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Executive Summary
This Statement of Estimated Regulatory Cost (SERC) has been prepared in order to estimate direct and indirect regulatory costs that are reasonably estimated to be incurred within five years of adoption of the Proposed Rule adopting the reevaluated Minimum Flows (MFLs) for the Lower Santa Fe and Ichetucknee Rivers and Priority Springs (LSFIR) and associated Implementation Strategy (collectively “Proposed Rule”). The Notice of Proposed Rule was published (Notice of Proposed Rule) on November 13, 2025, for Rules 62-42.200 and 62-42.300, F.A.C. If the adverse impact or regulatory costs of a proposed rule exceed any of the criteria established in paragraph 120.541(2)(a), F.S., then that rule may not take effect until it is ratified by the legislature. Specifically, as described in this document, the total estimated increase in regulatory costs, including any transactional costs, exceeds the stated threshold of $1 million in the aggregate within 5 years after the implementation of this Proposed Rule. 
The costs presented in this SERC are calculated by taking into account whether the proposed regulation represents a change in current regulatory costs (Section 1.2), the number of entities impacted (Section 2.1), and the associated costs incurred to the entities (Section 2.2). Additionally, this SERC evaluates the costs to agencies in implementing the Proposed Rule (Section 3). 
The SERC presents each rule component in the order it appears in the Proposed Rule for which a regulatory cost was determined. A summary is provided below.
Table ES-1. Summary of Costs to Regulated Entities1
	Rule Citation
	Topic
	SERC Total Estimated Cost

	62-42.300(4), F.A.C.
	Private residential landscape irrigation well water uses
	$2,540,806–$4,393,906

	62-42.300(5), F.A.C.
	Metering and Monitoring Requirements
	$1,136,818–$4,669,133

	62-42.300(6), F.A.C.
	Water Conservation Requirements
	$12,772,964

	SUBTOTAL
	$16,450,588– $21,836,003

	62-42.300(7), F.A.C.
	Offset Requirements2
	$142,000,000

	TOTAL
	$158,450,588–$163,836,003


1 For agricultural producers, section 373.0421, F.S. (2025), provides an alternative means for compliance. The costs associated with that statutorily-established alternative are not included in this SERC. 
2 The total estimated cost for the Offset Requirements includes the completion of a large-scale regional water recharge project, which will take place over an estimated 13-year time period. In the first five years following rule adoption, $142 million is the estimated expenditure for the project, which includes preconstruction activities, such as permitting and design and land acquisition, and some initial construction activities. The total estimated project cost is $1.1 billion. 

Additionally, an estimated $1,975,050-$11,712,476 in indirect costs are expected to be incurred by the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD) within the first five years, as outlined in Section 3.0, which identifies the total estimated costs for the districts or state.

1. [bookmark: _Toc207204354][bookmark: _Toc211595001]Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk209517505]The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Department) in coordination with the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD) and the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD), is adopting MFLs and regulatory measures for the Implementation Strategy for the LSFIR. This report contains an analysis and explanation of the estimated costs of the Proposed Rules to satisfy the requirements of section 120.541(2), Florida Statues — Statement of Estimated Regulatory Costs (SERC). 
A SERC must include an economic analysis showing whether a proposed rule, directly or indirectly, is likely to:
· Have an adverse impact on economic growth, private sector job creation or employment, or private sector investment in excess of $1 million in the aggregate within five years after the implementation of the rule; 
· Have an adverse impact on business competitiveness, including the ability of persons doing business in the state to compete with persons doing business in other states or domestic markets, productivity, or innovation in excess of $1 million in the aggregate within five years after the implementation of the rule;
· Increase regulatory costs, including any transactional costs, in excess of $1 million in the aggregate within five years after the implementation of the rule.
In addition, a SERC must provide a good faith estimate of: 
· The number of individuals and entities likely to be required to comply with the rule, together with a general description of the types of individuals likely to be affected by the rule;
· The cost to the agency, and to any other state and local government entities, of implementing and enforcing the proposed rule, and any anticipated effect on state or local revenues;
· The transactional costs likely to be incurred by individuals and entities, including local government entities, required to comply with the requirements of the rule.
Transactional costs that may be incurred may include:
1. Filing fees.
2. Expenses to obtain a license.
3. Necessary equipment.
4. Installation, utilities for, and maintenance of necessary equipment.
5. Necessary operations or procedures.
6. Accounting, financial, information management, and other administrative processes.
7. Labor, based on relevant wages, salaries, and benefits.
8. Materials and supplies.
9. Capital expenditures, including financing costs.
10. Professional and technical services, including contracted services necessary to implement and maintain compliance.
11. Monitoring and reporting.
12. Qualifying and recurring education, training, and testing.
13. Travel.
14. Insurance and surety requirements.
15. A fair and reasonable allocation of administrative costs and other overhead.
16. Reduced sales or other revenue.
17. Other items suggested by the rules ombudsman in the Executive Office of the Governor or by any interested person, business organization, or business representative.
Additionally, a SERC must include an analysis of the impact on small businesses as defined by s. 288.703, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and an analysis of the impact on small counties, and small cities as defined in s. 120.52, F.S. The SERC may also include any additional information that may be useful. 
In evaluating the above-listed impacts, the SERC must include the applicable market impacts likely to result from compliance with the proposed rule, including:
1. Changes to customer charges for goods or services.
2. Changes to the market value of goods or services produced, provided, or sold.
3. Changes to costs resulting from the purchase of substitute or alternative goods or services.
4. The reasonable value of time to be spent by owners, officers, operators, and managers to understand and comply with the proposed rule, including time to be spent completing requiring education, training, or testing.
This technical document provides the methodology used to derive the responses to the above-mentioned analysis contained in the SERC.
[bookmark: _Toc207204355][bookmark: _Toc211595002]Background
The State of Florida’s Water Resource Act of 1972 requires the five Water Management Districts (WMDs) of the State to establish MFLs to ensure that waterbodies do not experience significant harm as a result of water withdrawals. Section 373.042(1), F.S., states that minimum flows are to be established at “the limit at which further withdrawals would be significantly harmful to the water resources or ecology of the area.” Once established, MFLs provide a metric to guide the WMDs’ water use planning and permitting processes for the protection and sustainable use of Florida’s water resources. The reevaluated Lower Santa Fe and Ichetucknee Rivers and Associated Priority Springs (LSFIR) MFLs and Implementation Strategy were developed pursuant to these statutory directives.
In June 2013, the SRWMD Governing Board requested that the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (Department) adopt the proposed MFLs for the LSFIR due to the potential for impacts associated with water withdrawals in both the SRWMD and the SJRWMD. Department-adopted MFLs are effective in all applicable water management districts without the need for further rulemaking. At that time, the LSFIR was determined to be in recovery at both of the two MFL compliance points, and a Recovery Strategy was approved by the SRWMD and SJRWMD governing boards with regulatory components adopted by rule by the Department in June 2015 (herein after referred to as the “2015 LSFIR MFL”). The 2015 LSFIR MFL rule was adopted prior to the completion of the North Florida Southeast Georgia model (NFSEG) Groundwater Flow Model, which is needed for modeling the regional groundwater system, and called for the re-evaluation of the MFLs once this valuable tool was complete. 
Pursuant to section 373.0421(5), F.S., MFLs “shall be reevaluated periodically and revised as needed.” On December 2, 2019, the Department published a Notice of Rule Development to reevaluate the 2015 LSFIR MFLs. According to the most recent status assessment of reevaluated MFLs, it has been determined that the reevaluated MFLs set forth in the Proposed Rule are not being met at two of the three identified MFL compliance points. An MFL prevention or recovery strategy shall be undertaken under the following conditions pursuant to section 373.0421(2), F.S.:
If, at the time a minimum flow or minimum water level is initially established for a waterbody pursuant to s. 373.042 or is revised, the existing flow or water level in the waterbody is below, or is projected to fall within 20 years below, the applicable minimum flow or minimum water level, the department or governing board, as part of the regional water supply plan described in s. 373.709, shall concurrently adopt or modify and implement a recovery or prevention strategy. […] A recovery or prevention strategy shall include the development of additional water supplies and other actions, consistent with the authority granted by this chapter, to:
(a)  Achieve recovery to the established minimum flow or minimum water level as soon as practicable; or prevent the existing flow or water level from falling below the established minimum flow or minimum water level.
(b) Prevent the existing flow or water level from falling below the established minimum flow or minimum water level.
The recovery or prevention strategy must include a phased-in approach or a timetable which will allow for the provision of sufficient water supplies for all existing and projected reasonable-beneficial uses, including development of additional water supplies and implementation of conservation and other efficiency measures concurrent with and, to the maximum extent practical, to offset reductions in permitted withdrawals, consistent with this chapter. The recovery or prevention strategy may not depend solely on water shortage restrictions declared pursuant to s. 373.175 or s. 373.246. 
Additionally, the LSFIR MFLs include six Outstanding Florida Springs (OFS). Pursuant to section 373.805, F.S., passed in 2016, as with section 373.0421(2), F.S., a recovery or prevention strategy for an OFS must be adopted concurrently when an MFL is revised and the OFS is below or is projected to fall below the MFL within 20 years.
The Proposed Rule containing the reevaluated MFLs, Rule 62-42.300, F.A.C., includes the repeal of the existing regulatory measures adopted with the 2015 LSFIR MFLs and adoption of new regulatory measures as part of an implementation strategy for the reevaluated LSFIR MFLs (Implementation Strategy). The Implementation Strategy addresses both recovery and prevention for the LSFIR MFLs. Taken as a whole, the Implementation Strategy contains both regulatory and non-regulatory approaches to restoring minimum flows for the LSFIR MFLs. The Department proposes as rule the regulatory portion of the Implementation Strategy, which will thereafter be implemented by the WMDs with no further rulemaking required. The remaining non-rule portions of the Implementation Strategy will then be implemented jointly and cooperatively by the water management districts. The purpose of this SERC is to examine the estimated regulatory cost of the Proposed Rules 62-42.200 and 62-42.300, F.A.C., in accordance with section 120.541(2), F.S.
[bookmark: _Toc207204356][bookmark: _Toc211595003]Summary of Proposed Rules
This summary identifies those proposed regulatory measures that represent new rules or changes to existing rule, including both the 2015 LSFIR MFL and the districts’ existing rules (including the Applicant’s Handbooks) in Chapters 40B-2 and 40C-2, F.A.C. 
Proposed amendments to Rule 62-42.200, F.A.C., define terms that are used in the remainder of the rule chapter and have no independent regulatory effect and are therefore not associated with an increased regulatory cost. The Department has completed the “Is a SERC Required” checklist and determined no SERC is required for Proposed Rule 62-42.200, F.A.C.
Proposed amendments to Rule 62-42.300, F.A.C., strike the 2015 LSFIR MFLs (including the regulatory components of the then-adopted recovery strategy) and establish new MFLs for the LSFIR as well as the regulatory components of an Implementation Strategy to achieve the MFLs.
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(1), F.A.C., updates the 2015 LSFIR MFLs with the adoption of two revised MFLs and one new MFL. These proposed MFLs define the limits at which further withdrawals would be significantly harmful to the water resources or ecology of the area. This is measured at MFL compliance points as described in the Proposed Rule. Of note, these proposed MFLs as outlined in subsection 62-42.300(1), F.A.C., are not subject to legislative ratification under section 120.541(3), F.S. See section 373.042(8), F.S. The costs associated with the implementation of these MFLs are set forth in the subsequent subsections and are the subject of this SERC analysis. 
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(2), F.A.C., outlines the applicability of the Implementation Strategy. Specifically, the subsection explains that the Implementation Strategy will be implemented by the WMDs in the entirety of the North Florida Regional Water Supply Partnership (NFRWSP) planning area, which includes Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, Duval, Flagler, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns, Suwannee, and Union Counties. Establishing the area within which the Proposed Rules apply has no independent regulatory cost. The regulatory costs associated with the Implementation Strategy stem from the additional regulatory measures located in proposed subsections 62-42.300(4) through 62-42.300(7), F.A.C.
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(3), F.A.C., addresses allocations of water in the context of current Authorized Uses (which shall be considered consistent and shall not be subject to revocation so long as permittees comply with permit conditions and this rule) and allows for stepped allocations. This subsection does not result in an independent increase in regulatory costs separate from the other regulatory measures found within subsections 62-42.300(4) through 62-42.300(7), F.A.C. 
Proposed subsections 62-42.300(4) through 62-42.300(7), F.A.C., include the remainder of the proposed regulatory measures of the Implementation Strategy. Broadly, the regulatory costs requiring legislative ratification stem from these measures. The subsections that represent a change from existing rules, or have the potential to incur an increased regulatory cost, are summarized below and discussed further in the rest of this SERC analysis:
· 62-42.300(4): Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements — see SERC subsection 1.2.1
· 62-42.300(5): Monitoring and Reporting Requirements — see SERC subsection 1.2.2
· 62-42.300(6): Water Conservation Requirements — see SERC subsection 1.2.3
· 62-42.300(7): Offset Requirements — see SERC subsection 1.2.4
Where a regulatory provision updates or amends the existing regulatory components of the 2015 LSFIR MFL, the reduction in costs associated with the repeal of the 2015 LSFIR MFLs will be identified.
Finally, proposed subsection 62-42.300(8) delegates to the districts the authority to accept and grant, where conditions have been met, applications for extension pursuant to section 373.805(5), F.S. This administrative matter has no regulatory cost or measurable increase in workload for the districts.
[bookmark: _Toc207204357][bookmark: _Toc211595004]Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(4), F.A.C., relates to the use of water for residential irrigation. 
Currently under District rules, private residential irrigation water use is authorized by a general permit by rule. Uses authorized under these general permits by rule generally must abide by days of the week restrictions and other watering restrictions. See Rules 40B-2.041(9)(d) and 40C-2.042(2)(a), F.A.C.
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(4), F.A.C., supersedes the Districts’ rules for certain users whereby if a residential home is supplied potable water from a public supplier (i.e., a utility), no general permit by rule will be authorized within the NFRWSP for residential irrigation water use from a new Floridan aquifer private residential well proposed to be constructed after the effective date of this rule. The use of water may be authorized through a No-Fee Noticed General Permit, which has a duration of 10 years and requires certification that the applicant has an irrigation system that includes leak detection and water conservation devices. 
The number of individuals this requirement impacts and the estimated cost of this requirement are discussed in subsections 2.1.1 and 2.2.1, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc207204358][bookmark: _Toc211595005]Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(5), F.A.C., provides supplemental requirements for monitoring and reporting activities where they are not already in place in the District’s rule 40B-2.301, F.A.C. As a part of the monitoring and reporting, permittees or applicants must prove and maintain certain levels of accuracy, based on the method of measuring (i.e., flow meters must maintain at least 95% accuracy, and alternative methods must be verifiable and at least 90% accurate). This includes requirements to report the actual water use data, as well as confirm the accuracy of the method. Timelines to meet these measures are included based on when the permit was issued, to ensure all existing and new permittees will eventually comply with this requirement.
Monitoring and reporting requirements are currently in effect in both SJRWMD and SRWMD. In the SJRWMD, there is no increased regulatory requirement for monitoring and reporting in the Proposed Rules when compared to the rules currently in effect in the SJRWMD. In the SRWMD, the Proposed Rules supplement existing SRWMD rules, resulting in additional regulatory requirements for monitoring and reporting water use in the SRWMD:
· Monitoring — Currently, SRWMD rules require monthly monitoring of wells eight inches or greater, and surface water pumps with a cumulative intake diameter of six inches or greater, regardless of total permit allocation. The Proposed Rule requires monitoring of all permitted wells and pumps authorized by an individual CUP, which in effect means that in SRWMD all wells under eight inches and surface water pumps with an intake under six inches that are regulated under an individual CUP will need to be monitored. The timeline and type of monitoring required is handled differently based on permit allocation and when the authorized use began. 
· For New individual permits authorized after the Proposed Rule becomes effective: 
· Permits with allocations greater than 100,000 gpd must install in-line totalizing flow meters on all withdrawal points before use begins unless it is not economically or technically feasible and an adequate alternative to flow meters is used. This SERC takes the conservative approach of assuming that a flow meter will be installed on each new well (which would be more costly than an alternative to a flow meter). 
· Permits with allocations less than or equal to 100,000 gpd must install in-line totalizing flow meters or alternatives to flow meters on all withdrawal points before use begins.
· For Existing individual permits authorized prior to the Proposed Rule becoming effective: 
· Permittees will have five years after their next renewal or modification that does not include an increase in allocation or addition of withdrawal points, to install in-line totalizing flow meters or alternatives to flow meters on all existing withdrawal points, regardless of allocation. The allowance for alternative methods, even for allocations greater than 100,000 gpd, recognizes the cost burden to install in-line flow meters on existing wells and pumps.
· Modifications of existing individual permits where the permit was authorized prior to the Proposed Rule becoming effective: 
· For applications for modification or renewal that include adding new withdrawal points for permits where the allocation is greater than 100,000 gpd, in-line totalizing flow meters must be installed on all new withdrawal points before use begins (unless infeasible per the rule; for the purposes of this SERC, the Department calculated the cost presuming in-line totaling flow meters will be installed.) 
· For applications for modification or renewal seeking only an increase in allocation from an existing withdrawal point authorized prior to the Proposed Rule becoming effective, regardless of allocation, in-line totalizing flow meters must be installed or alternatives for measuring flow be implemeted within one year after issuance of the permit that authorized the increase in allocation.
· For applications for modification or renewal that include adding new withdrawal points for permits where the allocation is less than or equal to 100,000 gpd, in-line totalizing flow meters must be installed or alternatives for measuring flow must be implemeted on all new withdrawal points before use begins.
· Reporting —Currently, SRWMD requires monthly water use reporting to be submitted every six months, but only for withdrawal points currently requiring monitoring (i.e., wells eight inches or greater, surface water pumps with intakes six inches or greater), and the SRWMD rules do not incorporate standardized forms for reporting. The Proposed Rule prescribes the format for reporting. Specifically, the Proposed Rule requires monthly recording and biannual reporting of all permitted wells for permittees with total allocations 100,000 gpd or greater (via submission of the Water Use/Pumpage Report Form (EN-50)) and monthly monitoring of all permitted withdrawal points and annual reporting (requiring an Annual Statement of Continuing Use) for permittees with total allocations less than or equal to 100,000 gpd. Additionally, flow meters and alternative methods must be validated for accuracy every 10 years using the Flow Meter Accuracy Report Form (EN-51) (Form Number 62-42.300(5)(c)) or the Alternative Method Flow Verification Report Form (Form Number 62-42.300(5)(d)), respectively, as incorporated into the Proposed Rule. In SRWMD, this verification is a current requirement only for the withdrawal points currently requiring monitoring (i.e., wells 8 inches or greater, surface water pumps with intakes six inches or greater), and the SRWMD rules do not incorporate standardized forms for reporting.
The number of individuals these requirements impact and the estimated cost of these requirements are discussed in subsections 2.1.2 and 2.2.2, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc207204359][bookmark: _Toc211595006]Water Conservation Requirements
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(6), F.A.C., requires specific water conservation measures as permit conditions for individual permits. The new requirements of the proposed regulatory measures, by use types, are detailed below.
1.1.1.1 Public Water Supply
All public supply permittees are required to implement either a standard or goal-based water conservation plan, evaluate those plans, and provide the evaluations in the form of a report. Water conservation plans are already required for permittees, but proposed regulatory requirements include new components or minimum requirements that must be included. The standard plan includes these components:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk200699947]A water conservation public education program — The Proposed Rule utilizes existing rules to identify 10 sub-elements for a water conservation education program. While substantively similar, there are clarifications and amendments to the existing elements, such as referencing what information must be included on the permittee’s website and moving landscape irrigation audits from the existing rules’ outdoor conservation section into the public education section. These amendments are not expected to create an additional regulatory burden. Additionally, existing rules require that the permittee consider each of the 10 sub-elements and include one or more in their plan based on economic, environment, and technical feasibility. The Proposed Rule requires that public supply individual permittees include all sub-elements, tailored to best suit the individual circumstances of the utility, to the maximum extent possible. For any sub-element identified as not feasible, the Proposed Rule requires the applicant to provide a reason why. 
2. An outdoor water use reduction program — The Proposed Rule builds off the existing rule requirements relating to outdoor water use reduction. Many elements are substantively similar to existing rules, with clarifications and amendments to existing language, such as requiring a copy of local ordinances implemented to be submitted along with an explanation of how the ordinance will be implemented. The Proposed Rule requires that permittees or applicants implement each sub-element; existing rules require consideration of each of the sub-elements and implementation of the overall element to the extent economically, environmentally, and technically feasible. Finally, for permittees or applicants with authorized or requested allocations greater than 1 mgd, the outdoor water reduction program adds a new requirement that the permittee implement a landscape irrigation audit/evaluation program for the highest quartile of water use customers among businesses and residents for targeted education and program implementation. This new highest quartile audit/evaluation requirement creates a new regulatory cost for utilities that have an allocation greater than 1 mgd.
3. A rate structure promoting conservation — There are no changes in requirements; however, the Proposed Rule conforms this language in the SRWMD to how it is currently expressed in the SJRWMD rule, including the details of how the districts will assist the permittee or applicant. These amendments in the SRWMD are not expected to create an additional regulatory burden.
4. A water loss reduction program — The Proposed Rule requires a water loss reduction program and states that if system water losses exceed 10 percent as determined using an approved industry-standard method for calculating real water loss, the applicant shall provide a water system audit. SRWMD has the same requirement in their existing rules. SJRWMD has a more stringent requirement for the completion of a water audit in their existing rules, so this does not result in an increase in regulation for permittees in SJRWMD. Therefore, this provision provides no change in regulatory impact.
5. An indoor water use conservation program — The Proposed Rule is largely consistent with existing rules of the districts. The Proposed Rule adds a requirement for applicants/permittees to consider the adoption of an ordinance or condition of service requiring the use of Florida Water Star Gold, EPA Water Sense, or other generally accepted water conservation programs, guidelines, or criteria that are designed to reduce indoor water consumption.
The Proposed Rule additionally updates the requirements of the Goal-Based Water Conservation Plan under the existing rules of the SJRWMD and SRWMD. Updates include requirements that the plan include all the elements of the standard plan as well as a timeline for implementation, funding needs, and goals. Currently, there are no goal-based water conservation plans in the Partnership Area. Therefore, for the purposes of this SERC, it is assumed there will be no Goal-Based Water Conservation Plans in the Partnership Area in the next five years.
The Proposed Rules also include four new requirements for Public Supply Water Conservation Plans: 
First, the Proposed Rule requires a goal for reducing residential per capita water use to be included in the Water Conservation Plan. This is a new requirement in the NFRWSP. The specific requirement in section 1.3 of the Water Conservation Requirements proposed in 62-42.300(6), F.A.C., reads in pertinent part as follows:
The permittee or applicant shall demonstrate achievement of or progress toward a residential per capita daily water use rate of the lower of either (1) 75 gallons per capita day (gpcd) or (2) the permittee’s 5-year average residential per capita calculated from the five years prior to [the effective date of this rule]. As necessary, the plan shall include interim per capita reduction targets (e.g., every five years during the term of the permit) to reduce per capita as expeditiously as practicable. If the permittee has not achieved the goal or approved reduction targets, the permittee shall submit documentation explaining the reasons it has not met the per capita goal or reduction targets through Form 62-42.300(6)(c), Public Supply Five-Year Water Conservation Report, in accordance with section 1.4. below [section 1.4 of Water Conservation Requirements: Implementation Strategy for LSFIR MFLs, incorporated by reference in rule 62-42.300(6), F.A.C.], or, for those who do not submit that report, upon renewal, modification, or 10-year compliance review.
Second, public supply permittees with an allocation of 100,000 gallons per day (gpd) or greater must verify ongoing implementation of their water conservation plan on an annual basis and submit a Public Supply Annual Report (PSAR). 
Third, public supply permittees with an allocation of 100,000 gallons per day (gpd) or greater must also submit a Public Supply Five-Year Water Conservation Report with the submittal of their updated Water Conservation Plan and by October 1st every five years thereafter. 
Finally, public supply permittees with an allocation greater than 1 mgd must include in the aforementioned Public Supply Five-Year Water Conservation Report an analysis of the pre- and post-water use data to demonstrate the water savings associated with the implementation of the water conservation measures. 
The number of individuals these requirements impact and the estimated cost of these requirements are discussed in subsections 2.1.3 and 2.2.3, respectively. 
1.1.1.2 Agricultural
All agricultural permittees are currently required to submit and implement a district-approved water conservation plan under existing rules, including requirements for implementation of water conservation practices, analysis of current practices, and schedules. Consistent with existing rules, the Proposed Rule requires agricultural permittees to implement the best available water conservation measures for all irrigation systems installed and take reasonable actions to maintain that efficiency throughout the term of the permit. 
[bookmark: _Hlk200707880]The specific requirements in these proposed regulatory measures depend on the size of the permit, based on allocation, and include:
1. Irrigation System Maintenance and Evaluation — This part of the Proposed Rule establishes new requirements for permittees with an allocation of 100,000 gpd or greater to maintain specific minimum distribution uniformity (DU) requirements and submit a Mobile Irrigation Lab (MIL) evaluation or its equivalent, where such evaluations have been made available, to verify the DU is met. These evaluations are required to be submitted upon application for renewal, modification to increase allocation or permit duration, or 10-year compliance review and must be completed within five years of the applicable date. Additionally, it states that the evaluations must be submitted using the Agricultural Water Conservation Report, Form 62-42.300(6)(c), incorporated by reference in rule 62-42.300(6)(c), F.A.C. 
Mobile Irrigation Labs are currently required by the 2015 LSFIR MFL rules, which state that “The permittee agrees to participate in a Mobile Irrigation Lab (MIL) program and allow access to the Project Site for the purpose of conducting a MIL evaluation at least once every five years.” Therefore, that component of this Proposed Rule does not establish a new regulatory cost. Additionally, the new rule allows more flexibility compared to the existing requirements because it recognizes the ability to use alternative methods for evaluation and requires the MIL evaluation or its equivalent only when such evaluations have been made available. 
2. Water Conservation Measures — As in the existing rules, this section requires permittees with an allocation exceeding 100,000 gpd to implement water-saving practices appropriate to field conditions. The Proposed Rule provides that this shall be done to the maximum extent environmentally, economically, and technically feasible by using the highest efficiency options or combination thereof from a list of options provided in the Proposed Rule. Permittees or applicants must submit supporting information demonstrating the effectiveness of any alternative measures. While permittees are already required to implement water conservation practices under the existing SJRWMD and SRWMD rules, this requirement includes a list of specific measures that can be considered and are relevant to the region, shown in Table 3 of the Water Conservation Requirements. The cost to implement this regulatory measure is not wholly new, but the Department intends for the Proposed Rule to support further conservation efforts.
3. Reporting — All agricultural applicants or permittees with an authorized or requested water use allocation greater than 100,000 gpd must verify ongoing implementation of their water conservation measures and submit an Agricultural Water Conservation Report upon application for a modification to increase allocation or duration, renewal, or 10-year compliance review. Existing rules require that upon renewal applicants provide to the district an analysis of current water use conservation practices. This requirement is a change compared to the SJRWMD and SRWMD rules in that it also requires such evaluation during certain modifications of a permit and at a 10-year compliance review, if applicable. It also standardizes the format for that reporting. 
4. Small Agricultural Uses — The Proposed Rule recognizes the importance of water conservation, even for smaller uses, and includes a requirement to implement water conservation measures for agricultural applicants or permittees with an authorized or requested water use allocation less than or equal to 100,000 gpd, excluding aquaculture. The existing rules of the SJRWMD and SRWMD currently require permittees to submit a water conservation plan that includes the implementation of water conservation measures. The change stemming from this rule is that it requires a specific list of conservation measures to be considered. There is no additional reporting requirement in the Proposed Rule for small agricultural uses above the requirements in the existing SJRWMD and SRWMD rules. 
Alternatively, by amendment of 373.0421, F.S., as adopted in Senate Bill 2502 (2025), “agricultural producers who implement best management practices adopted in s. 403.067(7)(c)2. shall be presumed to be in compliance with the recovery or prevention strategy.” This implementing bill provides for an alternative means of compliance for such producers in the Proposed Rule. 
The number of individuals these requirements impact and the estimated cost of these requirements are discussed in subsections 2.1.3 and 2.2.3, respectively. 
1.1.1.3 Other Use Types
For the purpose of these regulatory measures, Other Use Types include Commercial/Industrial/Institutional (CII), Landscape/Recreation (LR), and Mining/Dewatering (MD). The conservation measures that applicants or permittees must consider for these use types include implementation of water conservation practices in all processes and components of water use that are environmentally, technically, and economically feasible for the activity. While water conservation is already required as part of the permitting process under existing rules, the Proposed Rule provides additional specificity. Specific elements to be considered, if feasible, that are not expressly identified in existing rules include: 
· For LR, consideration of limiting daytime water use, implementing a leak detection and repair program, and the use of irrigation schedules and water conserving devices to improve water use efficiency.
· For CII/MD, consideration of water efficient irrigation on drought-tolerant landscaping.
While not explicitly included, existing rules require efficient use, including elements such as those identified in the Proposed Rule, and therefore no additional regulatory impact is expected.
In addition, CII, MD and LR applicants or permittees with an authorized or requested water use allocation greater than 100,000 gpd will be required to evaluate the effectiveness of their water conservation plan and to update their existing water conservation plan upon application for modification to increase allocation or permit duration, or renewal, or 10-year compliance review and provide a CII/MD/LR Water Conservation Report, Form 62-42.300(6)(d), incorporated by reference in rule 62-42.300(6)(d), F.A.C. This requirement is a change compared to the SJRWMD and SRWMD rules, which do not currently require the evaluation detailed in the proposed regulatory measure.
The number of individuals these requirements impact and the estimated cost of these requirements are discussed in subsections 2.1.3 and 2.2.3, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc207204360][bookmark: _Toc211595007]Offset Requirements
Proposed subsection 62-42.300(7), F.A.C., requires the offset of impacts as a permit condition for specific individual permit applicants.
This subsection establishes the concept of the “Demonstrated 2025 Demand” and defines it as the quantity of water needed to meet demands in 2025. This is a new concept in the Proposed Rule in order to determine the amount of offset that would be needed at the MFL Compliance Points for uses above the Demonstrated 2025 Demand; however, the method for calculating the Demonstrated 2025 Demand is not new. The Demonstrated 2025 Demand will be calculated using existing methods established in the SJRWMD and SRWMD Applicant’s Handbooks.
New Permits: Applicants for new permits whose requested withdrawals potentially impact an MFL Compliance Point will continue to be required to provide reasonable assurance of elimination or offset of the potential impact prior to the water withdrawal. This is not a new requirement, as existing paragraph 62-42.300(1)(d), F.A.C., currently requires the elimination or offset of impacts associated with new quantities. 
Renewals or Modification of Existing Permits: Applications for renewal or modification of existing permits that potentially impact an MFL Compliance Point are required to include reasonable assurance of elimination or offset of that portion of the requested allocation that exceeds the applicant’s Demonstrated 2025 Demand. The 2015 LSFIR MFL currently requires the elimination or offset of that portion of the requested allocation that exceeds the existing allocation. Therefore, the requirement to eliminate or offset impacts for renewals or modifications is not entirely new, but the benchmark for determining the amount of offset that would be needed is a change from existing rule. Specifically, offsets are currently required for uses above the permittee’s allocation in the 2015 LSFIR MFL rule and will now be required for uses above the permittee’s “Demonstrated 2025 Demand” in the Proposed Rule. 
Existing Permits: Existing permits that do not exceed their Demonstrated 2025 Demands will be considered consistent with the Implementation Strategy. Permitted uses with projected water demands greater than their Demonstrated 2025 Demand shall, within five years of the Proposed Rules effective date, identify a project that eliminates or offset that portion of their allocation that exceeds the applicant’s Demonstrated 2025 Demand as soon as practicable based on the time required for design, receipt of necessary authorizations, and construction of the project and in no case more than 20 years from [effective date]. For permittees whose demand is not calculated based on projected growth, such as agriculture, no offset is required and no action will be taken to reduce the permittee’s allocation, including drought, freeze or emergency backup quantities. For permittees whose demand is calculated based on projected population growth, such as public supply, the permittee must address any future impacts associated with that growth. 
The Proposed Rule additionally provides means by which permittees may participate in a Regional Project to offset their growth. This may include financial contribution, in-kind services, or assisting in cooperation and maintenance of the project. Further, the Proposed Rule outlines how available offsets will be made available to permittees where funding is from state or district funding sources, unless otherwise provided by law. That priority order includes all impacts associated with Demonstrated 2025 Demands, followed by projected exempt and general permits, then existing permittees’ growth where it is economically infeasible for the permittee to participate in the project, and then new permittees where it is economically infeasible for the permittee to participate in the project. Economically infeasible factors include whether the cost of participation is likely to have an adverse impact on business competitiveness, including the ability of persons doing business in the state to compete with persons doing business in other states or domestic markets; whether the permittee is located within a “rural community” in accordance with the Rural Economic Development Initiative (REDI) pursuant to section 288.0656, F.S. (2025); and whether participation in the project by a permittee would negatively impact water affordability (i.e., the cost of water as a percentage of household income) for water uses associated with basic health and cleanliness needs, including drinking water for consumption, food preparation, personal hygiene, sanitation and basic cleaning. 
Alternatively, entities required to provide an offset may elect to choose a local project to implement. These may include water resource or water supply development projects, retirements, or any other project or strategy that provides the necessary offset. 
Notably, in the 2015 LSFIR MFL, permit duration is limited to five years for uses that impact the MFL compliance points; this limitation is repealed in the Proposed Rules. The repeal of the existing permit duration limit will be a reduced regulatory cost, because permittees will no longer need to apply every five years to renew their permits that were issued under the 2015 LSFIR MFL rule.
By amendment of 373.0421, F.S., as adopted in Senate Bill 2502 (2025), “agricultural producers who implement best management practices adopted in s. 403.067(7)(c)2. shall be presumed to be in compliance with the recovery or prevention strategy.” This implementing bill provides for an alternative means of compliance for such producers in the Proposed Rule. 
The number of individuals this requirement impacts and the estimated cost of this requirement are discussed in subsections 2.1.3 and 2.2.4., respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc207204361][bookmark: _Toc211595008]Estimation of Transactional Costs
[bookmark: _Toc133311610][bookmark: _Toc134441441][bookmark: _Toc134450884]Section 2 of this report estimates the transactional costs associated with the Proposed Rule by analyzing the potential effects of the measures summarized above on individuals in the context of a SERC. The Department conducted the analysis using various datasets including the SRWMD and SJRWMD consumptive use permit databases, current groundwater modeling tools, and other sources as described below.
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[bookmark: _Toc211595010]Estimation of Affected Individuals
The Proposed Rule applies to all uses of water authorized under Part II, Chapter 373, F.S., with withdrawal points within the North Florida Regional Water Supply Partnership (NFRWSP) area (Figure A), which includes the entirety of Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Clay, Columbia, Duval, Flagler, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns, Suwannee, and Union counties. Therefore, the individuals likely to be impacted by the Proposed Rules are consumptive use permit permittees and applicants who: 
1. Are located within the NFRWSP planning area (the geographic extent of the rules);
2. Have an existing water use or are reasonably anticipated to propose a new water use in the next five years that will impact one or more compliance points for the Lower Santa Fe and Ichetucknee Rivers and Priority Springs MFLs based on the magnitude and location of their proposed withdrawal, as determined by current modeling tools.
For the purpose of this assessment, the number of individuals who may be affected by the regulatory measures is assumed to be the number of permittees or applicants, and the number of permits is treated as an analog for permittees and applicants. As an individual or entity may hold multiple permits, evaluating costs based on total permit counts is a conservative approach to estimate the total number of individuals, because it may create a high-end cost estimate by potentially overestimating unique individuals. 
The Department requested technical assistance from the SRWMD and SJRWMD to develop an estimate of the number of individuals likely to be economically impacted by the Proposed Rules. Consumptive use permit datasets are from the SRWMD and SJRWMD consumptive use permit databases. 
In determining the number of individuals likely to be affected by the Proposed Rule, the Department assessed: (1) the number of Landscape Irrigation applicants that may be affected by the proposed restrictions (subsection 2.1.1), (2) the number of CUPs within the SRWMD, including the number of existing permits, likely renewals within five years, and likely new CUP applicants within five years, that would be required to meet the monitoring and reporting requirements of the Proposed Rule (subsection 2.1.2), and (3) the number of CUPs within the NFRWSP, including the number of existing permits, likely renewals within five years, and likely new CUP applicants within five years, that would be required to meet the water conservation and offset requirements of the Proposed Rule (subsection 2.1.3.). 
[bookmark: _Toc207204364][bookmark: _Toc211595011]Number of Individuals Impacted by Private Residential Landscape Irrigation
This subsection details the estimated number of individuals that may be impacted by the proposed regulatory measure described in subsections 1.2.1 (Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements) above. Under this requirement, permittees and applicants for a No-Fee Noticed General Consumptive Use Permit may be required to purchase and install irrigation system controls that promote conservation. 
To develop this estimate, a dataset was created that included all well construction permits in the NFRWSP for Private Residential Irrigation Wells for the past five years where public supply water is available. Based on the permit database from both districts, the number of well construction permits that met these criteria is summarized in Table 1 below. 
[bookmark: _Toc211595030]Table 1. Private Residential Irrigation Well Construction Permits in the NFRWSP
	[bookmark: _Hlk201222587]District
	# Well Construction Permits for Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Wells Issued for past 5 years where public supply is available

	SRWMD
	63

	SJRWMD
	1,996



Based on an assumption that the previous five years are representative of expectations of the next five years after rule adoption, the proposed regulatory measure described in subsection 1.2.1 (Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements) could impact approximately 2,059 wells within the first five years of the rule becoming effective.

[bookmark: _Toc207204365][bookmark: _Toc211595012]Number of Individuals Impacted by Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
The Proposed Rule is substantively similar to the existing rules in SJRWWD, therefore there is no change or increase in regulatory requirements for permittees in SJRWMD. The number of individuals impacted by these requirements in SJRWMD is zero.
In the SRWMD, the number of individuals impacted is estimated based on the increase in the number of wells and pumps that must be monitored and reported upon by permittees under the Proposed Rule. 
To estimate the impact of this requirement, this SERC first presents the number of existing permits impacted and then provides an estimated number of withdrawal points impacted by the Proposed Rule. With these estimations, the Department also provides an estimation of the potential new withdrawal points impacted within the first five years that will be required to do additional monitoring. The estimated number of individuals impacted by monitoring requirements, as represented by permit counts and the number of existing and potential new withdrawal points impacted within the next five years, is summarized in Table 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc211595031]Table 2. Number of Existing and Estimated New Permits and Wells Affected by Monitoring Requirements
	Total Number of Permits by Allocation
	Permittees with Existing Monitoring Required
	Monitoring Required for Additional Wells
	Total Estimated Number of Additional Existing Wells to be Monitored1 

	Number of Permits <100,000 gpd

544

(521 existing, 23 estimated new2)
	Already required to monitor 8" or greater well

459
	Will not have to monitor additional wells.

322 permittees
(105 renewals w/in 5 years)
	N/A

	
	
	Will have to monitor additional wells.3

137 permittees
(70 renewals w/in 5 years)
	98–192 wells

	
	Not already required to monitor.

62
	Will have to monitor wells.3

62 permittees
(43 renewals w/in 5 years)
	60–87 wells

	
	Estimated new permittees in the next five years. See following column.
	Estimated new permits within five years that will be required to monitor all wells.

23 permittees
	32 wells

	Number of Permits >100,000 gpd

569

(543 existing, 26 estimated new2)
	Already required to monitor 8" or greater well

524
	Will not have to monitor additional wells.

272 permittees
(74 renewals w/in 5 years)
	N/A

	
	
	Will have to monitor additional wells.4

253 permittees
(54 renewals w/in 5 years)
	173–810 wells

	
	Not already required to monitor.

19
	Will have to monitor wells.4

19 permittees
(4 renewals w/in 5 years)
	13–61 wells

	
	Estimated new permittees in the next five years. See following column.
	Estimated new permits within five years that will be required to monitor all wells.4

26
	83 wells


1A multiplier was used based on the average number of wells per permit based on the permitted allocation above 100,000 gpd (3.2 wells per permit) and below 100,000 gpd (1.4 wells per permit) to present the best available estimate of the number of impacted wells. Number of wells estimated is rounded to the nearest whole number. This figure will include the already-monitored 8” well(s), as there is not sufficient data to calculate an average number of wells per operation while excluding the well(s). The range represents those estimated to be required within five years based on upcoming renewals at the low end and all permits at the high end. 
2 The number of estimated new permits is based on new permits issued within the previous whole five years (2020 through 2024) as an approximation for the number of new permits that could be impacted within the next five years (2026 through 2030).
3Required to install in-line totalizing flow meters or implement alternatives to flow meters.
4Required to install in-line totalizing flow meters.

In summary, for the monitoring and reporting requirements it is anticipated that 1,113 permits will be impacted by the Proposed Rule. These permits will have varying monitoring and reporting requirements, based on permit size and size of the withdrawal point, and whether they are new, renewals, or existing permits. Between 459 to 1,265 withdrawal points that are not currently monitored may now need to be monitored within the next five years due to the Proposed Rule. 

[bookmark: _Toc207204366][bookmark: _Toc211595013]Number of Individuals Required to Implement Water Conservation Requirements and Offset Requirements
This subsection details the estimated number of individuals that could be impacted by the proposed regulatory measures described in subsections 1.2.3 (Water Conservation Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(6), F.A.C.,) and 1.2.4 (Offset Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(7), F.A.C.).
Individuals that are subject to the Proposed Rules include individual CUP permittees and applicants in the planning region. Permits are classified by use types, and for this dataset those categories are: Public Supply, Agricultural, Commercial/Industrial/Institutional, Landscape/Recreation, and Mining/Dewatering, and Other (which is a small subset of use types that do not otherwise fit into one of the classifications above). As detailed in the regulatory requirements described in subsections 1.2.3 and 1.2.4 above, each permittee will have varying requirements based on use type and permit size; therefore all possible permittees were included in the analysis. Of note, there are no additional water conservation requirements for the Other use types in the Proposed Rule beyond the rules and regulations they are subject to under the current District rules, but they would still be required to implement the offset requirements of the Proposed Rule. To calculate the total of existing permittees and potential applicants that could be impacted by these proposed regulatory measures, the Department estimated the current existing permittees within the NFRWSP, which includes permittees that are required to renew their permit within the next five years, and the estimated number of new applicants within the next five years. These estimations are detailed in the following subsections.
2.1.1.1 Number of Existing Consumptive Use Permits
All existing permits will be required to come into compliance with the Proposed Rules within the first five years of the effective date, with specific timelines further detailed in the Implementation Strategy; therefore, the Department estimated the number of existing permits likely to be impacted by the proposed regulatory measures by analyzing the records of existing consumptive use permits in the NFRWSP planning area. The results of the existing permit analysis are listed by use category and permit size in Table 3 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595032]Table 3. Total Existing Permits in the NFRWSP
	Permit use Type
	Number of Permits
	Number of Permits ≤100,000 GPD
	Number of Permits >100,000 GPD
	Number of Permits >1 MGD

	Agricultural
	1,150
	474
	676
	47

	Commercial/Industrial/Institutional
	166
	125
	41
	10

	Landscape/Recreation
	241
	151
	90
	0

	Mining/Dewatering
	16
	6
	10
	5

	Public Supply
	101
	41
	60
	21

	Other
	6
	0
	6
	1

	Total
	1,680
	797
	883
	84



The proposed regulatory measures described in subsections 1.2.3 (Water Conservation Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(6), F.A.C.,) and 1.2.4 (Offset Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(7), F.A.C.) could impact approximately 1,680 individuals with existing permits within the first five years of the rule becoming effective.
2.1.1.2 Number of New Consumptive Use Permit Applicants
The Department estimated the number of future new consumptive use permits likely to be impacted by the regulatory measures of the Proposed Rule by analyzing the records of existing consumptive use permits in the NFRWSP planning area. The number of new permits issued within the previous whole five years (2020 through 2024) were used as an approximation for the number of new permits that could be impacted within the next five years (2026 through 2030). The results of the likely new permit analysis are listed by use category and permit size in Table 4 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595033]Table 4. Estimated New Permits (2026–2030, NFRWSP)
	Permit use Type
	Number of Permits
	Number of Permits >100,000 GPD
	Number of Permits ≤100,000 GPD
	Number of Permits >1 MGD

	Agricultural
	52
	26
	26
	0

	Commercial/Industrial/Institutional
	3
	3
	0
	0

	Landscape/Recreation
	3
	3
	0
	0

	Mining/Dewatering
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Public Supply
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	60
	33
	27
	1



The proposed regulatory measures described in subsections 1.2.3 (Water Conservation Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(6), F.A.C.,) and 1.2.4 (Offset Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(7), F.A.C.) could impact approximately 60 entities seeking a new permit within the first five years of the rule becoming effective.
[bookmark: _Toc207204367][bookmark: _Toc211595014]Total Estimate of Affected Individuals
The total number of entities that could be affected by the proposed regulatory requirements, includes the number of individuals impacted by the private residential landscape irrigation requirement (n=2,059, see subsection 2.1.1), the number of individuals impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements (n=1,113, see subsection 2.1.2), and those individuals that might be impacted by the water conservation (n=1,734, which does not include the six “Other” permits listed in Table 3, see subsections 2.1.3 – 2.1.3.2) and offset requirements (n=1,740, see subsection 2.1.3). The individuals impacted by the monitoring and reporting, offsets, and conservation requirements overlap, with the number impacted by the offset requirements representing the highest potential number. Therefore, the Proposed Rule has the potential to impact approximately 3,799 individuals within the first five years of the rule becoming effective.
[bookmark: _Toc207204368][bookmark: _Toc211595015]Economic Analysis of Regulatory Requirements
Having established the numbers and types of entities likely to be affected by the Proposed Rules, the Department subsequently assessed the potential economic effects of the proposed regulatory requirements. Costs for implementing the Proposed Rule can vary because the permittees can implement varying conservation measures to comply with the proposed requirements. The following subsections summarize the proposed regulatory measures and ranges of estimated costs. 
[bookmark: _Toc207204369][bookmark: _Toc211595016]Costs for Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements
This subsection details the estimated cost of the proposed regulatory measures described in subsection 1.2.1 (Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(4), F.A.C.). 
To develop this estimate, the districts provided information on the cost of installing water savings devices identified in the proposed regulatory measure as summarized in Table 5 below. 
[bookmark: _Toc211595034]Table 5. Costs for Required Irrigation Devices associated with New Private Residential Irrigation Wells
	Requirement
	Device
	Estimated Device Cost
	Estimated Installation Cost
	Installed Cost

	One leak detection device required1
	Variable Frequency Drive
	$3,000–10,000
	$1,000–3,000
	$4,000–$13,000

	
	Flow Meter Sensor
	$500
	$500–1,000
	$1,000–$1,500

	One water conservation device required1
	Weather-based Smart Controller (ET)
	$100–200
	$100–400
	$200–$600


1 The Proposed Rule requires at least one leak detection and one water conservation device. In addition to the devices listed in this table, the Proposed Rule allows for an “other” type of device, recognizing that technology will continue to advance and offer homeowners other options. For the purposes of this SERC, however, no estimate could be derived for “other” devices allowed under the rule. 
The Department assumes these devices are not currently installed, though they may be for some systems. A range of costs is used in the cost estimate and is based on the assumption that the homeowner will select the least costly option, which would be a combination of the Flow Meter Sensor ($1,000–1,500 for device and installation) and Weather-based Smart Controller (ET) ($200–$600 for device and installation), for a total cost of $1,200–2,100 per homeowner.
Additionally, there is no fee to submit the No-Fee Noticed General Permit and the form was designed to be able to be completed by a homeowner without a contractor. The Department estimates that a homeowner would need no more than one hour to read, complete, and submit the form. The cost for this requirement is based on the average hourly earnings estimated by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in the “Total private average hourly earnings and weekly hours and earnings by state” for Florida, rounded to the nearest dollar, which is $34 as of June 2025.

The number of individuals impacted from subsection 2.1.1 (n=2,059) was multiplied by the estimated cost of purchasing and installing the lowest cost option of the required devices plus one hour of labor to complete the No-Fee Noticed General Permit and submit it. The cost was based on an estimate of new permits that might occur within the first five years of rule adoption and are summarized in Table 6 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595035]Table 6. Estimated Costs for Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements
	Number Individuals Impacted over Five Years
(a)
	
Cost per Individual to Complete No-Fee Noticed General Permit Form
(b)
	Cost per System per Individual (equipment and installation)
(c)
	Total Cost to Install System (equipment and installation) over Five Years
(a) x (b+c)

	2,059
	$34
	$1,200–2,100
	
$2,540,806–$4,393,906



These costs are incurred by homeowners who have public supply available but choose to install a well for irrigation and ensure that water conservation measures are implemented. The cost savings from not paying for water from the public supplier are presumed to be offset by the well installation. 

[bookmark: _Toc207204370][bookmark: _Toc211595017]Costs for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
This subsection details the estimated cost of the proposed regulatory measures described in subsection 1.2.2 (Monitoring and Reporting Requirements, proposed subsection 62-42.300(5), F.A.C.). Estimated costs of installing monitoring devices and completing the reporting identified in the Proposed Rule are based on data from the current SRWMD cost-share program and professional expertise.
To develop the cost for the monitoring requirements, the cost to install in-line flow meters is estimated to be $5,000 per well, inclusive of the cost of equipment and installation. Based on SRWMD’s current cost-share program, these devices are covered at 75% district cost share (which is funded by state grants), leaving the total estimated cost per well at $1,250 for the producer. The cost to implement an alternative for measuring flow, such as reporting of electrical usage or the use of telemetry devices, ranges from $325 to $500 per well, depending on the well size. The cost for in-line flow meters is assumed for all withdrawal points for permits greater than 100,000 gpd, and the higher of the cost for alternative measures is assumed for all withdrawal points for permits less than or equal to 100,000 gpd. These are one-time costs and were multiplied by the “Total Estimated Number of Additional Existing Wells to be Monitored” from Table 2 in subsection 2.1.2 and are summarized in Table 7 below. 
Within Table 7, costs are further characterized based on whether the permits and withdrawals points are associated with Agricultural (Ag) use types, because SRWMD has an Agricultural Cost-Share program to assist Ag permittees with the cost of installing monitoring equipment. This cost is broken out in subtotals below based on SRWMD’s existing cost share program, which covers 75% of the total cost of installation of flow meters utilizing a state grant. Therefore, there will be a cost difference to permittees depending on type of permit (Ag or non-Ag). Costs for existing permits that are already required to do monitoring or that will not have to monitor additional wells are not included in this estimate. 

[bookmark: _Toc211595036]Table 7. 5-Year Costs in Installation of Monitoring
	Permit Size
	Existing or New
	Number of Permits1
	Number of Withdrawal Points2
	Cost per Withdrawal Point for Monitoring
	Total Cost for Monitoring

	≤ 100,000 gpd
	Existing
(includes renewals)
	113–199

(46–113 are Ag permits)
	158–279

(65–158 are Ag withdrawal points)
	$500
	$79,000–$139,500

($32,000–$79,000 for Ag)


	
	New
	23

(23 are Ag permits)
	32

(32 are Ag withdrawal points)
	$5,000
	$160,000

$160,000 for Ag)


	> 100,000 gpd
	Existing
(includes renewals)
	58–272

(47–251 are Ag permits)
	186–869

(150–802 are Ag withdrawal points)
	$500
	$93,000–$434,500

($75,000–$401,000 for Ag)


	
	New
	26

(25 are Ag permits)
	83

(80 are Ag withdrawal points)
	$5,000
	$415,000

($400,000 for Ag)


	Use Classes Other than Agriculture Subtotal
	$79,500– $109,000

	Agricultural Cost-Share, SRWMD Subtotal
	$500,625– $780,000

	Agricultural Cost-Share, Producer Subtotal
	$166,875–$260,000

	Total
	$747,000–$1,149,000


1 The number of existing permits is presented as a range where the lower number are those permits anticipated to come in for renewal in the next five years and the higher number includes all existing permits.
2The multiplier was identified as the average number of wells per permit based on the permitted allocation above 100,000 gpd (3.2 wells per permit) and below 100,000 gpd (1.4 wells per permit), representing the best available estimate of the number of impacted wells. Number of wells estimated is rounded to the nearest whole number. This figure will include the already-monitored 8” well(s), as there is not sufficient data to calculate an average number of wells per operation while excluding the well(s). Therefore, the total number of impacted wells is estimated to be less than that reported.
While the cost for individual permittees will vary based on the number of withdrawal points, to develop the total combined cost for the reporting requirements, the cost for permittees to complete and return the required forms was estimated for non-agricultural and agricultural permittees.  For non-agricultural permittees, the Department estimated labor costs based on an hourly rate of $34/hour of work, which represents the average hourly earnings estimated by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in the “Total private average hourly earnings and weekly hours and earnings by state” for Florida, rounded to the nearest dollar for this administrative task. The rate is multiplied by the hours necessary to complete each type of form, the frequency the form must be completed within the first five years of rule implementation, and the number of withdrawal points by permit size. It is estimated that completion of the form will take one hour for each submittal. Additionally, it is estimated that monitoring each withdrawal point will take one hour per month. Both Form 62-42.300(5)(c) and Form 62-42.300(5)(d), Flow Meter Accuracy Report Form and Alternative Method Flow Verification Report Form, respectively, will only occur once every 10 years after initial calibration or verification of the monitoring methods, so the costs to complete these forms will not be incurred within the first five years of the Proposed Rule becoming effective. The estimated cost for the Reporting and Monitoring Requirements for non-agricultural (non-Ag) permits within the first five years is summarized in Table 8a.  For agricultural permittees, monitoring data can be collected through remote irrigation management and reporting. Cost-share funding of 75% is available for the installation of this equipment and subscription costs. The costs for agricultural permittees are included in Table 8b.
[bookmark: _Toc211595037]Table 8a. Costs for Water Use Monitoring and Reporting Requirements for Permittees Other than Agriculture  
	Permit Size
	Form
	Number of Applic-able Non-Ag Permits1
(a)
	Labor hours per year per requirement
(b)
	Per Unit
(c)
	Total estimated average labor cost per permit (b x c x ($34/hr) (d)
	Total estimated average labor cost for all applicable permits over five years
(a x d x 5)

	≤ 100,000 gpd
	Form 62-42.300(5)(b). Annual Statement of Continuing Use (annual submittal)
	154–189
	1 hour for reporting per year per permit
	Per permit
	$34
	$26,180–$32,130

	
	
	
	12 hours monitoring per well per year
	Per withdrawal point (x 1.4 per permit)
	$571
	$439,824–$539,784

	> 100,000 gpd
	Form 62-42.300(5)(a). Water Use/Pumpage Report Form (EN-50) (biannual submittal)
	23–45

	2 hours for reporting per year per permit
	Per permit
	$68
	$7,820–$15,300

	
	
	
	12 hours monitoring per well per year
	Per withdrawal point (x 3.2 per permit)
	$1,306
	$150,144–$293,760

	Total
	$623,968–$880,974


1The number of applicable permits is presented as a range where the lower number are (1) projected new permits within the next five years and those permits anticipated to come in for renewal in the next five years, and (2) the higher number includes all existing permits and the projected new permits within the next five years.

[bookmark: _Toc211595038]Table 8b. Costs for Water Use Monitoring and Reporting Requirements for Agricultural Permittees Using Remote Irrigation Management
	Permit Size
	Form
	Number of Applicable Ag Permits1
	Number of Estimated Withdrawal Points1,2
(a)
	Total estimated average cost per system3 
(b)
	Total estimated cost for all applicable permits over five years
(a x b = c)
	Cost Share for Agricultural Permittees
(c x 25%)

	All
	Either
	274–879
	627–2,174
	$1,700 - $6,291
	$1,065,900 -$13,676,634
	$266,475–$3,419,159


1The number of applicable permits and withdrawal points are presented as a range where the lower number are (1) projected new permits within the next five years and those permits anticipated to come in for renewal in the next five years, and (2) the higher number includes all existing permits and the projected new permits within the next five years.
2The estimated number of withdrawal points was determined by multiplying the number of permits by the average number of wells per permit based on permitted allocation above 100,000 gpd (3.2 wells per permit) and below 100,000 gpd (1.4 wells per permit), representing the best available estimate of the number of impacted wells.
3Many agricultural producers currently have equipment installed and the estimated per unit cost represents, at the low end, only the subscription costs associated with the remote irrigation management system for five years. The higher estimate represents the subscription cost plus the equipment cost. Cost includes 5 years of subscription for the cellular subscription.

The total cost to permittees for this regulatory measure is $1,136,818–$4,669,133, which is the sum of equipment installation costs in Table 7 and the costs for monitoring and reporting in Tables 8a and 8b for permittees. The cost-share for SRWMD is included in Section 3.0. 
[bookmark: _Toc207204371][bookmark: _Toc211595018]Costs for Water Conservation Requirements
This subsection details the estimated cost of the proposed regulatory measures described in all subsections under 1.2.3 (Water Conservation Requirements). The permit dataset used in this SERC analysis includes six permits that are classified as “Other” use types that do not have specific water conservation requirements in the Proposed Rule. These six permits would still be subject to the rules and regulations of the Districts but are not included in the following cost analysis.
2.1.1.3 Conservation Reporting
This subsection details the estimated cost of the reporting requirements in the proposed regulatory measure described in subsections 1.2.3 (Water Conservation Requirements). 
Costs for reporting requirements for permittees and applicants are associated with the cost to complete a Public Supply Annual Report (PSAR, only for Public Supply), and the cost to complete the required conservation plan evaluation reports (Public Supply 5-Year Water Conservation Report, Agricultural Water Conservation Report, and CII/MD/LR Water Conservation Report). For larger Public Supply permits (> 1 mgd), permittees must also include pre- and post-conservation analyses in the conservation report. 
The cost to develop a PSAR was derived from the average of the one-time transactional costs to complete the Annual Per Capita Compliance Report included in Table 4-24 of the Central Florida Water Initiative SERC (CFWI; 2020). The PSAR within the CFWI cost was based on the cost to fill out Southwest Florida Water’s existing PSAR and has been adjusted for the NFRWSP area to achieve conservation goals in the region. A U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics inflation factor was used to convert $7,585 estimated from the 2020 data to today’s dollars (June 2025) to estimate a one-time cost of $9,396, which was then multiplied by five to calculate a cost estimate of $46,980 for the impact within the first five years of rule implementation. This work may be completed with existing staff resources for many utilities and result in no additional expenditure but would require staff time spent towards completion of this report. The total cost for the PSAR is the five-year transactional cost multiplied by the total number of existing and potentially new Public Supply permittees with allocations greater than 100,000 gpd (n=61) as summarized in Table 9 below.
The costs to develop the Annual Conservation Goal Implementation Plan (ACGIP) in the CFWI SERC was used as an analog for the costs of the Public Supply and CII, LR and MD water conservation evaluation reports required in the Proposed Rule (Public Supply 5-Year Water Conservation Report and CII/MD/LR Water Conservation Report, respectively). The CFWI SERC estimated the cost to develop the ACGIP as an average cost of staff and consultant time to derive a one-time cost of $10,000 per plan. A U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics inflation factor was then applied to calculate a one-time cost of $12,388 in today’s dollars (June 2025). The Agricultural Water Conservation Report is required for Agricultural permittees with an allocation greater than 100,000 gpd, and was designed so that it could be completed without the need for specialized information. As such, it is not expected that the form requires consultant services or substantial workload. Notwithstanding, the costs for the permittee’s time based on the time to read, complete, and submit the Agricultural Water Conservation Report are expected to be no more than two hours. Based on an estimated hourly rate for agricultural producers in north Florida of $60/hour, the total cost per permittee would be $120.
[bookmark: _Hlk188012290]For Public Supply permittees, the Public Supply 5-Year Water Conservation Report is due upon application and once every five years, so this would be one-time cost for all existing and potential new permits with an allocation greater than 100,000 gpd (n=61) within the first five years of the rule being implemented. For Agricultural, CII, LR and MD permittees, the required reports are due upon application for a modification to increase allocation or duration, renewal, or 10-year compliance review; without the ability to account for when applicants may request modifications or would be due for a compliance review, a conservative estimate of the number of individuals that would be required to submit a report is based on the number of existing permits that have an allocation greater than 100,000 gpd (Ag=676, CII=41, LR=90 and MD=10). The costs, represented by multiplying the cost of the reports by the individuals per use type, are intended to capture the transactional costs within the first five years of rule adoption and are summarized in Table 9 below.
For the cost estimate to perform pre- and post-conservation analyses for Public Supply permittees with allocations greater than 1 mgd, that cost of the data analytics platform H2OSAV was used as an example of an industry standard. Based on information provided from Public Supply permittees, the cost to use the H2OSAV is a two-year fee of $20,000. As this requirement is tied to the submission of the Public Supply 5-Year Water Conservation Report that is due upon application and once every five years, this cost would be incurred by existing and potentially new Public Supply permits with allocations greater than 1 mgd (n=22) and would be incurred once during the first five years following  rule adoption. 
The costs for the reporting requirements described in this subsection are intended to capture transactional costs listed in statute and above in Section 1, within the first five years of rule adoption and are summarized in Table 9 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595039]Table 9. Estimated Reporting Costs for Water Conservation Requirements
	Proposed Rule Requirement
	Permit use Type and Size
	Number of Individuals Impacted by Water Conservation Requirements
(a)
	Five-Year Cost to Complete any Reports (b)
	Total Cost to Complete in First 5 years
(a) x (b)

	PSAR
	Public Supply
> 100,000 gpd
	61
	$46,980
	$2,865,780

	Public Supply 5-Year Water Conservation Report
	Public Supply
> 100,000 gpd
	61
	$12,388
	$755,668

	Data Analytics Reporting
	Public Supply
> 1 mgd
	22
	$20,000
	$440,000

	Agricultural Water Conservation Report
	Agricultural,
> 100,000 gpd
	676
	$120
	$81,120

	CII/MD/LR Water Conservation Report
	CII, MD and LR
> 100,000 gpd
	141
	$12,388
	$1,746,708



Adding these costs together, the cost for the reporting requirements in the proposed regulatory measures described in subsections 1.2.3 (Water Conservation Requirements) is $5,889,276 within the first five years of the rule becoming effective.
2.1.1.4 Costs for Water Conservation Plan Elements
[bookmark: _Hlk200707943]Under existing rules, all individual permittees and applicants are required to submit a water conservation plan, so this conservation requirement does not result in an increase in regulatory costs for individuals. Where the highest quartile has to be evaluated as part of that plan, such implementation would be as captured in the costs above for identified in the five-year water conservation report, such as the use of H2OSAV. As such, while it does result in additional regulatory steps, the cost is already captured above. 
2.1.1.5 Costs for Implementing Water Conservation Measures
Additionally, the proposed regulatory measures also address the need for permittees and applicants to implement water conservation measures.
For Public Supply permittees and applicants, the proposed regulatory measures establish a residential per capita goal that must be achieved, or the permittee must demonstrate progress towards achieving. To achieve a per capita goal, permittees must choose to implement conservation programs across their service area; while the per capita goal is new, the requirement to implement conservation measures is not. Both existing rules and the Proposed Rule require water conservation to be implemented where feasible. However, though the Proposed Rule does not directly impose a requirement to implement more water conservation measures, the Proposed Rule does increase the accountability of each permittee’s currently existing water conservation program through the per capita goal for public supply and conservation reporting requirements for most all other water users. The intent of that additional accountability is to enhance the permittee’s ability to evaluate and implement feasible and effective water conservation measures. 
To identify the total potential additional water that may be saved through water conservation measures, the Department used the 2023 Regional Water Supply Plan for the NFRWSP area, which estimated that an additional 18.7 mgd of additional water conservation savings may be possible over 20 years for Public Supply if the high conservation potential is achieved, versus the implementation of the lower range water conservation. That equates to 4.68 mgd proportionately every five years. To estimate the cost per gallon, the Department evaluated the Implementation Strategy Project Appendix B: 2025 LSFIR Implementation Strategy Project Options (costs for PS/CII Conservation, not including water loss projects), which represents regional costs for water conservation activities. The total cost per gallon in that dataset is $1.43 per gallon. The total cost for 4.68 mgd is therefore $6,708,188 as the potential estimated regulatory cost over the next five years. 
For Agricultural permittees and applicants, the Proposed Rule requires permittees to maintain specific minimum distribution uniformity (DU) requirements and submit a Mobile Irrigation Lab (MIL) evaluation or its equivalent, where such evaluations have been made available. The cost to maintain and evaluate DU is estimated to be $250 per permittee. As these evaluations are required within five years of the application and are to be submitted upon application for renewal, modification to increase allocation or permit duration, or 10-year compliance review, the Department has estimated the cost to be incurred by applicable Agricultural permittees at least once within the first five years of the rule implementation; applicable permittees could be existing permits (which includes those who would be due for a renewal, 10-year compliance review, or could come in for a modification) and potential new permits with an allocation greater than 100,000 gpd (n=702). The total cost to implement the DU requirements within the first five years of rule implementation is estimated to be $175,500. For a number of years, agricultural cost-share funding for water conservative savings measures has been a priority for the SRWMD and SJRWMD. As identified in the 2023 Regional Water Supply Plan for the NFRWSP area, between 2017 and 2023, 1,188 projects for water conservation were completed with an estimated benefit of 25.2 mgd for a total cost of $25.9 million. Due to the successful implementation of the cost-share program under existing rules, the non-regulatory Implementation Strategy identifies an additional $14 million in cost-share funding anticipated to be available in the SRWMD area. These costs are associated with existing rules and cost-share incentive programs and, as a result, are not included in the estimated cost for the proposed rule. 
For the other use types (Mining/Dewatering and Landscape/Recreation), the Proposed Rule is consistent with existing rule requirements to implement water conservation measures to the extent that is environmentally, technically and economically feasible. Implementation of the water conservation measures does not incur a new cost as all permittees and applicants are currently required to implement water conservation measures and submit a water conservation plan, the evaluation of which is included in subsection 2.2.3.2 above. 
In summary, the cost to all permittees includes a high level of uncertainty and is permit specific, as the number and type of projects necessary to be implemented to achieve individual water conservation goals will be determined by the permittee and generally represents existing requirements. However, with additional accountability added into the rule, conservatively the Department estimates the cost for implementing water conservation measures is up to $6,883,688.
2.1.1.6 Total Costs for Implementing Water Conservation Requirements
Combining the costs from the preceding sections, the total estimated cost of the proposed regulatory measures for the water conservation requirements of the Proposed Rule is $12,772,964.
[bookmark: _Toc207204372][bookmark: _Toc211595019]Costs for Offset Requirements
In order to meet the requirements detailed in subsection 1.2.4 “to provide reasonable assurance of elimination or offset of the potential impact” for water use beyond the Demonstrated 2025 Demand, applicants and permittees must implement offsets. This assessment does not attempt to make assumptions about the selection of projects for each individual impacted by the Proposed Rule. The 2025 Implementation Strategy identifies the project components necessary to effectively address the immediate recovery needs of the LSFIR based on a regional approach. As part of the development of this Strategy and following completion of the 2023 NFRWSP, it was determined that there was a need to evaluate the feasibility of regional projects to address all or a significant portion of the flow deficits in the LSFIR MFLs. Therefore, in 2024, a jointly funded cooperative study, with participation by SJRWMD, SRWMD, DEP, JEA, Clay County Utility Authority (CCUA), Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU), and St Johns County Utilities Department (SJCUD), was conducted to identify potential large-scale projects that could work in concert with conservation efforts and other locally implemented projects to meet the LSFIR MFLs. Each participant shared equally in the cost of the study. The evaluation considered more than 800 alternatives of varying water sources and recharge methods. Water First North Florida was identified as a project of sufficient scale to mitigate the impacts to the LSFIR MFLs.
Water First North Florida is a 40 mgd project that is currently in the planning phase. Reclaimed water from the JEA Buckman and Southwest Water Reclamation Facilities (WRFs) will be passed through a wetland treatment system to further reduce nutrients before being pumped to strategically located aquifer recharge site(s) in the region. A treatment wetland and recharge facility siting investigation are underway. Water First North Florida will provide regional recharge to the Floridan aquifer. In addition to these regional benefits, when fully implemented, this project has the potential to increase flows at Lower Santa Fe River at Hwy 441 near High Springs and the Ichetucknee River at Hwy 27 near Hildreth by up to 17 cfs and 14 cfs, respectively. The estimated construction cost for the project is $1.1 billion, not including all potential land acquisition needs, easements, permitting or operation/maintenance costs. The project will provide sufficient benefits to the LSFIR MFLs to offset the impacts from current and projected 2045 water use. The total timeline for completion of the project is estimated to be 13 years. In the first five years following rule adoption, $142 million is the estimated expenditure for the project, which includes preconstruction activities, such as permitting and design and land acquisition, and some initial construction activities. The Department is including the estimated total project cost in this SERC for transparency even though such costs will extend beyond the first five years following rule adoption.
While other projects may additionally be implemented at the election of individual permittees, the Department includes the Water First North Florida project cost as the sole offset cost as the project is anticipated to address the impacts associated with all water uses. However, additional details for other project options can be found in Implementation Strategy Project Appendix A: LSFIR Regional Project Options.
Of note, three additional priority projects are identified in the non-regulatory component of the Implementation Strategy. These include the Black Creek Water Resource Development Project and two water conservation projects. The Black Creek project will be completed in 2025 and was constructed to benefit Lakes Brooklyn and Geneva MFLs. Ancillary benefits are anticipated for the LSFIR. No cost is associated with this project in the SERC since the project is complete and since the LSFIR is not the primary target of this MFL project. Regulatory requirements for water conservation projects are captured in other sections of this SERC. 
[bookmark: _Toc207204373][bookmark: _Toc211595020]Estimation of Regulatory Cost to Agencies
This section analyzes the potential effects of the draft rules and recovery strategy on the Department, SRWMD, and SJRWMD as well as the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS). The Proposed Rule will require the Districts to incorporate the proposed regulatory requirements into all water use permits issued in the NFRWSP area. 
SJRWMD intends to implement the regulatory requirements under the Proposed Rule within their current workloads with existing staff. Pursuant to subsection 373.805(4)(d), F.S., water management districts will provide financial assistance for the implementation of projects and measures identified in this Strategy. The amount of financial assistance to be made available by the water management districts for each designated project listed may not be less than 25% of the total project cost unless a specific funding source or sources are identified which will provide more than 75% of the total project cost. (Note that the SRWMD is not required to meet the 25% requirement to provide financial assistance).
SJRWMD intends to meet the aforementioned statutory requirement through its participation in the Black Creek Water Resource Development Project (already funded), the Water First North Florida project, and the Florida Water Star Silver Plus water conservation project. Regarding Water First North Florida, SJRWMD intends to participate by contributing to the planning, design, construction and/or operation and maintenance (O&M) of the project. In addition to direct cost-share, SJRWMD may meet the financial assistance requirement through land acquisition or in-kind services (e.g., project management, project administration, provision of O&M services). As required by statute, SJRWMD’s financial contribution to Water First North Florida will be limited to the share of impacts to the MFL Compliance Points resulting from water withdrawals in the SJRWMD region, estimated at $100–125 million. 
SRWMD has identified the potential need to expand their workforce by one full-time equivalent position for the first five years of the Proposed Rule’s implementation. One position will be needed in the District’s CUP program to support the implementation of the new rule, including engagement with permittees, performing monitoring and reporting tasks, tracking compliance with the MFL, providing additional technical assistance, and ensuring permits are updated to reflect new requirements. If needed, the cost for the salary and benefits for the position is estimated to be $135,000 per year or $675,000 over the five-year period. 
Additionally, existing cost-share programs at the SRWMD are anticipated to assist agricultural producers in implementing monitoring cost. The program currently provides for 75% cost share up to $300,000 per producer over five years. Based on the cost estimations in subsection 2.2.2, the estimated costs for SRWMD to implement this cost-share will be between $500,625–$780,000. SRWMD Cost-Share funding for these programs comes from state grant programs. Currently, this includes an already awarded Springs grant, as many of these efforts have been underway prior to the adoption of the Proposed Rule. Additionally, the Department identified technology that can assist producers in monitoring and reporting; this technology is eligible for SRWMD cost-share funding (provided by state grant) and is estimated to be between $799,425 and $10,257,476 Therefore, the total estimated indirect cost to SRWMD for the new position and two cost-share programs mentioned above is between $1,975,050-$11,712,476.  
[bookmark: _Toc207204374][bookmark: _Toc211595021]Estimation of Regulatory Cost to Small Businesses, Cities and Counties
This section describes the potential impacts of the Proposed Rule on small businesses, cities, and small counties. As required by section 120.541, F.S., the SERC shall include: 
An analysis of the impact on small businesses as defined by s. 288.703, and an analysis of the impact on small counties and small cities as defined in s. 120.52. The impact analysis for small businesses must include the basis for the agency’s decision not to implement alternatives that would reduce adverse impacts on small businesses.
According to section 288.703, F.S.: “Small business” means an independently owned and operated business concern that employs 200 or fewer permanent full-time employees and that, together with its affiliates, has a net worth of not more than $5 million or any firm based in this state which has a Small Business Administration 8(a) certification. As applicable to sole proprietorships, the $5 million net worth requirement shall include both personal and business investments.
According to section 120.52, F.S.: “Small city” means any municipality that has an unincarcerated population of 10,000 or less according to the most recent decennial census.
“Small county” means any county that has an unincarcerated population of 75,000 or less according to the most recent decennial census.
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[bookmark: _Toc207204377][bookmark: _Toc211595024]Impacts to Small Businesses
The Proposed Rule would only directly impact small businesses which are a water use permittee or applicant in the NFRWSP planning area. To determine the number of permittees that may be small businesses, the Department evaluated existing permits for all use types and excluded those belonging to government entities, public utilities, and institutions. As a conservative estimation, it is assumed that the remaining 1,531 permits would qualify as small businesses as defined in section 288.703, F.S. The impact will vary based on the permit type, but in general the regulatory impact will be driven by the costs to implement the monitoring and reporting requirements and the water conservation requirements. Actual costs for small businesses to implement the offset requirements of the Proposed Rule will be based on the individual decisions of each permittees and are not known on an individual basis at this time. This assessment does not attempt to make assumptions about the selection of projects for each individual impacted by the Proposed Rule; however, the cost is captured in the cost to implement the regional project as one option.
For the impacts to small businesses from the water conservation requirements, the 1,531 “small business permits” were further evaluated to determine if the allocations were greater than 100,00 gpd to assess whether they would incur regulatory costs based on the water conservation requirements in the Proposed Rule, leaving 800 permits. These small business costs are derived from the estimation of transactional costs for permittees described in Section 2, and include the estimated cost for the first years after the rule becomes effective. Costs to small businesses will vary based on the permit allocation and type and include the cost to implement specific elements required in their water conservation plans, as well as reporting on the effectiveness of their water conservation plans. The estimated regulatory cost for water conservation requirements by permit type was used to estimate a cost of $2,192,908 for small businesses and is summarized in Table 10 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595040]Table 10. Estimated Number of Small Business Permittees by Use Type and Regulatory Costs from Conservation Requirements
	Water Use Type
	Total Number of Permittees with a Regulatory Cost
(a)
	Water Conservation Reporting Cost per Permittee
(b)
	Total Regulatory Cost per Use Type
(a x b)

	Agricultural
	669
	$120
	$80,280

	Commercial/Industrial/Institutional
	30
	$12,388
	$371,640

	Landscape/Recreation
	81
	$12,388
	$1,003,428

	Mining/Dewatering
	10
	$12,388
	$123,880

	Public Supply1
	10
	$59,368
	$613,680


1The cost for Public Supply is the combined cost of the five-year cost for the PSAR ($46,980) and the one-time cost for the Public Supply Five-Year Water Conservation Report ($12,388). There is one small business Public Supply permit with an allocation greater than 1 mgd, which means it would also have an additional $20,000 reporting cost for implementing the data analytics requirements. This $20,000 is added to the total for Public Supply.

Additionally, small businesses will be impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements described in subsection 1.2.2. The costs identified in subsection 2.2.2 of this SERC identified the total estimated cost for all permittees impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements. For permittees only, the estimated total monitoring and reporting cost is (1) the cost to install monitoring excluding the cost to SRWMD to implement the cost-share program for monitoring ($246,375–$369,000), plus (2) the additional costs of monitoring and reporting for both Agricultural and Non-Ag permittees excluding the cost to SRWMD for cost-share programs ($890,443–$4,300,133), the total of which is estimated to be $1,136,818–$4,669,133. Applying the small business criteria from above (excluding permits belonging to government entities, public utilities, and institutions), it was determined that 95% of the 1,014 existing permittees impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements are estimated to be small businesses. Based on the estimated percentage of small businesses, the estimated costs to implement the monitoring and reporting requirements for small business is 95% of the total costs, or an estimated cost of $1,079,977–$4,435,676. This is based on the potential for agricultural producers to take advantage of SRWMD’s existing cost-share program, whose cost-share is identified in Section 3, above. 

Therefore, the total cost to small business within the first five years of implementation of the Proposed Rule is estimated to be between $3,272,885–$6,628,584. Other costs that could be incurred by these small businesses, such as participation in a water conservation project, are based on the needs and decisions of the permittees and are not known on an individual basis at this time.

[bookmark: _Toc207204378][bookmark: _Toc211595025]Impacts to Small Cities
To determine the number of permittees that may be small cities, the Department evaluated existing permits for all use types identified those belonging to cities. Then, based on the population estimates of the most recent decennial census (2020), the permits were further reduced to just those permits belonging to small cities. There are 30 Public Supply permits belonging to small cities and towns in the NFRWSP planning area. Additionally, there is one city with an Agricultural permit, and four permits for Landscape/Recreation water use. 
For the water conservation requirements, the 30 “small city permits” were further evaluated to determine if the allocations were greater than 100,00 gpd to assess whether they would incur regulatory costs based on the water conservation requirements in the Proposed Rule; 24 of the Public Supply permits and the single Agricultural permit was over 100,000 gpd and are included in the assessment of costs from the Proposed Rule. The water conservation requirement costs for small cities and towns are derived from the estimation of transactional costs for permittees described in subsection 2.2.3. Costs to the small cities will vary based on the permit allocation and type, and include the cost to implement the conservation requirements, including achieving per capita goals (for Public Supply permittees only), implementing specific elements required in their water conservation plans, and reporting on the effectiveness of their water conservation plans. The estimated regulatory cost for water conservation requirements by permit type was used to estimate the cost of $1,524,952 for small cities and is summarized in Table 11 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595041]Table 11. Estimated Number of Small City Permittees by Use Type and Regulatory Costs from Conservation Requirements
	Water Use Type
	Total Number of Permittees with a Regulatory Cost
(a)
	Water Conservation Reporting Cost per Permittee
(b)
	Total Regulatory Cost per Use Type
(a x b)

	Agricultural
	1
	$120
	$120

	Public Supply1
	24
	$59,368
	$1,524,832


1The cost for Public Supply is the combined cost of the five-year cost for the PSAR ($46,980) and the one-time cost for the Public Supply Five-Year Water Conservation Report ($12,388). There are five small city Public Supply permits with allocations greater than 1 mgd, which means they would also have an additional $20,000 reporting cost for implementing the data analytics requirements. This $100,000 is added to the total for Public Supply.

Additionally, small cities will be impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements described in subsection 1.2.2. The costs identified in subsection 2.2.2 of this SERC identified the total estimated cost for all permittees impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements. For permittees only, the estimated total monitoring and reporting cost is (1) the cost to install monitoring excluding the cost to SRWMD to implement the cost-share program for monitoring ($246,375–$369,000), plus (2) the additional costs of monitoring and reporting for both Agricultural and Non-Ag permittees excluding the cost to SRWMD for cost-share programs ($890,443–$4,300,133), the total of which is estimated to be $1,136,818–$4,669,133. Applying the small cities criteria from above (including only permits belonging to small cities and towns), it was determined that 1.8% of the 1,014 existing permittees impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements are estimated to be small cities. Based on the estimated percentage of small cities, the estimated costs to implement the monitoring and reporting requirements for small cities is 1.8% of the total costs, or an estimated cost of $20,463–$84,044. 
Therefore, the total cost to small cities within the first five years of implementation of the Proposed Rule is estimated to be between $1,545,415–$1,608,996. Other costs that could be incurred by these small cities, such as participation in a water conservation project, are based on the needs and decisions of the permittees and are not known on an individual basis at this time.
[bookmark: _Toc207204379][bookmark: _Toc211595026]Impacts to Small Counties
To determine the number of permittees that may be small counties, the Department evaluated existing permits for all permit use types identified as belonging to county governments. Then, based on the population estimates of the most recent decennial census (2020), the permits were further reduced to just those permits belonging to small counties. According to the population estimates of the most recent decennial census (2020), three small counties within the NFRWSP area are existing Public Supply permittees. Additionally, there are seven Commercial/Industrial/Institutional and seven Landscape/Recreation permits belonging to small counties. 
For the water conservation requirements, the 17 “small county permits” were further evaluated to determine if the allocations were greater than 100,00 gpd to assess whether they would incur regulatory costs based on the water conservation requirements in the Proposed Rule; only the three Public Supply permits were over 100,000 gpd and are included in the assessment of costs from the Proposed Rule. The three small county Public Supply permits would each incur a regulatory cost of $59,368, which is the sum of the costs to complete the PSAR once a year for the first five years of rule implementation ($46,980) and the cost to complete the Public Supply 5-Year Water Conservation Report once within the first five years ($12,388). None of the permits are greater than 1 mgd and therefore would not be required to conduct additional data analytics to evaluate the effectiveness of their water conservation measures. Therefore, the total cost to small counties for the water conservation requirements of the Proposed Rule is estimated to be $178,104. 
Additionally, small counties will be impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements described in subsection 1.2.2. The costs identified in subsection 2.2.2 of this SERC identified the total estimated cost for all permittees impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements. For permittees only, the estimated total monitoring and reporting cost is (1) the cost to install monitoring excluding the cost to SRWMD to implement the cost-share program for monitoring ($246,375–$369,000), plus (2) the additional costs of monitoring and reporting for both Agricultural and Non-Ag permittees excluding the cost to SRWMD for cost-share programs ($890,443–$4,300,133), the total of which is estimated to be $1,136,818–$4,669,133. Applying the small counties criteria from above (including only permits belonging to small counties), it was determined that 1.2% of the 1,014 existing permittees impacted by the monitoring and reporting requirements are estimated to be small counites. Based on the estimated percentage of small counties, the estimated costs to implement the monitoring and reporting requirements for small business is 1.2% of the total costs, or an estimated cost of $13,642–$56,030. 
Therefore, the total cost to small counties within the first five years of implementation of the Proposed Rule is estimated to be between $191,746–$234,134. Other costs that could be incurred by these small cities, such as participation in a water conservation project, are based on the needs and decisions of the permittees and are not known on an individual basis at this time. 
[bookmark: _Toc211595027]Consideration of Alternatives
Subparagraph 120.54(3)(b)2., F.S., requires each agency to consider the impact of the Proposed Rule on small businesses and on small counties and cities and to tier its rules to reduce disproportionate impacts on them to avoid regulating small businesses and small counties and cities that do not contribute significantly to the problems the rule is designed to address. Each agency shall consider each of the following five alternatives for reducing the impact of the Proposed Rule on small businesses and on small counties and cities.

1. Establishing less stringent compliance or reporting requirements in the rule.
2. Establishing less stringent schedules or deadlines in the rule for compliance or reporting requirements.
3. Consolidating or simplifying the rule’s compliance or reporting requirements.
4. Establishing performance standards or best management practices to replace design or operational standards in the rule.
5. Exempting small businesses, small counties, or small cities from any or all requirements of the rule.

The Department attempted uniformly throughout the rule to establish compliance requirements, schedules or deadlines, or consolidation or simplification of compliance and reporting for all permittees and applicants that represented the least burdensome compliance or reporting requirements possible. The Department determined that alternatives 1 through 3, above, were not suitable specifically for small businesses because those choices would not support the statutory directive in section 373.805, F.S., and subsection 373.0421(2), F.S., to develop an implementation strategy to achieve recovery of the minimum flows within 20 years of adoption. Similarly, the Department determined that alternative 5 was not suitable because exempting small businesses, small counties, and small cities from the rule would undermine the Department’s statutory obligation to prevent further harm to the water resources and would not support the Department’s statutory obligation to achieve recovery of the minimum flows within 20 years of adoption. The Proposed Rules and Implementation Strategy recognize that significant harm to the LSFIR is from both individual and cumulative permit-related groundwater withdrawals. Exempting small businesses and small local governments from the rule would create the negative public perception that small businesses and small local governments are not doing their part to protect water resources within the NFRWSP and are being treated more favorably than other users. Since approximately 91 percent of all permitted water users in the NFRWSP area were identified as small businesses, applying an exemption for small businesses would eliminate much of the environmental protection required by several Florida Statutes. Additionally, such an exemption could add to the transactional costs of CUP applicants who are not small businesses or small local governments, and the Department cannot require permittees to pay more than their pro-rata share of impacts. Where possible, the Department strived to reduce regulatory costs for small water users (not exceeding 100,000 gpd) by allowing consideration of economic feasibility for multiple requirements (including monitoring, reporting, and offsetting impacts). These economic feasibility considerations result in reduced costs for small users and should primarily benefit small businesses and small governments.

Concerning alternative 4, there are no design or operational standards contained within the rule. However, there are standardized formats provided for many of the reporting requirements included in the Proposed Rules, such as the standardization of the forms necessary to comply with the monitoring and reporting and conservation requirements. The inclusion of these standardized forms is designed to reduce the regulatory burden by providing consistency and reducing confusion for the small business (i.e., permittees) impacted by these Proposed Rules.
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In conclusion and based upon assessment of the Proposed Rule requirements, the individuals likely to be affected, and the potential strategies for compliance, the Proposed Rules may increase regulatory costs, including any transactional costs, in excess of $1 million in the aggregate within five years of rule implementation. A summary of the costs within the first five years of rule adoption are summarized in Table 12 below.
[bookmark: _Toc211595042]Table 12. Total Estimated Regulatory Costs
	Requirement
	Total Cost to Implement

	Private Residential Landscape Irrigation Requirements
	$2,540,806–$4,393,906

	Metering and Monitoring Requirements
	$1,136,818–$4,669,133

	Water Conservation Requirement
	$12,772,964

	Subtotal
	$16,450,588–$21,836,003

	Offset Requirements
	$142,000,000

	Total
	$158,450,588–$163,836,003
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