specifically: 

o First to payments relating to debt service on Florida Forever Bonds and Everglades 

restoration bonds; and 

o Then, to payments relating to debt service on bonds issued before February 1, 2009, by 

the South Florida Water Management District and the St. Johns River Water 

Management District. 

 Then, before funds are authorized to be appropriated for other uses: 

o A minimum of the lesser of 25 percent of the funds remaining after the payment of debt 

service or $200 million annually for Everglades projects that implement the 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), the Long-Term Plan,4 or the 

Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program (NEEPP), with priority given to 

Everglades projects that reduce harmful discharges of water from Lake Okeechobee to 

the St. Lucie or Caloosahatchee estuaries in a timely manner. From these funds, the 

following specified distributions are required: 

                                                 
2 FLA. CONST. art. X, s. 28. 
3 Ch. 2015-229, s. 9, s. 50, Laws of Fla. 
4 Note that the “Long-Term Plan” includes the Restoration Strategies Regional Water Quality Plan. 
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 $32 million annually through the 2023-2024 Fiscal Year for the Long-Term Plan; 

 After deducting the $32 million, the minimum of the lesser of 76.5 percent of the 

remainder or $100 million annually through the 2025-2026 Fiscal Year for the CERP; 

and 

 Any remaining funds for Everglades projects under the CERP, the Long-Term Plan, 

or the NEEPP. 

o A minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent of the funds remaining after the payment of debt 

service or $50 million annually for spring restoration, protection, and management 

projects; and 

o Five million annually through the 2025-2026 Fiscal Year to the St. Johns River Water 

Management District for projects dedicated to the restoration of Lake Apopka.5 

o Sixty-four million to the Everglades Trust Fund in the 2018-2019 Fiscal Year and each 

fiscal year thereafter, for the Everglades Agricultural Area reservoir project. 

 Then, any remaining moneys are authorized to be appropriated for the purposes set forth in 

Art. X, s. 28 of the State Constitution.6 

 

The General Revenue Estimating Conference in August of 2017 estimated that for the 

2018-2019 Fiscal Year a total of $2.62 billion would be collected in documentary stamp taxes. 

Thirty-three percent of the net revenues collected or approximately $862.2 million must be 

deposited into the LATF in accordance with Art. X, s. 28 of the State Constitution.7 

 

Spring Restoration, Protection, and Management Projects 

Florida has more than 700 recognized springs, categorized by flow in cubic feet per second. First 

magnitude springs are those that discharge 100 cubic feet or more of water per second. Florida 

has 33 first magnitude springs in 18 counties that discharge a total of more than 64 million 

gallons of water per day. Spring discharges are used to determine groundwater quality and the 

degree of human impact on a spring’s recharge area. Rainfall, surface conditions, soil type, 

mineralogy, the composition and porous nature of the aquifer system, flow, and length of time in 

the aquifer all contribute to groundwater chemistry. 

 

Urban sprawl, the growing demand for groundwater, and the introduction of fertilizers, 

pesticides, and other pollutants to the springshed, are major issues impacting the health of 

Florida’s springs.8 The water quality of a spring system is regularly assessed to determine 

whether it is meeting water quality standards. When a springs system is not meeting such 

standards, the system is formally identified as impaired, and the DEP is required to adopt Total 

Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).9 A TMDL is a scientific determination of the maximum 

amount of a given pollutant that a surface water body can absorb and still meet the water quality 

                                                 
5 Section 375.041, F.S. 
6 Id. 
7 Office of Economic and Demographic Research, Revenue Estimating Conference, Documentary Stamp Tax, Executive 

Summary (Aug. 2017) available at http://edr.state.fl.us/Content/conferences/docstamp/docstampexecsummary.pdf (last 

visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
8 Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), Florida’s Springs, Protecting Nature’s Gems, Threats to Springs, 

http://www.floridasprings.org/protecting/threats1/ (last visited Sept. 26, 2017). 
9 Section 403.067, F.S. 
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standards that protect human health and aquatic life.10 To achieve TMDLs for a surface water 

body, the DEP works with local stakeholders to adopt and implement Basin Management Action 

Plans (BMAPs).11 BMAPs represent a comprehensive set of strategies, including permit limits on 

wastewater facilities, urban and agricultural best management practices, conservation programs, 

financial assistance, and revenue generating activities, designed to achieve the pollutant 

reductions necessary to meet a TMDL.12 

 

Water quantity or spring flows are affected by water consumption and overuse.13 The water 

management districts (WMDs) or the DEP are required to establish minimum flows and levels 

(MFLs) for surface and ground waters. The “minimum flow” is the limit at which further 

withdrawals from a watercourse would significantly harm water resources or ecology; the 

“minimum level” is the level of a groundwater or surface water body at which further 

withdrawals would significantly harm water resources.14 If the flow or level is currently below, 

or within 20 years will fall below, an applicable MFL, the WMD is required to implement a 

recovery or prevention strategy.15 

 

The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, in coordination with the DEP, 

the WMDs, and other stakeholders, works to develop Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 

address agricultural water quality and water use impacts, including the reduction of nutrient 

loads to meet TMDLs.16 BMPs are individual or combined practices developed through research, 

field testing, and expert review to be the most effective and practicable means for improving 

water quality, taking into account economic and technological considerations.17 The 

implementation of agricultural BMPs is based on a watershed approach to address agricultural 

nutrient loadings as a whole.18 

 

Spring restoration, protection, and management projects may be designed to achieve TMDLs 

through a BMAP, address MFLs through a recovery or prevention strategy, or implement BMPs. 

For the 2017-2018 Fiscal Year, forty springs projects will receive $50 million, bringing the total 

investment in springs to more than $94 million during the fiscal year.19 Examples of such 

projects include, but are not limited to: investments in wastewater treatment facilities; water 

quality improvement projects; aquifer recharge projects; reclaimed water projects; purchase of 

                                                 
10 FDEP, Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) Program, http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/tmdl/index.htm (last visited 

Sept. 5, 2017). 
11 Section 403.067, F.S. 
12 FDEP, TMDL Program. 
13 FDEP, Florida’s Springs, Protecting Nature’s Gems, Water Consumption and Overuse, 

http://www.floridasprings.org/protecting/threats1/ (last visited Sept. 26, 2017). 
14 Section 373.042, F.S. 
15 Section 373.0421, F.S. 
16 Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Agriculture and Water Quality, 

http://www.freshfromflorida.com/content/download/33106/813038/BMP_Backgrounder_Updated.pdf (last visited 

Sept. 26, 2017). 
17 Id. 
18 Id. 
19 FDEP, Governor Scott Announces $50 Million for Springs Restoration Projects Across Florida, 

https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/FLDEP/bulletins/1af65c7 (last visited Oct. 9, 2017). 
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conservation lands for water quality protection; stormwater improvement; water quality sampling 

and monitoring; meter implementation; and irrigation system efficiency upgrades.20 

 

St. Johns River Water Management District 

The St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) is one of five WMDs established in 

the state. The SJRWMD covers all or part of 18 counties in northeast and east-central Florida 

and includes ten major watersheds. 

 

St. Johns River 

The St. Johns River is the longest river that is entirely within the state.21 The St. Johns River is 

divided into three watersheds: the Lower St. Johns River Basin, the Middle St. Johns River 

Basin, and the Upper St. Johns River Basin. Because the river flows north, the upper basin refers 

to the area that forms in Indian River and Brevard counties, south of the middle and lower 

basins.22 Major tributaries that flow into the St. Johns River include the Wekiva River, the 

Econlockhatchee River, and the Ocklawaha River.23 

 

Stormwater runoff from urban areas, treated domestic and industrial wastewater, and agricultural 

runoff from farming areas affect the water quality of the St. Johns River.24 The largest 

contributor of pollution in the lower basin is treated wastewater, with additional significant 

sources of nutrient pollution coming from agricultural areas.25 The upper basin was drained and 

diked and now the floodwaters from the basin drain to the Indian River Lagoon to the east, which 

diminishes the water quality in the lagoon and degrades the upper basin’s remaining marshes.26 

 

Keystone Heights Area Lakes 

The Keystone Heights area lakes are located in southwestern Clay County.27 The lakes were 

created when a layer of limestone collapsed creating sinkholes that connect to the Upper Floridan 

Aquifer.28 The natural geologic features of this karst terrain result in lake level fluctuations that 

have occurred over many decades.29 

 

The district has been working to protect and maintain the water levels in the lakes in the 

Keystone Heights region and has undertaken numerous projects and studies regarding the region 

to better understand the dramatic fluctuations in lake water levels and to help meet current and 

                                                 
20 See FY 17-18 Springs Projects, http://www.flgov.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/17-18-ss.pdf, for the complete list of 

projects. 
21 SJRWMD, The St. Johns River, https://www.sjrwmd.com/waterways/st-johns-river/ (last visited Sept. 5, 2017). 
22 Id. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25 SJRWMD, Lower St. Johns River Basin, https://www.sjrwmd.com/waterways/st-johns-river/lower/ (last visited 

Sept. 5, 2017). 
26 SJRWMD, Upper St. Johns River Basin, https://www.sjrwmd.com/waterways/st-johns-river/upper/ (last visited 

Sept. 23, 2017). 
27 SJRWMD, Senate Bill 234: Land Acquisition Trust Fund Bill Analysis (Feb. 3, 2017) (on file with the Senate 

Environmental Preservation and Conservation Committee). 
28 Id. 
29 Id. 
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long-term water supply needs for the region.30 The district has focused on projects that will lead 

to improved water levels in the lakes and the underlying Floridan aquifer. The district is 

reevaluating the MFLs for certain lakes in order to implement updated methods, develop a 

hydrologic model, and an analyze additional long-term hydrologic data to ensure that the MFLs 

are based on the most up-to-date methods and criteria.31 The district has also focused on projects 

that benefit the Floridan aquifer by increasing recharge or by reducing water withdrawals in the 

region.32 

III. Effect of Proposed Changes: 

Subparagraph s. 375.041(2)(b)2., F.S., requires a minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent of the 

funds remaining after the payment of debt service or $50 million to be appropriated annually 

from the Land Acquisition Trust Fund (LATF) for spring restoration, protection, and 

management projects. The bill amends that subparagraph to increase the distribution to a 

minimum of the lesser of 10.7 percent of the funds remaining after the payment of debt service 

or $75 million. 

 

Additionally, the bill creates another statutorily required distribution from the LATF to require 

$50 million to be appropriated annually to the St. Johns River Water Management District for 

projects dedicated to the restoration of the St. Johns River and its tributaries or the Keystone 

Heights Lake Region. 

 

The bill requires the annual distribution to be reduced by an amount equal to the debt service 

paid annually on bonds issued for such restoration purposes after July 1, 2018. 

 

The bill takes effect July 1, 2018. 

IV. Constitutional Issues: 

A. Municipality/County Mandates Restrictions: 

None. 

B. Public Records/Open Meetings Issues: 

None. 

C. Trust Funds Restrictions: 

None. 

 

                                                 
30 Id. 
31 Id. 
32 Id. 
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V. Fiscal Impact Statement: 

A. Tax/Fee Issues: 

None. 

B. Private Sector Impact: 

None. 

C. Government Sector Impact: 

SB 204 increases certain specific annual distributions from the Land Acquisition Trust 

Fund. The increases in these distributions may affect other programs that are funded 

through the trust fund. 

VI. Technical Deficiencies: 

None. 

VII. Related Issues: 

None. 

VIII. Statutes Affected: 

This bill substantially amends section 375.041 of the Florida Statutes.  

IX. Additional Information: 

A. Committee Substitute – Statement of Changes: 
(Summarizing differences between the Committee Substitute and the prior version of the bill.) 

CS by Environmental Conservation and Preservation on October 9, 2017: 
The CS clarifies that annual springs restoration funding should be a minimum of $75 

million by amending the percentage for calculating the amount of LATF dollars required 

to be distributed. 

B. Amendments: 

None. 

This Senate Bill Analysis does not reflect the intent or official position of the bill’s introducer or the Florida Senate. 
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The Committee on Environmental Preservation and Conservation 

(Bradley) recommended the following: 

 

Senate Amendment (with title amendment) 1 

 2 

Delete line 62 3 

and insert: 4 

 2. A minimum of the lesser of 10.7 7.6 percent or $75 $50 5 

 6 

================= T I T L E  A M E N D M E N T ================ 7 

And the title is amended as follows: 8 

Delete line 3 9 

and insert: 10 
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amending s. 375.041, F.S.; revising the specified 11 

appropriation for spring restoration, protection, and 12 

management projects; requiring a specified 13 
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A bill to be entitled 1 

An act relating to the Land Acquisition Trust Fund; 2 

amending s. 375.041, F.S.; requiring a specified 3 

appropriation for certain projects related to the St. 4 

Johns River and its tributaries or the Keystone 5 

Heights Lake Region; requiring the distribution to be 6 

reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid on 7 

certain bonds; deleting an obsolete provision; 8 

providing an effective date. 9 

  10 

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida: 11 

 12 

Section 1. Subsection (3) of section 375.041, Florida 13 

Statutes, is amended to read: 14 

375.041 Land Acquisition Trust Fund.— 15 

(3) Funds distributed into the Land Acquisition Trust Fund 16 

pursuant to s. 201.15 shall be applied: 17 

(a) First, to pay debt service or to fund debt service 18 

reserve funds, rebate obligations, or other amounts payable with 19 

respect to Florida Forever bonds issued under s. 215.618; and 20 

pay debt service, provide reserves, and pay rebate obligations 21 

and other amounts due with respect to Everglades restoration 22 

bonds issued under s. 215.619; and 23 

(b) Of the funds remaining after the payments required 24 

under paragraph (a), but before funds may be appropriated, 25 

pledged, or dedicated for other uses: 26 

1. A minimum of the lesser of 25 percent or $200 million 27 

shall be appropriated annually for Everglades projects that 28 

implement the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan as set 29 
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forth in s. 373.470, including the Central Everglades Planning 30 

Project subject to Congressional authorization; the Long-Term 31 

Plan as defined in s. 373.4592(2); and the Northern Everglades 32 

and Estuaries Protection Program as set forth in s. 373.4595. 33 

From these funds, $32 million shall be distributed each fiscal 34 

year through the 2023-2024 fiscal year to the South Florida 35 

Water Management District for the Long-Term Plan as defined in 36 

s. 373.4592(2). After deducting the $32 million distributed 37 

under this subparagraph, from the funds remaining, a minimum of 38 

the lesser of 76.5 percent or $100 million shall be appropriated 39 

each fiscal year through the 2025-2026 fiscal year for the 40 

planning, design, engineering, and construction of the 41 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan as set forth in s. 42 

373.470, including the Central Everglades Planning Project, the 43 

Everglades Agricultural Area Storage Reservoir Project, the Lake 44 

Okeechobee Watershed Project, the C-43 West Basin Storage 45 

Reservoir Project, the Indian River Lagoon-South Project, the 46 

Western Everglades Restoration Project, and the Picayune Strand 47 

Restoration Project. The Department of Environmental Protection 48 

and the South Florida Water Management District shall give 49 

preference to those Everglades restoration projects that reduce 50 

harmful discharges of water from Lake Okeechobee to the St. 51 

Lucie or Caloosahatchee estuaries in a timely manner. For the 52 

purpose of performing the calculation provided in this 53 

subparagraph, the amount of debt service paid pursuant to 54 

paragraph (a) for bonds issued after July 1, 2016, for the 55 

purposes set forth under this paragraph (b) shall be added to 56 

the amount remaining after the payments required under paragraph 57 

(a). The amount of the distribution calculated shall then be 58 
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reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid pursuant to 59 

paragraph (a) on bonds issued after July 1, 2016, for the 60 

purposes set forth under this subparagraph. 61 

2. A minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent or $75 $50 62 

million shall be appropriated annually for spring restoration, 63 

protection, and management projects. For the purpose of 64 

performing the calculation provided in this subparagraph, the 65 

amount of debt service paid pursuant to paragraph (a) for bonds 66 

issued after July 1, 2016, for the purposes set forth under this 67 

paragraph (b) shall be added to the amount remaining after the 68 

payments required under paragraph (a). The amount of the 69 

distribution calculated shall then be reduced by an amount equal 70 

to the debt service paid pursuant to paragraph (a) on bonds 71 

issued after July 1, 2016, for the purposes set forth under this 72 

subparagraph. 73 

3. The sum of $5 million shall be appropriated annually 74 

each fiscal year through the 2025-2026 fiscal year to the St. 75 

Johns River Water Management District for projects dedicated to 76 

the restoration of Lake Apopka. This distribution shall be 77 

reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid pursuant to 78 

paragraph (a) on bonds issued after July 1, 2016, for the 79 

purposes set forth in this subparagraph. 80 

4. The sum of $64 million is appropriated and shall be 81 

transferred to the Everglades Trust Fund for the 2018-2019 82 

fiscal year, and each fiscal year thereafter, for the EAA 83 

reservoir project pursuant to s. 373.4598. Any funds remaining 84 

in any fiscal year shall be made available only for Phase II of 85 

the C-51 reservoir project or projects identified in 86 

subparagraph 1. and must be used in accordance with laws 87 
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relating to such projects. Any funds made available for such 88 

purposes in a fiscal year are in addition to the amount 89 

appropriated under subparagraph 1. This distribution shall be 90 

reduced by an amount equal to the debt service paid pursuant to 91 

paragraph (a) on bonds issued after July 1, 2017, for the 92 

purposes set forth in this subparagraph. 93 

5. The sum of $50 million shall be appropriated annually to 94 

the St. Johns River Water Management District for projects 95 

dedicated to the restoration of the St. Johns River and its 96 

tributaries or the Keystone Heights Lake Region. This 97 

distribution shall be reduced by an amount equal to the debt 98 

service paid pursuant to paragraph (a) on bonds issued after 99 

July 1, 2018, for the purposes set forth in this subparagraph 100 

Notwithstanding subparagraph 3., for the 2017-2018 fiscal year, 101 

funds shall be appropriated as provided in the General 102 

Appropriations Act. This subparagraph expires July 1, 2018. 103 

Section 2. This act shall take effect July 1, 2018. 104 



Florida Springs and Aquifer Protection Act
October 9, 2017

Senate Committee on Environmental Preservation  and Conservation

Drew Bartlett
Deputy Secretary



Florida Springs and Aquifer Protection Act

The Act is being implemented through the following 
categories:
• Water Quantity

• Establishment of Minimum Flows and Minimum Levels and any 
necessary Recovery and Prevention Strategies

• Water Quality
• Establishment of Basin Management Action Plans where necessary

10/9/2017 2



Minimum Flow and Minimum Levels Update

10/9/2017 3



10/9/2017 4

Basin Management Action Plan Update



Priority Focus Area & Nitrogen Inventory

10/9/2017 5

Nitrogen Source Inventory Loading Tool (NSILT)



Springs Funding

10/9/2017 6

Project Type State Funding
Wastewater $72,499,818
Alternative Water Supply $61,867,877
Ag. BMP $21,918,168
Land Acquisition $19,727,160
Stormwater $9,880,146
Other Projects $5,327,604
Total $191,220,773

FY 2013-2018



Springs Projects

10/9/2017 7

Volusia County Wastewater Treatment Facility

Ocala Water Reuse Facility



8

Williford Spring Sediment Removal and Abatement 

Springs Projects

10/9/2017



Springs Projects (Agriculture)

10/9/2017 9

Soil Moisture Meters

Lined Waste Storage

Waste Collection



Springs Projects (Agriculture)

10/9/2017 10

Mobile Irrigation Lab Portable Fertigation Tank



Benefits

• Over $365 million leveraged 
towards restoration

• More than 12 million pounds of 
nutrient pollution reduced

• Water savings in excess of 118 
million gallons per day

10/9/2017 11



Remaining Challenges

10/9/2017 12

The benefit of a dedicated funding source of at least $50 
million/year:
• Approximately $1.1 billion (assuming 50% local match) to address 

wastewater sources
• Estimated number of septic systems: 153,000
• Number of wastewater treatment facilities >100,000 gpd: 40

• State funding needed to implement cost-share BMPs across Springs 
Protection Areas  - $500 million (assuming 25% owner contribution)



Contact

Drew Bartlett

Deputy Secretary, Office of Ecosystem Restoration

Drew.Bartlett@dep.state.fl.us

850.245.2030

1310/9/2017



Environmental Preservation and Conservation Committee 
October 9, 2017 

Brett J. Cyphers, Executive Director 
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NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Springs Protection and Restoration 2013-2018  
$48.4 million grant; $70.9 million total 

Outstanding Florida Springs  
• Wakulla Spring 
• Jackson Blue Spring 
• Gainer Springs Group 
 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Project Types 
• Septic tank to central sewer projects 
• Advanced septic treatment 
• Agricultural BMP cost-share 
• Land acquisition and protection 
• Springs restoration and protection 

Springs Projects 

Jackson Blue Spring 

Wakulla Spring Gainer Spring 
3 

Econfina Blue Spring 



4 

NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Jackson Blue Spring Projects - $14 million 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Jackson Blue Spring - Projects 
 Agricultural BMP Cost Share 
Program: $4.7 Million 
• Up to 75% cost-share for 

equipment  
• Estimated 10-20% reduction 

in nitrogen application rates 
• Water savings of 750,000 

gallons per day from center-
pivot retrofits and other 
water savings measures 

Center Pivot Retrofit 

Side Dressing and Banding Technology 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Jackson Blue Spring - Projects 
 
Land Acquisition $700k 
• Agriculture is major land 

use 
• Fertilizers primary 

source of nitrogen for 
spring 

• Convert agricultural 
lands to less intensive 
use through 
conservation easements 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Jackson Blue Spring - Projects 
 
Septic to Sewer 
Projects - $7.5 million 
• Indian Springs  

Phases 1 and 2A 
• Blue Springs Road 

(including Jackson 
Blue Spring 
Recreation Area) 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Where are we now? 

8 

Decreasing Nitrate Trend 

0.35 mg/L Goal for Nitrate 

     Wakulla Springs Restoration – Current Success 
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NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Wakulla Spring Projects - $24.5 million 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

10 

     Septic to Sewer Projects - $20.5 million 
PFA 1 and PFA 2 Number of Septic Tanks Estimated Nitrate Savings (lb/yr) 

Funded projects 1,146 11,301 

Future Projects 2,649 32,177 

Total 3,795 43,477 

Septic Tanks in PFA 1 and 2 11,917 

Total septic tanks 3,795 (32%) 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Advanced Septic Treatment Pilot Project - $1.5 million 
• Sewer may not work everywhere 
• Projects needed in rural neighborhoods 
• Testing four different septic options 
• Partnerships with DEP, DOH, Leon                                Leon 

County, Wakulla County, and                                        stakeholders 
 
Land Acquisition - $2.4 million 
• Willing sellers within PFAs  
• Focus on Conservation Easements 
 
 

11 

     Wakulla Springs Restoration – Current Success 
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NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

 
  



Springs Funding Summary in Northwest Florida 
(Fiscal years 13/14 – 17/18) 

Spring Total Grant Funding Total Match Funding Total Funding 
Chipola Springs $432,077 $0 $432,077 

Cypress Spring $1,100,000 $0 $1,100,000 

Devil’s Hole Spring $145,000 $20,750 $165,750 

Econfina Springs $500,000 $0 $500,000 

Gainer Springs $7,102,000 $0 $7,102,000 

Holmes Creek Springs $190,000 $125,000 $315,000 

Horn Spring $500,000 $0 $500,000 

Jackson Blue Spring $13,622,641 $2,481,095 $16,103,736 

Wakulla Springs $24,453,280 $18,113,200 $42,566,480 

Williford Spring $377,000 $1,737,595 $2,114,595 

Total $48,421,998 $22,477,640 $70,899,638 

NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 



Springs Funding Summary in Northwest Florida 
(Fiscal years 13/14 – 17/18) 

NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

Fiscal year Total Grant Funding Total Match Funding Total Funding 
2013-14 $1,129,000 $2,221,764 $3,350,764 

2014-15 $6,362,500 $8,667,210 $15,029,710 

2015-16 $10,999,192 $2,783,333 $13,782,525 

2016-17 $15,338,200 $3,783,333 $19,121,533 

2017-18 $14,593,106 $5,022,000 $19,615,106 

Total $48,421,106 $22,477,640 $70,899,638 

Project Type Total Grant Funding Total Match Funding Total Funding 
Advanced septic 
treatment $1,500,000 $0 $1,500,000 

Agricultural BMP $5,179,500 $1,959,095 $7,138,595 

Land Acquisition $11,299,192 $0 $11,299,192 

Septic to Central 
Sewer $28,002,106 $18,613,200 $46,615,306 

Spring Restoration $2,441,200 $1,905,345 $4,346,545 

Total $48,421,998 $22,477,640 $70,899,638 



Florida Springs and Aquifer Protection Act
October 9, 2017

Senate Committee on 
Environmental Preservation and Conservation

Brian Armstrong, P.G.
Executive Director



First-Magnitude 
Springshed

Boundaries in 
SWFWMD



Industrial/ 
Commercial

7.7%

Mining/ Dewatering
0.33%

Agriculture
15.69%

Landscape/ 
Recreation

9.42%

Domestic Self-
Supply
12.17%

Public Supply
54.69%

Northern Planning Region Predominate Use Categories, 2015





Funding within Spring Watersheds

$1,004,545

$23,643,313

$5,034,965
$4,567,492

$21,080,522

$12,010,503

Ag BMP Wastewater Land Acquisition

Stormwater Alternative Water Supply Restoration

Project Type Total Funding

Ag BMP $1,004,545

Wastewater 23,643,313             

Land Acquisition 5,034,965               

Stormwater 4,567,492               

Alternative Water Supply 21,080,522             

Restoration 12,010,503             

Total $67,341,340

FY2013 - FY2018



Springs Project Example: 
Crystal River to Duke Energy 
Reclaimed Water 

• Reduces groundwater pumping 
in springshed by 750,000 gpd

• Reduces nutrient loading in 
springshed

• Total cost: $6.2 million 
• Project partners: DEP, District, 

City of Crystal River and Duke 
Energy



Springs Project Example: 
Three Sisters Springs Bank Stabilization

Before

After



Facilitating Agricultural Resource 
Management Systems - FARMS

• Cost-share program with agricultural partners
• Reducing groundwater withdrawals
• Improving water quality

• Focus on nutrient loading reductions



SWFWMD Role

• Creation of Springs Coast Steering, 
Management and Technical Committees

Technical 
Working 

Group

Management 
Committee

Steering 
Committee



Governing Board Priorities

• Board Workshop – August 2017
• Priority on Septic Projects within the Five First-

Magnitude Springs Area
• Revised Cooperative Funding Initiative Policy –

Spring 2018



Questions?



St. Johns River Water Management District

SJRWMD Implementation
Of Florida Springs and Aquifer 

Protection Act  
October 9, 2017

Ann B. Shortelle, Ph.D. 
Executive Director



SJRWMD Springs
Projects FY14–18

2

Water 
Quality

Alternative 
Water Supply

Water 
Conservation/ 

Efficiency

Restoration/ Acquisition

Total Project Cost

• FY14 Projects: $23.87M  

• FY15 Projects: $14.72M

• FY16 Projects: $28.09M

• FY17 Projects: $13.70M 

• FY18 Projects: $28.13M 

16%

3%

47.5%

33.5%



DeLeon Springs – Fieser Dairy 
Conservation Easement

Water Use 

Reduction:

0.13 MGD

• Less than 1 mile from DeLeon 

Springs

• Pending BMAP / priority focus 

area (PFA) and MFL

• Load reduction estimate 

(Lbs/Yr): 
— 73,000 TN

— 29,200 TP

• DEP funding:
— Conservation easement / 

pond decommissioning —

$2.525 million

Fieser Dairy

DeLeon Springs

3



Volusia Blue Springs — Deltona Water 
Management Site

• Alternative water supplied: 4 MGD 

— 3 MGD storage tank for

stormwater/future surface 

water 

— 1 MGD reclaimed water tank 

• Construction cost: $7.5M

— FDEP: $1.875M

— SJRWMD: $1.875M

— City of Deltona: $3.75M

4



Individual Distributed Wastewater Treatment 
System Pilot Project 

• Benefit:

Total N load 

reduction 10 to 23 

lbs./year/tank

• SJRWMD Apopka 

Test

5



Silver Springs ― Ocala Wetlands 
Groundwater Recharge Park

• Water supply and water quality benefits:

— Recharge: up to 5 MGD

— Load reduction (Lbs/Yr):

o 29,000 TN

o 30,000 TP

• Funding: 

― FDEP: $2M

― SJRWMD: $2M

― Ocala: $4.36M

• Prevention strategy project

6



Suwannee River Water Management District

Senate Environmental Preservation and Conservation Committee
Rob Bradley, Chair

Linda Stewart, Vice Chair

Suwannee River Water Management District
Hugh Thomas, Executive Director

October 9, 2017

1



Springs Heartland 
Characteristics

• Water Resource 
Highlights
– Highly-productive 

Floridan Aquifer
• 30% of groundwater 

recharge
• Suwannee River 2nd

highest flow in the state
– Over 300 known springs
– 14 Outstanding Florida 

Springs

• Major Land Use 
– Silviculture

• 60% forest cover in several 
counties 

• $2 billion in economic 
output

– Agriculture
• 1.4 million acres in region
• $4.5 billion in economic 

output
• Major producers: Dairy, 

Row Crop, Cattle 2



Springs Challenges
Protecting Their….

• Critical Habitat
• Recreational Value
• Economic Value

• Increased Nutrient 
Loading 

• Declining Flows 

3



4

SPRINGS Project Map

Overcoming Challenges 
Through Partnerships & 

Projects
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Eagle Lake Re-use/ Upper Suwannee River Springs 
Project





Ichetucknee Springshed Water Quality Improvement 
Project

7



Fanning Springs Water Quality Improvement Project 
• Expansion of wastewater 

collection and transmission 
system

• Removal of septic tanks 

8

Project Benefits
Decommission 314 septic systems; future 

development will be connected to the 
system to prevent additional water quality 

concerns

Potentially more than 10,000 lbs. total 
nitrogen eliminated from reaching the 

springs each year



Agriculture Program Benefits
since 2015

• Water Conservation
• Fertigation
• Soil Moisture Probes
• Dairy Wastewater Reuse 

Projects

• Water Saved
5.2 mgd 

• Nitrogen 
reduced 
300,000 lbs per 
year 

9



Precision Agriculture Program

• Veris Mapping
• Aerial Imagery
• Grid Sampling
• Tissue Sampling
• Variable Rate Nutrient 

Application
• Precision Fertilizer 

Application 
Equipment

• Variable Rate 
Irrigation

10



Moving Forward

Water Quantity
• Regional and Local Projects

• Hydrologic Restoration 
• Alternative Water Sources
• Water Conservation

• Water Quality
• Support Agriculture and Urban BMPs
• Septic To Sewer
• Advanced Wastewater Treatment

11



Suwannee River Water Management District

Thank you!
Hugh Thomas, Executive Director
Hugh.Thomas@SRWMD.org
386.362.1001
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Florida Springs and Aquifer Protection Act
– OAWP’s Role 

Florida Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services (FDACS)

Office of Agricultural Water Policy



Florida Springs and Aquifer  Protection Act 
Section 373 – Part VIII; F.S. – OAWP Activities

‐ Development of agricultural component of BMAPs, 
TMDLs
• Review data on agricultural land use
• Review nutrient load allocations
• Develop projects/practices to achieve BMAP goals

‐ Enrollment of agricultural operations in BMP program
• Identification of agricultural operations
• Outreach to agricultural operators
• Administration of available cost‐share

‐ Coordination and support of research on BMP 
effectiveness and nutrient management practices
• Compilation of available published research
• Sponsoring of research projects 



OAWP activities ‐ Springs BMAPs
BMAP Status

De Leon Springs NSILT being developed ‐ done by end of 2017
Gemini Springs NSILT being developed ‐ done by end of 2017

Homosassa/Chassahowitzka
Currently being prepped for review by DEP, BMAP identified 10% reduction in 
loads due to implementation of livestock BMPs and 15% reduction due to 
implementation of crop BMPs

Jackson Blue
BMAP already exists, FDEP proposed to revise NSILT, BMAP will need to be 
updated to meet legislative requirements

Kings Bay/Crystal River
DRAFT document provided to stakeholders, DEP is incorporating edits from 
stakeholders, BMAP identified 10% reduction in loads due to implementation 
of livestock BMPs and 15% reduction due to implementation of crop BMPs

Magnolia Arepika
Currently being prepped for review by DEP, BMAP identified 10% reduction in 
loads due to implementation of livestock BMPs and 15% reduction due to 
implementation of crop BMPs

Rainbow Springs BMAP already exists, NSILT was revised, draft allocations not finalized

Santa Fe, Devil's Spring Group (includes Ginnie Spring) Awaiting springshed and PFA shapefiles from DEP



BMAP Status

Santa Fe, Ichetucknee Springs NSILT being developed ‐ done by end of 2017

Silver Springs
BMAP already exists (2015), NSILT was revised, draft allocations not 
finalized

Suwannee Basin

Currently being prepped for review by DEP, BMAP identified 10% 
reduction in loads due to implementation of livestock BMPs and 15% 
reduction due to implementation of crop BMPs

Volusia Blue

DRAFT document provided to stakeholders, DEP is incorporating edits 
from stakeholders, BMAP identified 10% reduction in loads due to 
implementation of livestock BMPs and 15% reduction due to 
implementation of crop BMPs

Wacissa NSILT being developed ‐ done by end of 2017

Wakulla 
BMAP already exists, NSILT is being revised, BMAP will need to be 
updated to meet legislative requirements

Weeki Wachee
Currently being prepped for review by DEP, BMAP identified 10% 
reduction in loads due to implementation of livestock BMPs and 15% 
reduction due to implementation of crop BMPs

Wekiva
BMAP already exists (2015), NSILT was revised, no allocations provided 
yet

OAWP activities ‐ Springs BMAPs



OAWP activities ‐ Springs BMAP Enrollment



OAWP activities ‐ Springs BMAP Enrollment



Achieving BMAP Goals for agricultural load reduction

Year‐5 Goals
30% Reductions

Year‐10 Goals
80% Reductions

Year‐15 Goals
100% Reductions Year 20 —TMDL Achievement

100% BMP enrollment and 
implementation

Projects to address 
anticipated gap to meet 

TMDL
Projects to address 
remaining gap to 

meet TMDL



Reduction in N Loading
Soil Moisture Probes 694 $3,500 26 224,337.2 $2,427,250 $1.95

Description: number of probes $/probe system lbs/acre lbs
Deployment, training, technical support, and use of soil moisture probes to manage irrigation sytems.

Assumptions:

Reduction in N inputs presumed from improvements in use efficency and management of inputs to row crops due to effective and efficient use of soil moisture probes.  Cost 
includes probes, computer peripherals, and minimum three years of technical support.  The number of probe installations is approximately 50% of the estimated number of 
irrigation systems in the Suwannee BMAP area, excluding most nurseries and ornamentals.

Potential Units Cost per Unit Potential N Reduction per Unit 
(lbs) Total Reduction in N (lbs) Total Cost Cost per Pound of N Reduction



Potential Units Cost per Unit Potential N Reduction per Unit 
(lbs) Total Reduction in N (lbs) Total Cost Cost per Pound of N Reduction

Precision Fertilization 51,296 $117 34 311,741 $6,001,608 $3.47
Description:
Deployment of equipment, procedures, and training to improve formulations, delivery methods, and timing to match fertilization more precisely to crop needs.

Assumptions: $58,500Package Cost
Cost is one‐time capital expenditure.  No improvement in use efficiency is included.  Calculated for use only on row crops not grown on plasticulture.  Values include both irrigated 
and non‐irrigated crops.  Precision fert is most cost‐effective on productions greater than 500 acres.  Package consists of soil mapping ($10/ac), GPS controller ($8,000), retrofitting 
applicator ($15,000), yield monitor ($15,000), and tech support ($10,000).   Equipment costs are for upgrades and retrofits on existing fertilizer application equipment. 



Reduction in N Input
Cover Crops 87,208 $45 45 706,387 $3,924,374.43 $1.00

Description: acres $/acre lbs/acre lbs
Planting of cover crops in between production cycles to increase soil organic content, improve nutrient retention, and reduce erosion.

Assumptions:
Used acreages for vegetable and agronomic crops for all cropping systems, regardless of irrigation type. Per USDA‐ARS, range of cover crop seed prices are $30.00 to $77.40 
per acre.  Average price for rye, ryegrass and vetch was $45.00 per acre.  Per Wagger and Mengel, 1988, these three cover crop treatments can assimilate between 10 to 90 
lbs/acre, average 45 lbs/acre of residual N.

Potential Units Cost per Unit Potential N Reduction per Unit 
(lbs) Total Reduction in N (lbs) Total Cost Cost per Pound of N Reduction



BMP Effectiveness/Nutrient Management Research
Project Name Lead 

Investigator
Total Amount Expiration Date Notes

Denitrification Bioreactor Dr. Clark $45,933 6/30/17 Finished

Veris Soil Mapping Dr. Mackowiak $38,447 6/30/16 Finished

Watermelon Soil 
Amendment

Dr. Liu $38,322 12/31/16 Finished

Forage Hay BMPs Dr. Mackowiak $185,812 6/30/17 Finished

Soil Moisture Sensors Dr. Dukes $432,888 12/31/17 Awaiting Final Report

Carrot Fertilization Rate 
Study

Bob Hochmuth $115,623 3/31/19 Starting Year 2

Enhanced Efficiency Fertilizer Dr. Li $49,491 12/31/17 Awaiting Deliverable 2

Rotational Production Dr. Barrett $7,056,613 6/31/26

Rhizoma Peanut in Pastures Dr. Dubeux $412,273 6/31/19



Demonstration and Measuring the Effectiveness of 
Rotational Production

 

40‐acre pivot area. 
Includes cattle. 

Bahia‐Bahia‐
Peanut‐Corn 

Bahia‐Bahia‐
Carrot‐Peanut‐
Corn 

Corn‐Carrot‐
Peanut 

Corn‐ Peanut 

Corn‐ Peanut 

Drain Gauge 



Thank You!
http://www.freshfromflorida.com/Divisions-

Offices/Agricultural-Water-Policy
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APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver completed form to Commission staff)

Sni7 
Meeting Date

Topic Bea.dv

Proposal Number (if a plicable)

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Name Dcbor  E. F d 

Address 19 . I 6  iRi_.K>rik Wiu
Street rt

la.il tl

Phone )510 ~5Q 0CJ 
fsbpa

3 5     Email t/cud#
City State Zip

Speaking:   ] For Q Against | | Information Only Waive Speaking: F fln Support | | Against
Spc> £Pr6 DtlfThe Chair will read this information into the record.)

Are you representing someone other than yourself? Q Yes pj lo

If yes, who?  

Are you a registered lobbyist? [TjYes  No

Are you an elected official or judge? Q Yes Q No

While the Commission encourages  ublic testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this meeting.
Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

Information submitted on this form is public record. Required



IQ/ *?
Meeting Date

c EVISI

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver completed form to Commission staff)

l~  
Proposal Number (if applicable)

Co I jV  c   

*Name a  A*\f h>l -\

Address Phone  H>
Street

E ail C(
City State

"Speaking:  ] For Q Against | | Information Only

Zip

Waive Speaking: Pn In Support 1 | Against

Are you representing someone other than yourself?

If yes, who? P ocP A<<l qc t  y f)C

(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Yes  CC\ No

Are you a registered lobbyist? H-pYes I I No

Are you an elected official or judge? Q Yes  PH No

While the Commission encourages public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this meeting.
Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

Information submitted on this form is public record. 'Required
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APPEARANCE RECORD

(Deliver completed form to Commission staff)

Meeting Date

*Topic

*Name

Proposal Number (if applicable)

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

I J*f

Address £ lnj f  n- Lt'i 
Street , ,

l- rHiAU b'c.

Phone ~  

H
C/fy State Zip

. Email   ,    i

Speaking: Q For Q Against Q Information Only Waive Speaking: [ ] ln Support I I Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Are you representing someone other than yourself? | ] Yes [ J No

If yes, who? i  ;

Are you a registered lobbyist? Yes Q

Are you an elected official or judge? Q Yes Q No

While the Commission encourages public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this meeting.
Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

Information submitted on this form is public record. Required



10/9/2017
Meeting Date

Duplicate

The Florida Senate

APPEARA CE RECORD
(Deli er BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic COASTAL MANAGEMENT Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Name CAROL BRACY

Job Title CONSULTANT

Address 403 E PARK AVE
Street
TALLAHASSEE
city

Speaking: For [ I Against

FL
State

I I Information

Phone 5  .0   

32301 Email carol@ballardfl.com
Zip

In Support  (AgainstWaive Speaking:
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing MARTIN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Appearing at request of Chair: OvesE No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: Yes O No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public reco d for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



Duplicate

10/09/2017

The Florida Senate

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting) SB 174

Meeting Date

Topic  oasta  Management

Bill Number (if applicable)

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Name Pepper Uchino

Job Title

Address

Consultant

201 W. ParkAve., Suite 100 Phone <850> 727-9040
Street
Tallahassee FL 32301 Email PePPer@an eI or a-com
Cityn State Zip

Speaking:   For I l A ainst I I Informa ion

Representing Indian River County

Waive Speaking:   In Support l I A ainst
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Appearing at request of Chair: Q Yes 0 No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: Yes No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate

Meeting Date

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic  

Name
4 - 
1 \  JyC>  . <

Job Title r - -1 * i    -

Address .   s.

. -

Street

\ Li  ;

City J * State Zip

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Phone ,    

Email ?   *¦   - f
¦ I l'   * \ ",""r

Speaking: Q For Q Against Q Information

Representing •- ...

Waive Speaking:   HmSupport | | Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Appearing at request of Chair: Q Yes [ j No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: [p Yes   No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate

H /h{,v

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

£ /  H
eeting Date Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic 

Name T L
Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Job Title L       1 t 5

Address * * Phone   ** -     
Street

Emsril*-*  
City State

Speaking: f  por | | Against | | Information

Zip
-

Representing
-   
l  l \,   

Waive Speaking: r ffn Support | | Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

.

Appearing at request of Chair: Q Yes Q No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: [t fYes Q No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate
Duplicate

10/09/2017
APPEARANCE RECORD

(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

Meeting Date

Topic  °astal Management

Name Edgar G' Fernandez

Job Title Consultant

Address 201 W- Park Ave-> Suite 100
Street
Tallahassee FL
City State

Speaking:   ForDAgains,   Information

Representing Pa'm Beach County

SB 174
Bill Number (if applicable)

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Phone <786> 255-5755

32301 Email ed9ar@anf'eld or'da-com
Zip

Waive Speaking: In Support l l A ainst
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Appearing at request of Chair: I I Yes No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: Yes djl No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate

APPEARA CE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

Meeting Date Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic , i ,  -- .   * Amendment Barcode (if applicabl )

Name ¦ -- --  -i...

i   /  !: :i:   < if  ¦
' 1    ,  

Job Title
.. .. r -¦  

' T..  1"' . 1 . ;¦

Address , -  
¦(. J     1
;   ;    

Phone
Street

- -  l Email 1 ! ¦ ! * "    

City State Zip

Speaking: I | Against | | Information Waive Speaking:  Q In Support O Against
(The Chair will re d this information Into the record.)

Representing ¦    
i ij f \Af | (/ j- f » { Oll/Vl tYlrx Vl i f/

U :- - 1

. . i 1  ,   V i   , ,
Appearing at request of Chair: | | Yes |L fNo   Lobbyist registered with Legislature: MYes | | No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not  ermit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate

Meeting Date

Topic

Name

Job Title

Address
Street

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting) i H

Bill Number (if applicable)

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

-L- ¦(

Phone

Email
City State

Speaking: O For Q Against | [ Information

Zip

Waive Speaking: Q/jlr support | | Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing f
i

Appearing at request of Chair:   Yes  T No  Lobbyist registered with Legislature:   Yes No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate

io-i- o) ?
Meeting Date

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic 

Name   tAhJ Pi ftS

Job Title

Address ///  /?ue 5
Street

P€i€f hCtf
City State

Speaking: O For Q Against Information

Representing c   u

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Phone 7  7/ -9o)7/
/

,.?]()£ Email

Waive Speaking: Q In Support [ 1 Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Appearing at request of Chair: Q Yes No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: Q Yes No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Sen te

APPEARA CE RECORD

It (Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)CI I 2.0 i X
Meeting Date

y 
Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic

Name

Job Title

Address

(J S 1 E  

C L , i'  Dir\ A-U

C

Street

S . Pe efS hu
City

Speaking: dl For I I Against

State

Information

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

&
Zip

Phone¥7% -g i? 12Cli

Email  /Sf K    kS ,S & y K6o £ sin

Waive Speaking: d In Support | | Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing VT j iSrr.   g -2.r - >  

Appearing at request of Chair:  Yes No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: (d Yes iS No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do  peak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate
Duplicate

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

October 9, 2017
Meeting Date Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic Presentation on Springs Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Name Drew Bartlett

Job Title Deputy Director

Address DEP Phone
Street

Email
City

Speaking: IZ  For I I A ainst

State

l l Information

Zip

Waive Speaking: EZ] In Support I I A ainst
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing  

Appearing at request of Chair: CD Yes O No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: I I Yes I I No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



October 9, 2017
Meeting Date

The Florida Senate

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

Duplicate

Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic Presentation on Springs - DACS

Name Steve Dwinell

Job Title Office of Water Policy

Address 
Street

City

Speaking: E  For I I Against

State

l l Information

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Phone

Email
Zip

Waive Speaking:  H In Support I I A ainst
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing   

Appearing at request of Chair: EH Yes EH No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: EH Yes EH No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



The Florida Senate

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate Professional Staff conducting the meeting)

October 9, 2017  N/A 
Meeting Date Bill Numb er (if applicable)

N/A
Topic sPrir|gs    Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Name Brett Cyphers

Job Title Executive Director

Address Water Management Dr.
Street
Havava FL
City State

Speaking:   ForDAgainst 0 Information

Phone (850)539-5999

32333 Email brett.cyphers@nwfwater.com
Zip

Waive Speaking: d| In Support I I A ainst
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing Northwest Florida Water Management District

Appearing at request of Chair: / Yes E No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: f Yes E No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not  ermit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the public record for this meeting. S-001 (10/14/14)



Constitution Revision Commission

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver completed form to Commission staff)

\0 n-
Meetng Date Proposal Number (if applicable)

*Topic  fe
*Name  A 9f)-/bn  

Address  3W HQ
Street

City State

"Speaking: Q For Q Against r Hrfformation Only

Zip

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

Phone ebSO *&*r  .622-

Email

Waive Speaking: Q In Support Q Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Are you representing someone other than yourself? O Yes O No

if yes, who? ()u4  5   s Vi   d \ l/vJ f  t   1 - Dt     crfr*

Are you a registered lobbyist? | | Yes   ffk>

Are you an elected official or judge? Q Yes

While the Commission encourages public testimony, time may not  ermit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this meeting.
Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

Information submitted on this fo m is public record. Required



FH. 9  fif?

Constitution Revision Commission

APPEARANCE RECORD
(Deliver completed form to Commission staff)

7 
Meeting Date Proposal Number (if applicable)

Amendment Barcode (if applicable)

"Speaking: EZ] For 1 | Against | [ Information Only

Phone

Email

Waive Speaking: Q In Support Q Against
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Are you representing someone other than yourself?  a] Yes    No

If yes, who? .   filD M 2)  

Are you a registered lobbyist? |  f Yes [ ] No

Are you an elected official or judge?    Yes Q No

While the Commission encourages public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this meeting.
Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

Information submitted on this form is public record. Required



Duplicate

The Florida S nate

APP ARANCE RECORD
{Deliver BOTH copies of this form to the Senator or Senate P ofessionai Staff conducting the meeting)

10/09/2017
Meeting Date Bill Number (if applicable)

Topic Springs Amendment Barcode (if a plicable)

Name Hugh Thomas

Job Title Executive Director

Address 9225 CR 49 Phone 386.362,1001
Street
Live Oak FL 32060 Email Hugh.Thomas@SRWlVlD.org
City

Speaking: E  For I I Against

State

171 Information
Zip

Waive Speaking:    in Suppor  1 1 A ainst
(The Chair will read this information into the record.)

Representing

Appearing at request of Chair: Yes Q No Lobbyist registered with Legislature: Yes No

While it is a Senate tradition to encourage public testimony, time may not permit all persons wishing to speak to be heard at this
meeting. Those who do speak may be asked to limit their remarks so that as many persons as possible can be heard.

This form is part of the  ublic record for this meeting. S 001 {10/14/14)



CourtSmart Tag Report 
 
Room: LL 37 Case No.:  Type:  
Caption: Environmental Preservation and Conservation Judge:  
 
Started: 10/9/2017 1:04:06 PM 
Ends: 10/9/2017 3:00:24 PM Length: 01:56:19 
 
1:04:05 PM Meeting called to order. Quorum present. 
1:05:22 PM SB 174 Coastal Management by Senator Latvala 
1:06:30 PM Senator Latvala is recognized 
1:07:55 PM Major component is to increase funds for beaches 
1:09:06 PM No questions from Senators 
1:09:12 PM Appearance forms: Debra Flack 
1:09:28 PM Susan Harben 
1:09:49 PM Carol Bracy 
1:09:57 PM Pepper Uchino 
1:10:11 PM Rebecca O'Hara 
1:10:44 PM All county attendees waive in support 
1:11:14 PM Brian Pitts speaks about problems with the bill 
1:15:48 PM Debate-none 
1:15:56 PM Senator Latvala to close on the bill 
1:17:36 PM Roll call on SB 174. By your vote the bill is reported favorably. 
1:18:41 PM SB 204 Land Acquisition Trust Fund by Senator Bradley. 
1:19:01 PM Senator Bradley to explain the bill. 
1:23:51 PM Questions on the bill? 
1:24:04 PM Amendment barcode 934860 by Senator Bradley-Technical amendment. 
1:24:34 PM Amendment favorable 
1:25:38 PM Appearance Card-Brian Pitts-Parliamentary 
1:29:04 PM Appearance Card-Brian Pitts-Parliamentary 
1:29:05 PM Debate on the bill as amended. 
1:29:12 PM Senator Farmer with a comment. 
1:30:14 PM Senator Bradley to close on the bill. 
1:30:53 PM By your vote SB 204 reported favorably. 
1:31:56 PM Senator Bradley takes back the chair. 
1:32:24 PM Department of Environmental Protection and the water management districts and DACS. 
1:32:58 PM Update on the implementation of the Florida Springs and Aquifer Protection Act. 
1:33:19 PM Drew Bartlett, DEP is recognized. 
1:36:58 PM Senator Farmer with a question. 
1:37:33 PM Senator Taddeo with a question. 
1:39:48 PM Continuation of presentation. 
1:43:07 PM Questions from members. 
1:43:19 PM Senator Hukill with questions. 
1:47:54 PM Senator Simmons with questions. 
1:51:53 PM Senator Book with questions. 
1:52:38 PM Senator Bradley with comments. 
1:53:45 PM Brett Cyphers with Northwest Florida WMD is recognized. 
1:59:12 PM Senator Bradley with a question. 
1:59:32 PM They are a little behind on MFL's data. 
2:04:23 PM Senator Bradley with questions. 
2:07:51 PM Brian Armstron, Southwest Florida WMD. 
2:13:29 PM Senator Bradley with questions. 
2:14:03 PM Senator Bradley with questions. Let's talk about reclaimed water. 
2:14:50 PM Continuation of presentation. 
2:17:05 PM Dr. Ann Shortelle, St. Johns River WMD. 
2:23:00 PM Senator Stewart with a series of questions. 
2:24:36 PM Senator Bradley with comments and questions regarding Dept. of Transportation. 
2:26:53 PM Senator Farmer with comments. 
2:27:08 PM Senator Hukill with a series of questions. 
2:33:05 PM Senator Simmons with a series of questions. 



2:36:53 PM Senator Hukill with questions. 
2:39:43 PM Speaker continues presentation. 
2:41:05 PM Senator Simmons 
2:41:27 PM Let's talk about flooding in Jacksonville. 
2:46:54 PM Hugh Thomas Suwannee River WMD 
2:56:29 PM Senator Bradley with quetions. 
2:59:18 PM Adjourn 
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