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MESSAGE FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Clean water, healthy estuaries and vibrant living resources are the foundation of Florida’s economy and 
way of life. We find ourselves at a historic crossroad for the Indian River Lagoon (IRL). The vitality of the 
IRL is threatened by aging and inadequate wastewater and stormwater infrastructure that has resulted in 
declining water quality, recurring harmful algal blooms, loss of seagrasses and changes at every level of the 
IRL food web. Whole ecosystem restoration will require science-driven decisions and a long-term financial 
commitment to restoration and stewardship.  It is important to recognize that the “cost of restoration” is a 
limited perspective to describe the financial investments needed to implement the Indian River Lagoon 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan – Looking Ahead to 2030 (CCMP). These CCMP actions 
and investments provide multiple benefits.  It is not just about cost. It is about value. Either we leverage the 
many economic opportunities to enhance our environmental and economic future today and over the next 
several decades, or risk losing it all to poor water quality, harmful algal blooms, and declining quality of life. 

This report goes beyond the requirements of an EPA CCMP concurrence document to include estimates of 
the costs and scope of needs based on actual projects provided by the IRLNEP’s stakeholders and partners, 
published economic assessments and best estimates based on comparable costs of goods and services.  It 
provides additional information in Part 2: Appendix - Sources of Funding to assist IRL stakeholders as they 
look for funding sources and opportunities.  To restore and sustain IRL health, investments must be scaled 
to meet urgent needs.  The IRLNEP will strive to align investments with the IRLNEP Mission: One Lagoon – 
One Community – One Voice.  These three mission statements are interdependent. They link human, 
environment and economic assets, needs and opportunities with each of the 32 IRL Vital Signs identified in 
the CCMP. 

One Lagoon investments focus on projects that deliver clean water, healthy natural habitats, and robust 
living resources.  The outcome is a healthy, functional ecosystem. 

One Community investments focus on both human and community infrastructure and quality of life. The 
outcome is a network of unique, connected, and diverse IRL communities that are prosperous, vibrant, safe, 
and resilient.  

One Voice investments bring people and communities together in a common vision and voice while 
retaining the individual assets and character of our 7 watershed counties and 38 incorporated cities. 

To attain our shared common vision for a healthy Lagoon we must recognize that no single “silver bullet” 
action will restore IRL health and sustain its environmental and economic assets.  No single revenue source 
or investment strategy will address all needs.   Long-term financial commitments that are scaled to match 
the scope of the problems are required to ensure the IRL is healthy, biologically diverse, productive, vital, 
and resilient.  Simple metrics can define success: clear water that is safe for swimming and recreational 
use; fish and shellfish that are safe to eat; an estuary dominated by healthy seagrasses; world-class 
recreational fishing; and sustainable and profitable commercial fisheries. 

The financial bottom line is that current levels of funding for IRL restoration and stewardship from federal, 
state, local and private-sector partners are insufficient to address the immediate and long-term needs of 
the lagoon and the recommended actions within the 32 vital signs identified in the IRL CCMP. The common 
practice of funding individual projects, with priorities that waiver from year to year, and with inadequate 
base funding that may be expanded occasionally with small incremental funding increases, is a recipe for 
failure.  
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A long-term programmatic approach with developed coordinated plans and projects, aligned with a well-
considered financial plan is the pathway to success. 

Increased investments to upgrade old and inadequate infrastructure must be coupled with smart-growth 
regulations that protect Florida’s water resources. With an estimated 1,000+ people moving to Florida 
daily, we cannot afford to make the same growth management mistakes we made decades ago and expect 
that the outcome will be different.  

Coastal communities that address these issues with solutions will thrive as we face the challenges of the 
future. Communities that fail to address clean water issues proactively today will be forced to address them 
as emergency responses at greatly increased costs in the future.  Successful restoration and stewardship of 
the IRL requires vision, bold leadership, and innovation.  Most importantly, it requires knowledge, 
awareness and respect for the fragile natural balance that is the foundation for estuary health and 
economic value. The future is uncertain. We have a historic opportunity to come together to protect, 
restore and provide responsible stewardship for the Indian River Lagoon. The time for action and 
investment is now.  

ONE LAGOON - ONE COMMUNITY – ONE VOICE 

Duane E. De Freese, Ph.D. 
IRL Council and IRLNEP Executive Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
A National Treasure at Risk: 
Poor water quality, recurring algae blooms and extensive loss of natural habitats threaten the biological 
diversity and economic value that was once a hallmark of the IRL.  Fisheries have declined in an estuary once 
considered a world-class destination for recreational sport fishing.  Commercial shellfish harvests have declined 
80% since 1990.  The extensive loss of seagrass coverage since 2011 and the manatee unusual mortality event 
that was driven in part by starvation in 2020-2021 provide poignant examples of how poor water quality and 
HABs can alter natural ecosystem functions. Seagrasses, fishes, and manatees are indicators of the broader 
health of the IRL. Many scientists believe that the IRL is at a tipping point. If we miss the opportunity to restore 
the IRL now, we may lose a $7.6 billion regional economy and the ability to attract and retain a high-tech, high-
wage workforce. The declining health of the IRL is felt most acutely by small businesses and important industry 
sectors like tourism, real estate, and marine industries Ultimately, IRL restoration is about ecosystem health, 
human health and our quality of life. Each year that we fail to act, we increase the risk that the IRL won’t recover, 
and our communities will suffer. 

The Solutions: 
Root causes for the decline of the IRL are largely infrastructure-based. Florida must reimagine and reinvest 
in its 21st century wastewater and stormwater infrastructure. As with most infrastructure investments, the 
longer we delay, the more it will cost. Land-based nutrients, other pollutants, sediments, and freshwater loads 
are conveyed to the lagoon from aging and inadequate stormwater, wastewater. and septic tank infrastructure. 
Excess nutrients and pollutants from all sources must be reduced or removed before they enter the IRL. Legacy 
loads of sediments (muck) and pollutants conveyed to the IRL over past decades must be addressed. Impacts 
from new urbanization that accompanies population growth provides compelling motivation to make forward-
thinking improvements in efficiency and resiliency. Cost-effectiveness of modernized infrastructure will pay off 
in the short-and long-run, with better resiliency to storms, climate change and sea level rise, as well as lower 
operating and maintenance costs. We can no longer rely on short-term incremental fixes. Bold actions and 
investments are required to break barriers for IRL restoration and recovery.  

The Funding Strategy: 
If implemented over a 20-year period, approximately $250 million will be required annually to achieve the 
required infrastructure and restorations improvement actions envisioned in the IRL CCMP – Looking 
Ahead to 2030.  Two levels of funding are addressed in this Finance Plan:  1. Funding for the IRLNEP to continue 
lagoon-wide program leadership and local cost-share funding for projects; and 2. Funding to implement IRL 
restoration and long-term stewardship. As part of CCMP development, the IRLNEP assembled a proposed 
project list. Over 1,000 projects were assembled from IRL stakeholders with a projected cost of approximately 
$5 billion dollars (2020 estimate). Although much progress has been made, current levels of funding for IRL 
restoration and stewardship continue to be insufficient to address immediate and long-term restoration and 
stewardship needs.  This level of funding is attainable through a visionary, comprehensive, and coordinated 
approach to funding among federal, state, local and private sector partners.  Investments in transformational 
new 21st Century technologies for wastewater and stormwater treatment could accelerate IRL restoration and 
recovery, greatly reduce long-term costs, and deliver high return on investment values for the lagoon and the 
region’s economy.  
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ABOUT THIS PLAN 
This “Strategy for Financing the IRL CCMP” report was developed by the IRL Council and IRLNEP in 2020-
2021 as a cornerstone financial advisory document to accompany and support the IRL CCMP. 
Recommendations and information are aligned with the IRLNEP Project Boundary Map (Figure 1).  

The report is an EPA required concurrence document to the CCMP (2019). The report provides general 
guidance to address two fundamental financial questions associated with estuary restoration and 
stewardship and four specific financial strategies identified by the EPA (2016) to establish long-term 
financial stability to implement the CCMP through diverse resources and partners: 

General Financial Guidance: 

1. How to secure and sustain sufficient funding to continue the work of the IRLNEP as authorized by
Section 320 of the Clean Water Act and envisioned by the IRL Council?

2. How to pay for IRL CCMP implementation, restoration and long-term stewardship”?

Specific financial strategies pursuant to EPA CCMP guidelines (2020): 

1. Priorities for funding.

2. Current funding and other support (such as staff assignments, in-kind partnering, etc.).

3. Short and long-term resource needs.

4. Proposed actions or strategies to maintain or garner new resources for CCMP implementation and
timeframes.

These economic questions are rarely answered with any specificity because of the complex nature of 
coastal ecosystem restoration, challenges to predict ecological response from interventions, and instability 
of funding for programs. An important and often neglected financial consideration is to look beyond 
restoration costs to include the economic benefits of a healthy estuary and the ecosystem services it 
provides. Ultimately, successful restoration and funding plans need to be flexible and adaptive to new 
information, changing conditions, unforeseen events, and emerging opportunities. Climate change and sea 
level rise impacts complicate these short- and long-term coastal decisions and investment strategies.   

This report is a “Call to Action for Vision, Long-Term Leadership and Catalytic Investment” 

This Plan was developed to highlight financial considerations and opportunities to restore and revive the 
Indian River Lagoon ecosystem and watershed.  Broadly defined, ecosystem restoration attempts to 
remove or reduce human-induced stressors and return some measure of structural and functional integrity 
to the ecosystem.  

The challenge for IRL restoration during the next decade and beyond is to restore water quality to support 
and sustain healthy living resources by reducing nutrients and pollutants from upland sources and 
removing legacy loads of muck and contaminants at hot-spot sites. The root causes for the decline in IRL 
health are largely related to aging and inadequate wastewater and stormwater infrastructure. 

The economic importance of estuaries to local communities, the state of Florida, and the nation cannot be 
overstated. In 2016, annual return on investment was estimated at $33 of value to every $1 invested 
(ECFRPC and TCRPC, 2016). Based on these returns, investments that recover Indian River Lagoon health 
will result in community-wide benefits that far exceed cost, in many cases by an order of magnitude. 
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Important disclosure:  
This report does not present a specific financial investment plan. Nor does it tell IRLNEP stakeholders and 
partners what actions they should invest in and how much they should invest. This report provides a suite 
of financial options, strategies, targeted opportunities, and case studies, that can be considered by partners 
and stakeholders engaged in IRL restoration and stewardship. The Appendix provides additional 
information that will be valuable to IRL stakeholders interested in federal, state, and local funding sources 
and opportunities. 

Investment decisions in IRL stewardship must be made individually and collectively by citizens, cities, 
counties, the State of Florida, and our federal partners in compliance with community values and priorities, 
state laws, provisions of the Clean Water Act, and financial capacity. These decisions will be driven by 
unified agreement that the current health status of the IRL is unacceptable (Figure 1).  

Frequently Asked Questions: 

• How much will it cost?
The full cost of IRL restoration and infrastructure improvements is estimated at $5 billion. The
sooner we make a commitment to this 20+ year investment, the less the total cost will be.

• Why is the cost so high?
Most IRL water quality problems are related to antiquated and inadequate stormwater and
wastewater infrastructure and outdated land-use practices. Investments in infrastructure
improvements and new infrastructure construction are expensive but provide numerous
community benefits beyond IRL health.

• What are the benefits?
Investing in both new infrastructure and existing infrastructure improvements reduces risks to
public health and tourism, supports growth, creates jobs, stimulates the economy, and provides
community value benefits that last for decades.

• What is at risk?
Clean water and healthy estuaries are cornerstones of our coastal economy and quality of life.
Failure to address these urgent water quality issues threatens an IRL-related economy estimated at
$7.6 billion annually, poses public health risks and compromises the future vitality of our
communities.

• Who pays?
Everyone pays. If you own a problem – fix your problem. Clean water is everybody’s business. To
find out how go to become Lagoon Friendly™, go to www.onelagoon.org.

• When will we see results?
Ecosystem responses to restoration efforts are difficult to predict.  We know one thing for certain.
If we do nothing, the health and vitality of the IRL and our communities will suffer.

• How long do we have to invest?
IRL restoration and stewardship are long-term community investments in our economy and quality
of life. Similar to workforce, economic and tourism development, lagoon restoration and
stewardship is a long-term investment commitment.

http://www.onelagoon.org/
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Figure 1: Water quality declines, harmful algal blooms (HABs) and loss of seagrasses threaten the health and 
economic vitality of the Indian River Lagoon. Photo composite. 
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All aspects of this financial plan are derived from and align closely with the 32 Vital Signs identified in the 
IRL CCMP that align with the IRLNEP Mission: One Lagoon – One Community – One Voice (IRLNEP, 2019) 
(Figure 2). 

Figure 2. IRL Vital Signs and One Lagoon – One Community – One Voice Mission 
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BENEFITS AND COSTS OF RESTORATION AND STEWARDSHIP 
Understanding the Economic Value of the Indian River Lagoon 
The economic value of the IRL was estimated to be $7.6 billion annually (ECFRPC and TCRPC, 2016).  This 
estimate aligned with an independent study by Brevard County Save Our Indian River Lagoon (SOIRL) 
Program (2016) that estimated the Brevard County portion of the IRL at $6 billion annually. Return on 
investment estimates based on these two studies showed that $1 of restoration funding generated a return-
on-investment value of between $20-$33.  

One of the great challenges and limitation of these types of value determinations is the methodology used 
to determine value and challenges to accurately quantify indirect and non-market values. One area where 
the USEPA and NEP can assist is to address the urgent need for standardized methodologies and 
approaches for the economic valuation of the nation’s 28 “estuaries of national significance.” This should 
include a comprehensive and uniform methodology for benefit-cost analysis and a framework for economic 
valuation of estuaries that includes both traditional and ecosystem services valuations. If each NEP had a 
standard economic evaluation methodology, economic value within each NEP and among the 28 NEPs in 
the national network could be quantified to determine aggregate value, comparison of values among 
estuaries and watersheds, and ability to track economic trends over time. A consistent framework for 
economic assessment would be a powerful economic tool to guide restoration and investment priorities 
and decisions. Understanding value and benefit-cost estimates is essential to well-informed decision 
making when billions of dollars of infrastructure investments are at stake.  

One area that is often overlooked and underestimated in economic valuation of ecosystems is the economic 
value of ecosystem services. Restoration of natural habitats represents an investment in natural coastal 
infrastructure that can provide significant environmental, economic, human safety, and quality of life 
benefits. Quantification of these ecosystem services values is an essential consideration for economists to 
accurately quantify full life-cycle cost-benefit relationships. Habitat-based economic assessments 
demonstrate significant environmental, economic, and human safety benefits including flood reduction and 
mitigation, shoreline maintenance, water quality and commercial/recreational values. Ecosystem services 
and economic value from natural habitats have been recognized for seagrasses in Chesapeake Bay (Su, et al. 
2020) and Tampa Bay (Yates, et al. 2016; Yates et al. 2019); Mangroves (Beck, et al. 2018; Narayan, et al. 
2018); and Living Shorelines (Donnelly, et al., 2018). The cost-benefit values for a properly sited and well-
designed living shoreline are significant. Thirty years ago, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimated a 
$1.75 benefit for every dollar spent (http://nrcsolutions.org/living-shorelines/). Advances in techniques 
that lower habitat restoration costs and improved costal resiliency provide benefits that will increase over 
time. 

In 2020, The Nature Conservancy, Paulson Institute and Cornell Atkinson Center for Sustainability 
published Financing Nature: Closing the Global Biodiversity Financial Gap. The report made a compelling 
case that natural systems and biological diversity are essentially a capital stock with economically valuable 
ecosystem services that support human well-being and economic prosperity. Overarching 
recommendations provided in the study are relevant to the IRL:   

1. Take immediate policy actions to protect natural capital and expand biodiversity conservation
funding.

2. Apply available funds strategically to implement innovative financing mechanisms to promote
catalytic public and private sector investments.

3. Strengthen the regulatory and financial “enabling conditions” to accelerate biodiversity
conservation.

http://nrcsolutions.org/living-shorelines/
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4. Implement private-sector actions to address sustainable supply chains, harmful subsidies, natural
infrastructure, biodiversity offsets, nature-based solutions, carbon markets, green investments, and
investment risk management to increase private-sector investment opportunities and minimize
financial risks.

5. Improve tracking and reporting on biodiversity finance. Enhance global finance data collection and
sharing with public funding.

6. Agree to develop and implement finance plans that mobilize resources at all levels (local, national,
and global) and from all sources (public, private, and philanthropic).

In 2021, Rouleau, et al., highlighted the economic value of America’s estuaries by updating and expanding 
understanding of the contribution of estuary regions to the economies of the United States and the 
economic values of estuarine wetlands by examining the economic value of flood protection (natural 
infrastructure function) and storage of carbon dioxide that would contribute to climate change if released 
into the atmosphere (coastal blue carbon function). The analysis reconfirmed the importance of estuaries 
and wetlands to the U.S. economy. The report stated that “the value of America’s estuaries is much larger 
than traditional economic measures reveal”. 

Estimating the Cost of IRL Restoration 
The IRL CCMP estimated that IRL restoration, monitoring and stewardship will require $5 billion invested 
over next 20 years. This estimate is based on several lines of evidence: Economic projections of cost for 
TMDL and BMAP implementation (ECFRPC and TCRPC, 2016). This section provides information and broad 
policy guidance to identify potential revenue streams and opportunities for funding CCMP implementation. 

The IRL Council and IRLNEP are focused on taking actions that align with the CCMP Vital Signs and action 
recommendations with a clear focus on 6 Vital Signs identified in the CCMP as being “critical” IRL health 
concerns (i.e., Impaired Waters, Wastewater, Stormwater, Seagrasses, Harmful Algal Blooms and CCMP 
Implementation and Financing). All 32 Vital Signs will require some level of funding and action 
implementation to deliver IRL health. No vital sign was considered to be stable or significantly improving. 
Inadequate funding is a primary barrier to implementing action item recommendations for each of the 32 
IRL Vital Signs.  For the IRLNEP CCMP and this financial strategy report, restoration costs have been 
estimated over a 20-year time horizon. The estimate is based on the following independent lines of 
evidence:  

• The IRL economic valuation study (ECFRPC and TCRPC, 2016).

• The IRL stormwater capture and treatment feasibility study (SJRWMD, 2017).

• The IRL CCMP project list that is updated annually by the IRLNEP (IRLNEP, 2020).

The IRLNEP has chosen a conservative estimate for restoration at $5 billion based on the economic data 
available at the time of CCMP adoption. Although the IRLNEP is a non-regulatory program, significant 
current and future costs are associated with water quality and nutrient reduction projects associated with 
adopted Basin Management Action Plans (BMAPs) for the northern IRL, central IRL, Banana River and St. 
Lucie River and Estuary based on Total Maximum Daily Loads and a Reasonable Assurance Plan (RAP) for 
Mosquito Lagoon. 
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Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) and Basin Management Action Plans (BMAP):  
The ECFRPC and TCRPC (2016) economic study of the IRL estimated cost of $4.6 billion to accomplish the 
required nutrient-load reductions in all four of the IRL BMAPs. These estimates represent more than 90% 
of the projected needs.  

Large Regional Stormwater Projects: 
The first comprehensive effort by the IRLNEP to identify restoration projects and costs was a lagoon-wide 
stormwater capture and treatment feasibility study funded by FDEP and SJRWMD on behalf of the IRLNEP 
(SJRWMD, 2017).  Over 40 potential local and regional stormwater projects were identified. Nine large-
scale regional projects were identified for evaluation, including the IRL South project component of the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP).  Each project was evaluated based on projections of 
nutrient reductions, total phosphorus (TP) and total nitrogen (TN), flow restoration and water supply 
benefit (mgd) and costs (capital costs, annual O&M and annualized project costs).  The total cost estimates 
for these 9 projects with alternative design options are provided in Table 1. The combined nutrient 
reduction estimates from the most effective design alternatives were 1,387,300 lbs of total nitrogen (TN) 
and 314,900 lbs of total phosphorus (TP). Total estimated costs are about $243 million excluding CERP, or 
$1.623 billion with CERP.  

IRL 
Segment Project Name Capital Costs 

2016 dollars 

TN 
Reduction 
(lbs) 

TP 
Reduction 
(lbs) 

Annual Volume 
Treated 
(acre-feet) 

Priority 

South IRL CERP $1.38B 1,047,000 269,000 na High 

South IRL City of Port St. Lucie 
Water Farming  $7.4M-$12.0M na 3,500 16,500 High 

South 
Central IRL 

SRID 
Treatment 
and Storage 

Alt 1 $11.1M- $23.7M 9,000 1,000 12,900 
Medium Alt 2 $16.9M-$36.3M 33,000 4,000 25,000 

Alt 3 $26.8M-$57.3M 67,000 10,000 36,500 

South 
Central IRL 

C-54 and
Fellsmere
Canals Flow
Restoration

Alt 1 $19.2M-$31.1M 124,000 15,000 50,000 

High Alt 2 
$21.5M-$34.7M 124,000 15,000 50,000 

South 
Central IRL 

Sottile Canal 
Flow 
Restoration 

Alt 1 $11.4M-$18.5M 29,000 6,100 6,400 
High Alt 2 $5.6M-$9.1M 29,000 6,100 6,400 

North 
Central IRL 

Crane 
Creek/M-1 
Canal Flow 
Restoration 

Alt 1 $4.5M-$7.4M 23,000 2,900 10,000 High 
(interme
diate) 

Alt 2 
$3.5M-$5.7M 23,000 2,900 10,000 

North 
Central IRL 

C-1 Canal
Baseflow
Treatment

Alt 1 $16.0M 35,000 2,100 17,900 
Medium Alt 2 $9.4M-$15.3M 13,000 1,200 14,500 

North 
Central IRL 

C-10 Water
Management Area $25.2M 29,300 1,300 12,100 Medium 

Halifax 
River 

Nova Canal 
Watershed 
Alternative Water 
Supply 

$22.1M-$35.9M 33,000 5,000 13,500 Medium 

Total excluding CERP $243M Using midpoint of range 
Total including CERP $1.623B 

Table 1. Cost and nutrient reduction projections for regional-scale stormwater projects (SJRWMD, 2017) 
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Other IRL-Partner projects that align with the CCMP: 
Recognizing the value of having a lagoon-wide working project list, the IRLNEP reached out to its 
Management Conference members, state agencies, counties, and cities to develop a preliminary list of 
projects that were connected directly or indirectly with IRL restoration and stewardship. This effort 
expanded on the project list identified in the stormwater feasibility study and delivered a best estimate of 
project types and costs associated with CCMP implementation.  This list has been updated annually, but 
until 2021, projects were not prioritized. That activity is expected to begin in FY 2022 with support from a 
contractor (Tetra Tech Inc.) who will work closely with our partners to identify local project priorities and 
needs within project categories.  

One important outcome of this preliminary project planning effort was recognition that many 
municipalities have not identified nor prioritized IRL projects.  Others had a backlog of unfunded projects 
identified in capital improvement plans that could benefit the IRL.  A notable exception is Brevard County, 
Save Our Indian River Lagoon Program (SOIRL). SOIRL has developed a definitive 10-year project priority 
list with projected funding allocations. The project list is reviewed and updated annually by a Citizens 
Oversight Committee to guide project funding and implementation. These SOIRL projects are included in 
the IRLNEP list. The SOIRL Project Plan and priority project list are updated annually and can be 
downloaded from their website at http://www.brevardfl.gov/SaveOurLagoon/ProjectPlan.   

Projects in the IRLNEP inventory were characterized within broad categories with as much detail as our 
partners were able to provide. A summary of the FY 2021 IRL Project List is provided in Table 2 below.  
Note, this list includes the projects identified in Table 1. The list represents the IRLNEP current inventory 
of potential projects as of January 1, 2021.  The IRLNEP will update the list annually with contract support 
from Tetra Tech Inc. or as new projects are submitted. The detailed project list is available on the IRLNEP 
website: www.onelagoon.org.   

*Includes C-23, C-24, C25 and C-44 reservoirs and Stormwater treatment Areas (STAs)

Project Category 

Total Number 
of Projects 
submitted by 
Stakeholders 

Number of 
Projects with 
Estimated 
Costs 

Total Cost 
TN 
Reductions 
(lbs/yr) 

TP 
Reductions 
(lbs/yr) 

Stormwater 519 470 $703,425,600 781,119 180,754 
WWTFs and Septic 
Systems 226 200 $905,563,298 616,680 34,280 
Habitat Restoration 79 60 $44,303,975 25,235 1,525 
Muck Removal and 
Navigation 69 66 $755,422,346 2,246,594 193,156 
Citizen Engagement 64 48 $5,270,045 35,505 2,473 
Monitoring and Research 60 26 $22,056,082 0 0 
Capital Construction 
(proposed restoration 
facilities) 4 4 $95,000,000 0 0 
CERP IRL South 
(Everglades Restoration) 1 Multiple* $3,500,000,000 TBD TBD 
TOTAL 1,021 874 $6,031,041,346 3,705,133 412,187 

Table 2. IRLNEP preliminary proposed project list for CCMP implementation (including CERP - IRL South) 
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The IRLNEP Project List represents a snapshot of projects currently being considered by IRLNEP 
stakeholders and partners. Missing from this list are projects that represent leading-edge upgrades to 
current wastewater treatment plants, infrastructure to address biosolids management and conversion to 
beneficial uses, and remediation of legacy groundwater contamination sites on federal lands.  

As the IRLNEP moves forward, the program will work with Tetra Tech Inc. to refine and prioritize the IRL 
restoration project list and The Balmoral Group, LLC to evaluate costs and benefits. The IRLNEP list will: 
include projects identified in existing IRL BMAPs and RAPs; evaluate the regulatory versus non-regulatory 
projects based on nutrient reduction estimates; provide estimated project costs if available; and evaluate 
the status of nutrient reduction efforts versus BMAP reduction targets. A short-list of priority construction 
ready projects will be developed with full participation of local stakeholders. Recent advancements by the 
SJRWMD to expand their hydrological model to incorporate water quality data and predict Chlorophyll 
levels, may provide an important new tool to evaluate project impacts and estimate the ecological lift of a 
project. 

The following sections of this report (Financing the IRLNEP and Financing IRL Restoration and 
Stewardship) specifically address the four criteria for a CCMP finance strategy identified by the USEPA in 
the National Estuary Program Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan Revision and Update 
Guidelines (2020). The four EPA criteria for a finance plan are: a. Priorities for funding; b. Current funding 
and other support such as staff assignments, or in-kind partnering; c. Short and long-term resource needs; 
and d. Proposed actions or strategies to maintain or garner new resources for CCMP implementation and 
their timeframe. A summary of how the IRLNEP will address these USEPA criteria is provided in Figure 5. 
Details for each are provided in the report sections that follow. 

Priorities for IRL Restoration and Stewardship Funding 
The IRLNEP CCMP identified 6 Vital Signs that were ranked by the IRLNEP Management Conference as 
“Level 1: Critical” IRL Heath Concerns. These represent issues with conditions that threaten the immediate 
and long-term prognosis for lagoon health. Indicators are unfavorable. The trend is negative. Immediate 
and aggressive intervention is urgently needed to stop and reverse the trend. The 6 critical vital signs are: 
Impaired waters, Wastewater, Stormwater, Sea Grasses, Harmful Algal Blooms and CCMP Implementation 
and Financing. Twenty-one Vital Signs were ranked “Level 2: Serious” Health Concerns where condition 
threatens the long-term prognosis for lagoon health. Five Vital Signs were ranked as “Level 3: 
Undetermined” health concerns where insufficient knowledge was available to inform resource 
management decision making.  

This approach to categorize IRL health concerns for each Vital Sign provided a general indicator of the level 
of Management Conference and public concern and sense of urgency to address recommended actions in 
the CCMP. These health concern levels should not be considered a project priority ranking 
recommendation, nor the only consideration for project prioritization and funding. Each of the 32 Vital 
Signs included in the CCMP represent a critical pathway to a healthy lagoon. All CCMP Vital Signs are 
interdependent. No Vital Sign included in this CCMP should be considered a priority so low that it does not 
require action and funding consideration. 

The IRL Council was created to provide stable, recurring support pursuant to the 2015 Inter-Local 
Agreement and consistent with Section 320 CWA authorities. The IRL Council and IRLNEP appropriates 
available funds strategically to fulfill Section 320 CWA responsibilities and its Mission: One Lagoon – One 
Community – One Voice. The IRLNEP has identified the following priorities for expanded and sustained 
program delivery: 

• Maintain annual levels of IRL Council funding pursuant to the Interlocal Agreement to
continue the work of the IRLNEP and secure Section 320 CWA funding pursuant to EPA
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annual grant award requirements and program evaluation criteria.   Delivery of this priority 
requires clear demonstration of progress and quantification of return-on-investment value to the 
EPA and each funding partner in the Interlocal Agreement. Program performance and progress is 
evaluated by the USEPA every 5 years. 

• Expand IRL Council and IRLNEP funding through grants, strategic funding partnerships,
competitive local cost-share projects, philanthropic gifts, the IRL specialty license plate,
merchandise sales, and other activities that complement and do not compete with IRL
Management Conference partner initiatives.  Expansion and diversification of revenue streams
will decrease financial risks, build program resiliency, and expand program capacity and value.

• Secure full Congressional appropriation for the NEP as authorized in the 2021
reauthorization of Section 320 of CWA. The Association of National Estuary Programs (ANEP) is
requesting a minimum of $1 million per NEP annually. This has been a standing legislative request
of the IRL Council. Explore opportunities to expand Congressional authorization and funding limits
for the NEP every 5 years.

• Evaluate options and opportunities to expand IRLNEP federal funding beyond Section 320
CWA. This effort includes securing Congressional funding for water infrastructure projects,
exploring private sector options and opportunities such as Environmental Impact Bonds and
public-private partnerships (P3s) to identify and diversify private-sector financing options that can
accelerate delivery of local and regional projects. See CCMP implementation section in this report.

• Expand IRL Council/IRLNEP staff contingent on available funding to support more
restoration projects, expand program delivery, and increase technical support to local
stakeholders. From 2015-2021, the IRL Council has operated with a maximum staff size of 4 full-
time staff equivalents (FTEs). This includes the Executive Director, Deputy Director and Chief
Communications Officer, Chief Operations Officer, and Administrative Coordinator. The IRLNEP
operates with one of the smallest staffs within the NEP national network. The size of the IRLNEP
staff has been an issue of concern in past EPA performance evaluations.

In FY 2022, the IRLNEP leadership will present a workforce analysis and leadership transition
policy document to the IRLNEP Management Conference and IRL Council Board of Directors for
review and consideration. This policy document will include recommendations for IRLNEP staff
expansion and a revised organizational chart to position the program for sustained and expanded
program performance and ability to work more closely with our local stakeholders and
communities.

• Expand funding from all sources to implement actions and priority projects identified in the
CCMP. The IRLNEP has estimated that $5 billion over the next 20 years will be needed to
implement infrastructure and restoration projects to improve water quality, restore habitats and
recover key species. This will require investment strategies that shift from annual, project-driven,
and incremental investments to multi-year, program-driven, and transformational investments.
The longer it takes to restore the IRL, the more it will cost.
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SUMMARY CHECKLIST OF PRIORITIES FOR FUNDING BOTH 
THE IRLNEP AND CCMP IMPLEMENTATION 
Continue and Expand IRLNEP Program Delivery and Administrative Activities: 

• Implement the Mission: One Lagoon – One Community – One Voice.

• Support the Management Conference with a focus on active engagement and diverse
representation.

• Develop and implement the annual EPA-NEP Workplan Grant.

• Take restoration and stewardship actions that advance the IRL CCMP and align with CCMP Vital
Signs. Focus on Vital Signs of critical concerns: Impaired Waters, Wastewater, Stormwater,
Seagrasses, Harmful Algal Blooms, and CCMP Implementation/Financing.

Current Funding and Other Support: 
• Annual funding for the IRLNEP by IRL Council Board member agencies pursuant to the Interlocal

Agreement for FY 2021 totaled $2,037,500, with $662,500 being EPA funding.

• Additional funding is received from sales revenues from the IRL specialty license plate.

• Direct cash match from the IRL Council is $2.26 to $1 federal funds.

• Leveraged funding was calculated by USEPA as $33 of local/state funds for every $1 of federal
funds.

• Continue to work directly with local, state, federal agencies, universities, non-profit organizations,
and private-sector partners to expand funding for IRL restoration, research, monitoring, and
stewardship.

Short- and Long-Term Resource Needs: 
• One Lagoon - Increased funding to expand and accelerate IRL water quality improvements with a

focus on reducing nutrients, sediments, other pollutants, and freshwater pulses at the source.

• One Community – Funding to expand assistance to the seven counties, 38 incorporated cities and
other communities to address CCMP Vital Signs.  Important community vital signs that require
expanded support include Climate Change, Trash Free Waters, Marinas and Boating, 21st Century
Community planning for coastal communities, Emergency Response, and Distinctive Lagoon
Communities (with specific needs to support environmental justice and under-represented
communities).

• One Voice – Recognize the importance of three CCMP vital signs and expand funding to each:
Monitoring and Data; Technology and Innovation; and Citizen Engagement.  Specific One Voice
outputs (deliverables) over the next 10 years are identified in IRL CCMP (2019).

Proposed Actions or Strategies to Maintain or Garner New Resources for CCMP 
Implementation and Their Timeframes: 

• IRLNEP Program Actions: Maintain, expand and diversify IRL Council funding. Request full
Congressional appropriation as authorized by Congress in 2021. Pursue grants, donations, and in-
kind funding. Evaluate and pursue funding from philanthropic organizations. Transfer
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administrative authority of the IRL specialty plate to the IRL Council to grow revenue. Support 
stakeholders/partners to seek external funding for projects. Timeframe 1-5 years. 

• Local Funding Opportunities: Encourage local municipalities to identify their environmental
footprint, develop long-range growth and management plans (including low impact development),
implement local finance strategies, and revise existing policies or adopt new policies to become
Lagoon-Friendly™ communities. Timeframe 1-10 years.

• State Funding Opportunities: Support Florida’s leadership and commitment to estuary initiatives.
Expand and diversify funding. Transition from sole-sourced single project budget requests to
longer-term program-based investments. Align regulatory and non-regulatory policies to desired
outcomes.  Scale funding to economic needs. Support investments in technology and innovation.
Timeframe 1-10 years.

• Federal Funding Opportunities: Congressional appropriation of the authorized amount in Section
320 of the CWA. Reauthorization and funding of WIFIA/WRDA. Contamination sites on federal
lands. Clean water infrastructure improvement program. Innovation and technology research and
development. Timeframe 1-10 years.
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FINANCING THE IRLNEP 
Expanding IRLNEP Leadership, Funding and Stakeholder Value 

Recommendation:  
Continue and expand the lagoon-wide leadership and value of the IRL Council and IRLNEP through delivery 
of performance-based program actions that are aligned with CCMP action recommendations and supported 
by stable, recurring funding. 

Critical Considerations: 
Funding for the IRL Council and IRLNEP can be sustained and expanded by delivering a strategic and 
performance-based program that focuses on project support and implementation that provide clear value 
to the Indian River Lagoon and align closely with the IRL CCMP Vital Sign action recommendations for a 
healthy lagoon. 

Current Funding and Other Support:
A visionary decision was made to create the IRL Council by Interlocal Agreement in 2015 as the new agency 
host of the IRLNEP. Reorganization of the 25-year IRLNEP that followed transformed the program to better 
align with the urgent restoration needs of the IRL, cultivated greater local leadership and authority for IRL 
restoration, and expanded recurring program funding.  Annual funding for the IRLNEP by IRL Council 
Board member agencies pursuant to the Interlocal Agreement for FY 2021 is provided in Figure 3. This was 
a historic commitment among the IRL Council Members to make stable, annual and recurring investment 
commitments to the IRLNEP and the IRL. Total Base Funding from IRL Council Members was $1,500,000, 
representing a $2.5 to $1 direct cash match to EPA funding for the IRLNEP in 2016. The IRL Council exceeds 
the EPA non-federal match obligation to provide a 1:1 ratio of non-federal to federal funding each year. The 
IRL Council discloses this financial information in our annual workplan and annual reports. The IRL Council 
contracts for an independent financial audit annually.  

Figure 3. IRL Council annual financial contributions 

U.S.  EPA 
FY 2021 $662,500 
FY 2022 $700,000 
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In addition to IRL Council funds, additional annual revenues are received from the IRL specialty license 
plate. Revenues from license plate sales have been administered by the SJRWMD pursuant to Florida 
statutes.  The SJRWMD distributed revenues collected from plate sales in Volusia, Brevard and Indian River 
Counties to the IRL Council.  Revenues from St. Lucie and Martin Counties were distributed to the SFWMD 
for IRL projects. Use of these revenues are restricted to each county and for specific uses (at least 80% for 
restoration projects, up to 20% for environmental education and up to 5% for marketing and promotions). 
Administration and fiscal oversight of the IRL specialty license plate was transferred to the IRL Council 
through legislative action and support of Governor DeSantis during the 2021 session. 

The IRL Council annual budget provides financial resources for the delivery of IRLNEP activities that align 
with authority granted to NEPs by Section 320 of the Clean Water Act; the IRL Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan, as adopted by the IRLNEP Management Conference and IRL Council 
Board of Directors; and annual IRLNEP Business Plans that are developed each year that combine EPA 
workplan activities with other IRLNEP activities. Annual EPA workplans and the comprehensive IRLNEP 
Business Plans are posted on the IRL website (www.onelagoon.org).  

Table 3. IRL Council funding by county FY 2015-2020. Source: Funding 
values are amounts allocated and may not reflect actual costs incurred.  
Funding does not include all local expenses that benefit IRL.  Costs  
incurred are equal to, or less than budgeted. 

To date, the IRL Council and IRLNEP have applied a combination of federal and IRL Council local funds 
effectively and with full public transparency to deliver competitive cost-share projects that align with the 
CCMP. Table 3 shows the distribution of funds and projects by county since creation of the IRL Council in 
2015. 

The IRLNEP works directly with numerous local, state, federal agencies, universities, and non-profit 
organizations dedicated to IRL restoration, research, and stewardship. The IRLNEP provides specific 
information about IRL restoration and activities of our partners to EPA annually through the NEP On-Line 
Reporting Tool (NEPORT), our IRLNEP Annual Report, and through social media communications.  

NEPs Deliver a High Return-on-Investment Value 
Each year the USEPA analyses estuary restoration activities that are occurring within each NEP watershed 
to estimate how much federal funding is leveraged with local and state funding for estuary restoration 
(includes local matching funds within the IRLNEP and IRLNEP funded projects as well as funds allocated 
from stakeholders for independent local projects). In 2020, the USEPA reported that the IRLNEP leverage 
federal to local investment ratio was $33 of local and state funds to every $1 of federal funds. In 2021, the 

http://www.onelagoon.org/
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ratio is projected to be over $40 to $1. On a national level, the average NEP leverage ratio was $22 - $1 
(USEPA, 2020). When viewed through the federal perspective of total NEP leveraged dollars as identified 
and tracked by the USEPA), NEPs consistently document significant financial return on the federal 
investment.  

Occasionally, EPA supplemental grants become available for NEPs through Section 320 funds allocated to 
the agency. The IRLNEP has taken advantage of these opportunities to support important CCMP 
implementation projects. These include a risk-based climate change vulnerability assessment ($24,700 in 
FY 2018), a climate-ready estuary adaptation plan ($52,050 in FY 2019) and expansion of IRLNEP support 
of Harmful Algal Bloom science, planning and response activities ($25,000 in FY 2020). The IRLNEP will 
continue to support EPA in its pursuit to address gaps in funding for strategic projects as supplemental EPA 
funds become available. 

In 2021, the U.S, Congressed reauthorized Section 320 CWA at $50 million annually for FY 2022-2027. This 
was a significant increase from the $26.5 million authorized for FY 2016-2021. Local IRL Council dollars 
are used as direct match to the EPA funds appropriated annually by the U.S. Congress and allocated through 
the EPA NEP annual workplan proposal process to each NEP. Actual funding to the NEP is determined each 
year through the Congressional appropriation process. 

Current funding for CCMP implementation comes from a variety of local, state, and federal sources. 
Collectively, these funding streams are significant, but insufficient to address the scale of problems 
impacting the IRL. The State of Florida has committed significant funding for local cost-share projects for 
the IRL through a variety of programs funded by annual legislative appropriations to FDEP and FWC. In 
addition, the SJRWMD and SFWMD deliver project funding through annual work plans and competitive 
local cost-share programs. During his tenure as Governor, Ron DeSantis, and the Florida Legislature have 
delivered historic levels of funding for water projects throughout Florida. However, state funding levels 
and priorities vary annually, making it difficult to make long-term programmatic decisions and 
commitments to complex, long-term projects. 

Each Fiscal Year, a portion of the IRL Council budget that originates from IRL Council local and state 
contributions are appropriated for competitive Request for Proposals (RFPs) for local cost-share projects. 
In FY 2022, RFPs for implementation in FY 2023 will focus on: Water Quality (up to $600,000), Habitat 
Restoration (up to $200,000), Community-Based Restoration (up to $200,000), Education and Outreach 
(up to $50,000) and Small Grants (up to $25,000 with individual project funding between $500-$5,000). 
Federal funding from the EPA is appropriated in the IRLNEP RFP process to activities related to CCMP 
planning, science and innovation ($100,000 RFP). IRLNEP strategic project funding using EPA funds 
includes annual funding for community engagement, monitoring (i.e., Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) and 
atmospheric deposition of nutrients) and science and innovation.  

IRL Counties and Cities are Expanding Their Local Restoration Investments 
Each of the 5 counties along the lagoon and many of the 38 incorporated cities have committed local funds 
to IRL restoration through allocation of general revenues, ad valorem assessments, discretionary sales tax 
revenues, tourism taxes or stormwater utility fees. Both Indian River County and St Luce County have 
passed discretionary sales tax increases to fund infrastructure improvements. Many of those projects have 
direct or indirect benefits to the IRL.  However, the most significant long-term commitment of local funds 
for IRL Restoration is in Brevard County.  Brevard County citizens passed a voter-approved half-cent sales 
tax referendum in 2016 to create the Brevard County Save Our Indian River Lagoon (SOIRL) Program with 
annual revenues projected to exceed $400 million over 10 years (Brevard County SOIRL, 2021).  These 
revenues are dedicated 100% to IRL restoration. See Figure 7 Brevard County Case Study. In addition, the 
Brevard County Tourism Development Council (TDC) has allocated up to $1 million annually for a 
competitive grants program to fund projects and communication efforts that enhance both tourism and IRL 
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restoration. This use of Tourist Development Tax (“bed tax”) revenues was made possible by Legislative 
changes adopted in 2018 that made lagoon and estuary projects eligible for funds collected by Brevard 
County's 5% Tourist Development Tax on hotel rooms and other short-term rentals. A decision to fund IRL 
projects is made annually by the Brevard County TDC. 

One IRL water quality restoration effort where local stakeholders have a significant investment 
commitment is associated with implementation of projects identified in Basin Management Action Plans 
(BMAPs) and Reasonable Assurance Plans (RAPs) with state oversight from FDEP.  The cost of 
implementing the 4 adopted BMAPs was estimated at $4.6 billion to accomplish the required nutrient load 
reductions (ECFRPC and TCRPC, 2016). The report concluded that by this measure and extended over a 20-
year period, it would require an annual investment of $230 million to sustain an IRL-based economy.  

Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP)/Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Compliance. Stakeholders are 
committed to implementation of 4 adopted BMAPs along the IRL (i.e., North Indian River Lagoon, Central 
Indian River Lagoon, Banana River and St. Lucie River and Estuary). 

Reasonable Assurance Plan (RAP) for Mosquito Lagoon. Sponsors for this RAP are the City of Edgewater, 
City of New Smyrna Beach, City of Oak Hill, Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), and Volusia 
County. 

Local partnerships and cost-share funding for projects are essential to IRL restoration success. Local 
partners have committed significant local matching funds to support competitive grant proposals as 
matching funds to state funds made available by the Florida Legislature. Recent examples of state 
investment leadership for local competitive grants programs include: 

$25 million allocated to IRL projects during the 2020 Florida Legislative Session. The competitive grants 
program is being administered by the SJRWMD. Thirty-three IRL projects were funded. Estimated total 
construction costs were over $79 million with over $47 million in local matching funds. 

Florida Senate Bill 2500 allocated $8 million in Fixed Capital Outlay (FCO) spending authority in non-
recurring funds from the State of Florida’s General Revenue Fund to the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Commission’s Division of Habitat and Species Conservation’s Aquatic Habitat Conservation and Restoration 
Section (FWC-AHCR) for Fiscal Year 2021/2022.  The funding is authorized to, “restore manatee access to 
springs and provide habitat restoration in manatee concentrated areas.” Seven projects were identified by 
FWC for funding. Four projects recommended for funding were in the IRL with a total estimated project 
cost of $3.5 million. 

In September 2021, Governor Ron DeSantis announced a financial commitment of more than $53M in 
funding for wastewater infrastructure improvement projects to be administered through FDEP to improve 
Indian River Lagoon as part of a $116M state commitment to water quality improvement. 

Although these significant one-time annual Florida Legislative appropriations support important water 
quality and habitat restoration projects, a higher level of annual recurring funding from multiple sources is 
needed to implement the range of infrastructure and restoration projects identified by the IRLNEP and to 
achieve the intended estuary restoration outcomes envisioned over the next 20 years. 

Case Study: Brevard County Citizens Make a Catalytic Investment 
In 2016, the Brevard County Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project (SOIRL) Plan became the foundation for 
a successful voter-approved half-cent discretionary sales tax dedicated to IRL restoration. SOIRL estimated 
that at least a total present value of $6 billion was tied to restoration of Brevard’s portion of the Indian 
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River Lagoon (IRL). Approximately $2 billion in benefits were identified from restoration. An additional $4 
billion in damages were identified, if the IRL was not brought back to health during the next decade. 

The SOIRL plan stated that if the project plan was viewed as a financial investment that paid $2 billion in 
benefits alone (i.e., not counting the avoidance of the $4 billion loss), the projected pretax internal rate of 
return was estimated at 10%, if the plan took 10 years to implement. However, if the County were to bond 
the sales tax revenue to accelerate implementation of this plan over 5 years instead of 10 years, the return 
on investment rose to 26% because the benefits of restoration would begin to accrue much faster. Based on 
the sensitivity of the rate of return to the speed of plan implementation, the plan stated that it was 
financially responsible and beneficial for the County to borrow money at a typical 4% annual bond rate to 
accelerate implementation to achieve the 26% return on investment. In annualized terms, borrowing $300 
million at 4% to achieve a steady 26% annual return would contribute $63 million in annual positive cash 
flow, making bonding an excellent investment option. 

Although, Brevard County chose a pay as you go approach and decided not to incur debt by bonding, 
investing in municipal bonds is an important consideration for large infrastructure projects to preserve 
capital while generating interest. Most municipal bonds are exempt from federal taxes, and some are tax-
free at the state and local level. 

Sales tax revenue projections for 2021 estimate that the ten-year program will deliver over $400 million to 
IRL restoration with a  focus on 4 of the 10 Rs identified in the IRL CCMP: REDUCE excess nitrogen and 
phosphorus inputs to the IRL; REMOVE muck, an interna; source of nutrient flux and fine sediments that 
impact water clarity; RESTORE nature’s living filtration services (filter feeders and seagrasses); and 
RESPOND to new information by measuring project performance, updating costs, and evaluating new 
technologies.  

This dedicated use of voter-approved discretionary sales tax revenues was a visionary and historic 
commitment to IRL restoration at the local level with over 30% of the revenues collected coming from sales 
activities of tourist visitors.  

Resource Needs for Program Growth and Stability 
The IRLNEP continues to work to expand financial resources that support the program and CCMP 
implementation to meet the IRLNEP Mission:  One Lagoon – One Community – One Voice. The following 
priorities identify both short and long-term resource needs. They represent the foundation for IRL 
restoration progress over the next 10 years and beyond. They are consistent with action 
recommendations of the CCMP and needs for long-term stewardship of the Lagoon. 

Restoration and stewardship of the IRL will require integration of short- and long-term project 
implementation strategies based on funding availability and opportunities. Significant additional 
financial investments are needed at all levels (federal, state, local and private sector) with short-term 
priorities focused on projects that effectively and efficiently reduce nutrients and pollutants from all 
sources. Priority funding needs should focus on reducing external nutrient and pollutant inputs to IRL 
from land-based sources and reduction of internal legacy loads of nutrients through muck management. 
Most immediate needs are associated with human-built infrastructure improvements to wastewater 
(includes wastewater treatment plants and septic systems) and stormwater systems (includes large 
regional stormwater projects and smaller residential and urban stormwater improvements). 
Restoration of natural habitat water filtration services from filter feeders, living shorelines, and 
seagrasses represent examples of the importance of a protecting and restoring natural IRL 
infrastructure. 
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Short Term Resources Needs, Actions and Deliverables  
The CCMP identified specific IRLNEP deliverables with target dates for completion that align with the 
IRLNEP Mission statement and address short-term needs. The list is provided below. 

One Lagoon 

• Continue annual project funding and implementation. Projects are identified through a
competitive RFP and prioritized for IRL Council/IRLNEP funding annually. Annual recurring
activity.

• Expand funding for cost-share projects from local, state, regional, federal, and private funding
sources. Annual recurring activity.

• Continue to update, expand and refine the IRL Comprehensive IRL restoration project list. Work
with stakeholders to identify the highest priority projects. Begin on-going annual effort in FY 2022.

• Expand program capacity and stakeholder value by delivering Lagoon-wide geographic information
system (GIS) asset mapping. Address need in FY 2022.

• Science 2030 Report that identifies gaps in scientific knowledge, identifies emerging issues and
explores innovation opportunities. Complete in 2021 and update as necessary

• One Lagoon Habitat Restoration Plan. Complete in FY 2022.

• Climate Ready Estuary Report (risk-based vulnerability assessment and adaptation plan funded by
USEPA, in development). Completed in FY 2021.

• Deliver a CCMP Update (USEPA mandate every five years, as needed). Next update 2025.

• Deliver a CCMP Revision (USEPA mandate every 10 years). Next revision 2030.

One Community 

• IRL Economic Analysis (begin seeking funding partners in FY 2022 to update 2016 study).

• Boaters Guide to the Indian River Lagoon. Complete in FY 2022.

• Emergency Incident Preparation and Response Plan. Develop in FY 2022 with a focus on HAB
coordination and communication.

• Expand the IRL Innovators and Investors IRLI2 network to promote and cultivate water and clean
technology innovation, technology development, private-sector industry solutions and private-
sector investments in the IRLNEP.  Restructure program in FY 2022.  Expand strategic support of
science and technology symposia and workshops. Annual recurring activity.

One Voice 

• One Lagoon Communications Plan. Complete in FY 2022.

• One Lagoon Monitoring Plan. Complete in FY 2022.

• Expand IRLNEP “One Community – One Voice” Communication Initiative. Annual recurring activity.

• “State of the Lagoon” Technical Report. Complete in advance of 2025 CCMP Update.

To sustain program productivity and performance, the IRLNEP must plan for workforce needs 
associated with increased funding, expanding responsibilities for project management, fund raising and 
new programs (example: administration of the IRL Specialty license plate). The IRLNEP staff will begin 
these discussions with the IRL Council Board of Directors in FY 2022. 
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Long Term Resources Needs, Actions and Deliverables:  Long term resource needs are all related to 
implementation of action recommendations within each of the 32 Vital Signs identified in the CCMP 
(Figure 4). The following narratives for each of the IRLNEP Mission statements summarizes long-term 
resource needs: 

One Lagoon:  
The most important resource need is increased funding to expand and accelerate IRL water quality 
improvements with a focus on reducing nutrients, sediments, other pollutants, and freshwater pulses at 
the source. Improved water quality is the first step to restore and sustain healthy habitats and living 
resources. Funding must focus on human-built infrastructure improvements to wastewater treatment 
plants, septic to sewer conversions, stormwater, and essential habitats for species of concern and 
important fish populations). The large scale, complexity and cost of these projects will require multi-
agency partnerships, competitive local cost-share programs, and a 21st Century vision for improved 
water infrastructure throughout the IRL watershed. 

One Community: 
Seven counties and 38 incorporated cities and communities call the IRL watershed “home”. Additional 
resources will be required to assist these communities to address CCMP Vital Signs. Community 
priorities and needs are related to water quality infrastructure, climate change, trash free waters, 
marinas and boating, 21st Century community planning, emergency response, and preservation of 
distinctive lagoon communities.  Communities requiring special attention and funding support include 
environmental justice (EJ) communities, under-represented communities, economically challenged 
communities, working waterfronts, and communities with vulnerable historic/cultural sites. With EPA 
supplemental funding support the IRLNEP completed the Climate-Ready Estuary planning process to 
help guide our community partners as they address specific local vulnerabilities and adaptation 
strategies for coastal resilience, climate change and sea level rise. 

One Voice: 
The six Vital Signs within the One Voice part of the IRLNEP mission represent specific IRLNEP outputs 
(deliverables) defined in the IRL CCMP that align with Section 320 CWA authority to convene a 
Management Conference to communicate, collaborate and coordinate CCMP implementation. The 
IRLNEP Management Conference recognized the importance of CCMP Implementation and Financing 
and ranked it as a “critical” IRL health concern. Every Vital Sign has action recommendations that 
require additional funding. The following Vital Signs require additional resources to deliver a high 
return on investment to support multiple Vital Signs identified in the CCMP: 

• Monitoring, Scientific Research and Technology Development: The importance of stable and
adequate funding to support a comprehensive and integrated monitoring network for the Indian
River Lagoon cannot be understated. The IRLNEP is developing a One Lagoon Monitoring Plan as a
CCMP concurrence document to fulfill EPA requirements and to provide a status report for the
who-what-where-when-why of the existing sampling and monitoring activities and partners.  The
plan will identify gaps in the current monitoring network and provide recommendations for
improving data collection, quality control, sharing and communication. The IRL’s STEM Technical
Advisory Committee (STEMAC) is developing a Science 2030 document that will be completed in
2021 to identify the “big scientific research questions” that need to be addressed over the next
decade. Central to that effort is recognition that expanded funding for scientific research is the
foundation for science-driven decision making. Expanded investments are needed for innovative
water technology research and development to address complex pollution problems, accelerate
water quality restoration, increase efficiency, and decrease life cycle costs.
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• Citizen Engagement: Additional resources are required to fully engage IRL citizens to understand
the One Lagoon – One Community – One Voice Mission of the IRLNEP.  Public participation and
engagement are essential to the success of estuary restoration, management, and stewardship. Both
targeted and broad communication campaigns can be challenging and depending on scope,
expensive. The IRLNEP will complete a multi-year Communication Plan in 2021. This document is
an EPA required CCMP concurrence document.  IRLNEP communication efforts are guided by its
Vison, Mission and Goals with full alignment to the IRLNEP brand standards. Effective and
consistent delivery of high-quality public engagement activities is essential to influence public
knowledge and understanding of issues and develop community support for funding restoration
and stewardship activities.  Ultimately, public engagement, trust and resolve are essential
cornerstones for financing estuary restoration.

• Habitat Restoration: To date, most of the habitat restoration projects that have been funded by
the IRL Council and IRLNEP are pilot, proof of concept, or demonstration scale projects.   Projects
will evolve from IRLNEP planning activities that are in progress as well as on-going discussions
with IRLNEP Management Conference partners.  Four IRLNEP strategic planning documents are in
development to help guide the identification of IRL restoration, monitoring and scientific research
projects: “One Lagoon Monitoring Plan”, “One Lagoon Habitat Restoration Plan”, “IRL Science 2030”
(focused on identifying the big scientific questions for the next decade), and a “State of the Lagoon
Technical Report” that will document the state of the lagoon based on the current level of scientific
knowledge.

• CCMP Implementation and Financing: Understanding economic value and return on investment
value is critical to long-term CCMP planning and implementation. This is a continuing high
priority action for the IRLNEP. Updating the 2016 IRL economic study by ECFRPC and TCRPC is
considered a high priority. To ensure the quality and value of economic assessments and trend
analyses both within an NEP and among the 28 NEPs nationwide, a standard methodology for
economic assessment of NEP estuaries that includes valuation of ecosystem services is needed.

One aspect of CCMP implementation and financing that is often under-appreciated or overlooked is
the need to build and sustain the physical capacity to implement large-scale habitat restoration and
species recovery projects.  This infrastructure capacity may require aquaculture systems to support
and accelerate restoration of seagrasses, fishes, mangroves, salt marshes or recovery of species of
special concern.

Four capital improvement projects were identified in the CCMP that occupy a unique category of
proposed projects on the restoration project list (capital construction). IRL “Regional Restoration
Centers” were identified as current or future human-built assets in the IRL CCMP (2019). These
regional centers include the Marine Discovery Center (MDC) in New Smyrna Beach; Brevard Zoo
(Viera) and the proposed Aquarium Project at Port Canaveral; Florida Atlantic University-Harbor
Branch Oceanographic Institute (HBOI) in Fort Pierce; and the Florida Oceanographic Society (FOS)
in Stuart. Each was identified based on their facility capacity and demonstrated experience to
deliver and support regional-scale habitat restoration, life-support seawater systems for species
recovery (including seagrasses, filter feeders, economically valuable fishes, and species of concern),
and ability to deliver volunteer and education programs to broad audiences.  The IRLNEP has
requested funding support from state and federal sources at $15 million to expand existing
infrastructure at MDC, HBOI and FOS and to provide funding for planning, design and engineering
for the proposed Brevard Zoo Aquarium project at Port Canaveral (Table 4).
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Table 4. Regional Restoration Centers and Cost Estimates for Capital Expansion or New Construction 

These four regional restoration centers have the capacity to: 
1. Create an integrated and coordinated network of regional ecosystem restoration centers that serve

multiple community partners targeting multiple species and habitats with high priority restoration
needs.

2. Position IRLNEP and its partners to identify, prioritize, coordinate, and implement estuary-wide
restoration activities.

3. Generate a high level of public support, engagement, and trust to cultivate private-sector
investments to fund future restoration projects.

4. Contribute significant economic value to IRL communities.

5. Stimulate economic growth for tourism, fisheries, aquaculture, and coastal recreation.

6. Create and sustain high-talent, high-wage jobs.

IRL Regional Restoration Center Lagoon Segment Estimated Capital Cost 

Marine Discovery Center Northern IRL and 
Mosquito Lagoon $2 million for facility expansion 

East Coast Zoological Society of 
Florida - Brevard Zoo and The 
Aquarium Project 

Central IRL and 
Banana River 
Lagoon 

$8 million for planning, design, engineering and 
permitting; Total project costs estimated at $84 
million 

Florida Atlantic University- Harbor 
Branch Oceanographic Institute 

Central and 
southern IRL $3 million for facility expansion 

Florida Oceanographic Society Southern IRL $2 million for facility expansion 

Total Phase 1 IRLNEP Infrastructure Support Request $15 million 
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FINANCING RESTORATION AND LONG-TERM STEWARDSHIP 
Proposed actions or strategies to maintain or garner new resources 
The IRLNEP Management Conference and program activities provide the collaborative governance 
structure to restore the IRL through enhanced communication, collaboration, coordination and connected 
leadership among diverse stakeholders. Beyond the programmatic resource needs of the IRLNEP, there is 
an urgent need to expand funding for restoration projects among all stakeholders that reduce nutrients and 
other pollutants impacting the IRL. These projects represent a large and diverse portfolio of needs (Table 
2) that will require dedicated and expanded funding for the next 2 decades and beyond. The following
sections identify broad actions, strategies or opportunities to maintain current levels of support and garner
new resources at multiple levels.

IRLNEP – Program Level Opportunities: 
• Sustained funding for the IRLNEP is an essential foundation of support for IRL restoration and

stewardship. Program level actions and strategies include:

• Maintain IRL Council funding pursuant to the 2015 Interlocal Agreement by demonstrating high
performance, close alignment with CCMP actions and priorities, fiscal responsibility, and public
transparency. Publish and distribute the IRLNEP Annual Report to document projects, progress and
responsible use of public funds.

• Identify, evaluate, and pursue new funding support from individuals, organizations, philanthropic
organizations, foundations and industry through expanded pursuit of grants, donations, and
expanded direct and in-kind funding for projects. This is an ongoing annual effort that is limited by
current staff capacity.

• Expand revenues from the sale of the IRL specialty license plate. In 2021, the Florida Legislature
transferred administrative authority for the IRL specialty license plate to the IRL Council. The
IRLNEP will implement a 3-phased plan to increase revenues generated by specialty plate sales:  1.
Update the license plate artwork consistent with Florida Department of Motor Vehicles criteria; 2.
Develop and implement a comprehensive marketing and sales strategy for the new plate; and 3.
Target the marketing campaign at two levels - retain current IRL plateholders and expand first-time
buyer sales.

• Work strategically to expand how federal funds are leveraged within the IRLNEP with local, state,
and private funding sources. Leveraging funds from all sources will continue as a high priority.

• Encourage IRLNEP stakeholders and partners to aggressively seek external funding for local
projects. The IRLNEP will assist that effort by providing technical and grant writing support. This is
an ongoing annual effort that has demonstrated high return on investment value for local partners
who have taken advantage of the IRLNEP free grant writing technical support.  The Appendix
(Exhibits A, B and C) provides guidance for stakeholders seeking sources of funding for projects.

• Expand private-sector participation in and value of the IRL Innovators and Investors (IRLI2)
Network. Restructure the network to expand financial opportunities for direct and in-kind support
of the IRLNEP.

Federal Opportunities: 
The IRLNEP is the only federally authorized, non-regulatory entity with an operational boundary that 
includes the entire IRL watershed and connected waters. Annual EPA funding for the IRLNEP Work Plan is 
an essential recurring revenue source for the program. Federal policies, programs, and appropriations 
anchor and promote many state and local funding commitments that support NEP CCMP implementation. 
There is a large federal land presence along the IRL with ecological, economic, and human-built 
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infrastructure assets having national and global significance. These federal assets have generated 
significant impacts to the IRL from both construction and operational activities. Expansion of federal 
funding support is central to IRL restoration success. Federal funding opportunities include:   

• Annual Congressional Appropriations for the NEP:  In 2021, the U.S, Congressed reauthorized
Section 320 CWA at $50 million annually for FY 2022-2027. This was a significant increase from the
$26.5 million authorized for FY 2016-2021. Local IRL Council dollars are used as direct match to the
EPA funds appropriated annually by the U.S. Congress and allocated through the EPA NEP annual
workplan proposal process to each NEP. Actual funding to the NEP is determined each year through
the Congressional appropriation process.

• Funding and implementation of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) through
the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA/WRDA). Everglades Restoration and
Lake Okeechobee water management practices have direct impacts on the estuaries and
watersheds of two National Estuary Programs. To the west through the Caloosahatchee River is the
Coastal & Heartland Estuary Partnership. This NEP includes Dona & Roberts Bays, Lemon Bay,
Charlotte Harbor - including Myakka & Peace River basins, Pine Island Sound - including the
Caloosahatchee River basin and Estero Bay). To the east, through the St. Lucie River and Estuary, is
the Indian River Lagoon National Estuary Program. This NEP includes Mosquito Lagoon, Banana
River Lagoon, Indian River Lagoon and a southern portion of the Halifax River. Direct impacts from
Lake Okeechobee freshwater discharges impact the southern IRL.

• IRL infrastructure improvements and habitat restoration are high priorities in need of federal
funding support. Two key priorities are mitigation of historic human-built impediments to water
flow (causeway dredge and fill transportation corridors and launch infrastructure at Kennedy
Space Center) as well as upgrades of antiquated and inadequate wastewater treatment facilities for
KSC.

• The identification and mitigation of soil and groundwater contamination sites is an important
human and ecological health issue for the IRL. Establishing groundwater clean-up target levels for
emerging contaminants on federal lands remains an issue of concern and opportunity.

• The Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) is a successful federal program that invests in
technology R&D that can result in transformational change. A similar investment in new technology
R&D could transform water, wastewater and pollution remediation technologies and technologies
that advance beneficial reuse of biosolids, nutrients and pollutants.

State Opportunities: 
The State of Florida has committed historic levels of funding for water quality improvements over the past 
few years under the leadership of Governor Ron DeSantis. Consistent, annual funding of the IRL Council 
pursuant to the 2015 Interlocal Agreement has been an essential foundation of IRLNEP funding and 
program success. State-level opportunities include: 

• Continued statewide leadership, programmatic approach, and financial investments to advance
clean water and healthy estuary initiatives for the IRL and throughout Florida.

• Expansion and diversification of statewide funding for competitive local cost-share grants
programs that provide a successful pathway to incentivize local investments.

• Allocation of state funds to well-designed priority projects with adequate oversight to ensure that
strategic outcomes are achieved, and tax dollars are spent responsibly. Annual appropriations for
state programs should align with the scope of the problem. A statewide, long-term strategic plan is
needed.

• Transitioning from the tradition of funding sole-sourced, single project, legislative budget requests
to directing appropriated funds through state agencies as competitive local cost-share grant
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programs. This would create a competitive environment that increases project quality, 
performance, and financial accountability. Requiring matching funds (in-kind or cash) leverages 
and extends available state funds. Special considerations and exemptions should be given to 
communities that are small and economically challenged.  

• Investment in research & development, innovative pilot projects, and proof of concept projects can
position Florida as a leader in clean water innovation technologies. This statewide effort should
include the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity, Enterprise Florida, regional Economic
Development Commissions, and industry partners.

• Development and adoption of policies that promote and incentivize local municipalities (cities and
counties) to incorporate sustainability and coastal resilience into development planning and
construction permitting. This policy should be comprehensive and include development pathways
that are nature-based, energy efficient, resilient, low impact to the environment (land, water, and
air quality), and equitable.

• Policies and regulations should align with desired restoration and stewardship outcomes.

• A statewide public-private partnership for Florida’s oceans, estuaries, and coasts could help guide
Florida as it funds and implements coastal policies and programs. An executive-level state
partnership could assemble the connected leadership needed from the public and private-sectors to
advise the Governor and Florida Legislature, help to connect activities among the many state
agencies and programs, and help advance Florida’s ocean and coastal leadership in water
technology and innovation on a national and global level. Existing examples include Space Florida,
Enterprise Florida, Visit Florida and CareerSource Florida.

Local Community Opportunities: 
Cities and counties must play an essential leadership role in IRL restoration and stewardship. Many 
infrastructure and development authorities, policy decisions and investment strategies are delivered at the 
local level. Each city and county should look at its IRL footprint and opportunities to become a Lagoon 
Friendly™ community. Considerations and opportunities include: 

• Identify your local environmental footprint with a focus on direct and indirect impacts to IRL water
quality. Identify local authorities and responsibilities. If every municipality reduced their own
stressors to the IRL, significant restoration and recovery progress would be achievable. This would
require each municipality to identify and allocate financial resources to address local issues and
problems.

• Develop long-range growth and growth management plans that integrate capital improvement
plans with IRL restoration and coastal resilience planning. Implement growth management
decisions that decrease vulnerabilities and risks and deliver high return on investment value to
communities.  Cost estimates should include full life-cycle costs, cost of operations and
management and quantified benefit-cost analysis.

• Implement local financial strategies to secure funds for project implementation and to provide
matching funds for federal, state, and other competitive grant programs. Take advantage of
technical support and grant-writing services provided by the IRLNEP. Stable, recurring funding is
an essential financial cornerstone for IRL restoration.

• Revise existing policies or adopt new policies with appropriate investments, to become Lagoon-
Friendly™ communities. This includes, but is not limited to, re-evaluating 5- and 10-year capital
improvement plans, improved financial accounting for long-term operation and management,
revisions to local comprehensive plan directives to consider low impact development, application
of form-based codes to improve coastal resiliency, and identification of innovative approaches to
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finance infrastructure improvements and natural habitat restoration projects. Make a list of local 
project needs and prioritize the list.  

Successful long-term financial sustainability is vital to implement the IRL CCMP through diverse resources 
and partners. The IRL CCMP – Looking Ahead to 2030 provided substantial direction for IRLNEP actions 
over the next decade and beyond with financial strategies to achieve program goals.  

IRL restoration investments have strong support from our citizens.  Recent polling studies (Escaleres, 
2020) identified the Florida consumer willingness to pay for projects that clean up our waterways of at 
least $24 per person per year. Another example of willingness to pay is Brevard County’s Save Our Indian 
River Lagoon sales tax referendum that was approved by 62% of the voters in 2016. To ensure a successful 
outcome, citizens, communities, and industry partners must work together to identify and commit the 
financial resources to fix immediate problems and prepare for the future.  
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THINK BIG – CATALYTIC INVESTMENTS 
Financial Recommendations and Considerations to Revive the Indian River Lagoon 
The IRLNEP presents 6 recommendations for catalytic investments to implement CCMP actions to support 
IRL restoration and long-term stewardship. As the IRLNEP Management Conference moves forward to 
consider financial strategies to implement the CCMP, these broad recommendations and critical 
considerations should be recognized as opportunities for transformational change. 

Recommendation 1:  21st Century Infrastructure 
Bridge the wastewater, stormwater, and natural infrastructure gap through strategic investments 
to improve IRL water quality, conserve natural resources assets and services, and protect quality of 
life. 

Critical Considerations: Investments in natural and 21st Century human-built infrastructure that address 
current needs and future growth can help maximize the use of existing urban infrastructure, expand 
stormwater capacity, mitigate for adverse environmental impacts, decrease risks from coastal storms, 
climate change and sea level rise, and prepare for future growth. Investments should be based on short- 
and long-term resource needs and identified priorities. Special attention is needed to protect and build 
resilience in under-represented and economically challenged communities. 

Invest in 21st Century Infrastructure: Coastal communities are challenged to understand and respond to 
vulnerabilities of human-built infrastructure, natural resource assets, and transportation/supply chains.  
Today’s aging and inadequate infrastructure, population growth, changing population demographics, and 
emerging threats from climate change and sea level rise elevate the urgency to identify solutions to these 
issues. Most IRL water quality problems are related to antiquated and inadequate stormwater and 
wastewater infrastructure and outdated land-use practices. Making strategic, long-term investments in 
best available technologies for water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure improvements in Florida 
to achieve a minimum of AWT standards with responsible nutrient management of biosolids and reclaimed 
water would reduce or remove human and industrial pollutants that enter the IRL.   Additionally, 
rebuilding and restoring aging or inadequate wastewater and stormwater infrastructure will reduce 
vulnerability to WWTP overflows to IRL surface waters, expand WWTP capacity to accommodate septic to 
sewer conversions that reduce groundwater contamination, and accommodate the region’s growing human 
population.  Financial investments in new and improved water and wastewater infrastructure can reduce 
community vulnerability to flooding, storm surges and sea level rise in low elevation high risk areas.  

The economic and community values of human-built infrastructure have been widely documented 
(American Society of Civil Engineers, 2021; Ajami and Kane, 2020; Brookings Institution, 2018). Full 
understanding of and appreciation for ecosystem services and natural capital are economic areas of 
growing interest as communities struggle with protecting natural threatened by coastal urbanization and 
threats from climate change and sea level rise. The value of ecosystem services must be considered and 
integrated into economic and financial assessments. 

Current estimates for IRL restoration do not take into full account the needs to address future population 
growth, potential impacts of climate change and sea level rise, and communities with special vulnerabilities 
and needs. These stressors are already being felt today. Plans for infrastructure improvements and new 
infrastructure development must be made with a vision for growth and development that is forward 
looking and guided by the best available risk and vulnerability assessments.  
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Consider Future Impacts and Trends: 

• Population Growth:  Population growth projections for 2018 – 2030 for the five counties along the
IRL (Volusia, Brevard, Indian River, St. Lucie, and Martin) estimate that an additional 240,000
people will move into the region by 2030, a 14% increase (University of Florida Bureau of
Economic and Business Research, 2019). Strategic investments in infrastructure improvements can
help communities prepare for this projected growth, while mitigating for potential impacts to the
IRL.

• Climate Change and Sea Level Rise:  Climate change and sea level rise represent long-term stressors
that must be considered in long-range planning. A risk-based vulnerability assessment and climate
change adaptation plan have been completed to initiate the climate-ready estuary planning for the
IRL (IRLNEP, 2020; Parkinson, et al., 2021). This work demonstrated that 154 IRL CCMP
management objectives were at moderate to higher risk from climate change. Those risks combined
to form 472 stressor relationships among the 32 vital signs of the CCMP. Stressors and risks were
evaluated to determine strategic adaptation actions, three stressors (precipitation, storminess, and
sea level rise) and nine adaptation actions (all related to reduced pollutant and nutrient loadings
from wastewater, septic systems, and stormwater infrastructure). Strategic investments in
infrastructure improvements that build coastal resilience can decrease vulnerability risks and
support community safety, resilience, and long-term prosperity. Risk has costs. Reductions in risk
translate into longer lifespans for investment, lowered costs of borrowed money, avoided costs of
premature failures of infrastructure, avoided costs associated with public safety and public health,
etc.

The Urban Land Institute (ULI) evaluated costs and benefits of resiliency investments in South
Florida (2020).   The report developed benefit-cost estimates for avoided losses (benefits) versus
cumulative costs of adaptation (costs) for the four counties in the compact.  Table 5 summarizes the
benefits versus costs of adaptation actions based on the ULI research.

Table 5. Estimated Costs and Benefits of Resiliency Investments (ULI, 2020) 

Address the Needs of Underrepresented and Environmental Justice Communities: The U.S. EPA and 
NEP are dedicated to promoting environmental justice for all citizens and communities.  
(https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice). The EPA defines environmental justice is the fair treatment 
and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect 
to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. 
This goal will be achieved when everyone enjoys the same degree of protection from environmental and 
health hazards, and equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy environment in which to 
live, learn, work and play.  

The EPA has been a long-standing advocate for environmental justice. Environmental justice 
considerations are integrated into EPA programs, plans, and actions and to ensure equitable and fair access 

Action Benefits 
Costs avoided 

Costs 
of Adaptation 

Benefit-
Cost Ratio 

Net New Job 
Years 

Community-wide 
Adaptation 

$37.9 billion $18.2 billion 2.08 85,000 

Building Level 
Adaptation 

$17.6 billion $4.4 billion 3.97 56,000 

Note: Results presented in net-present value terms using a 5% discount rate over the period of 
analysis from 2020 to 2070. Estimated job years supported by direct investment in adaptation 
strategies in the four counties. Individual results at the county level vary. 

https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice
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to the benefits from environmental programs for all individuals. On September 17, 2021, the EPA issued a 
Memorandum “Near-term Actions to Support Environmental Justice in the Nonpoint Source Program”. EPA 
recognized that water quality and climate change impacts can disproportionately affect urban and rural 
communities that are predominately of color, indigenous, linguistically isolated, low-income, and/or 
impacted by other stressors. EPA is committed to ensuring that the benefits of clean water provided by the 
Section 319 CWA reach disadvantaged communities. The agency is committed to taking actions in support 
of this goal in FY 2022. NEPs may be able to play an important partnership role with their NPS state 
programs in this effort. 

The U.S. Census Bureau estimates the following poverty levels among the 7 counties within the IRLNEP 
watershed boundary (Volusia - 13.2%; Brevard -11%; Indian River – 10.7%; St. Lucie – 12.1%; Martin – 
10.7%; Palm Beach - 12.2% and Okeechobee – 21.5%).  Ethnicity is another important metric that should 
be considered in the environmental justice analysis.  Table 6 provides ethnicity data for the 7 counties in 
the IRL watershed. The data is provided by on-line interactive map updated in 2018 from US Census 
Bureau Data (https://statisticalatlas.com/state/Florida/Race-and-Ethnicity#data-map/county). 

Florida Race and Ethnicity Data by County 
(https://statisticalatlas.com/) 

County White Hispanic Black Asian Mixed Other 
Volusia 73.6 11.9 10.6 1.71 1.63 0.53 
Brevard 75.8 8.9 10.2 2.37 2.20 0.56 
Indian River 76.4 11.5 9.1 1.22 1.59 0.22 
St. Lucie 59.3 17.4 19.5 1.82 1.68 0.33 
Martin 79.4 12.6 5.6 1.17 0.94 0.37 
Palm Beach 56.9 20.2 18.3 2.55 1.49 0.51 
Okeechobee 63.8 24.8 8.8 1.04 0.89 0.73 

   Table 6. Florida Race and Ethnicity Data by County 

The IRL CCMP is a policy instrument with recommended actions, funding needs and desired environmental 
outcomes. The IRLNEP Management Conference must work to ensure that the effects of policies, funding 
and impacts are distributed so no social segment or community bears a disproportionate share of impacts. 
EPA's Office of Environmental Justice (OEJ) provides funding to community organizations to address their 
local environmental justice (EJ) issues. There are two OEJ grant programs:  Environmental Justice 
Collaborative Problem-Solving Cooperative Agreements and EJ Small Grants.  EPA has funded over $6 
million in EJ grants from 2014-2018. As the IRLNEP moves forward issues impacting EJ, underrepresented, 
poor and rural communities need greater attention and consideration (21st Century Communities and 
Distinctive Lagoon Communities Vital Signs of the CCMP). 

Recommendation 2: Transformational Investments 
Identify, develop, and deliver stable, dedicated, and recurring revenue streams from multiple 
public and private sector sources that are scaled to address problems effectively and efficiently. 

Critical Considerations:  Shared and coordinated investments among multiple partners can mitigate for 
risks, optimize use of available financial resources, and fulfill current and future funding needs. A 
comprehensive, multi-pronged financial strategy with investments that are targeted and scaled to address 
root causes is critical to IRL restoration success. Implementation of a comprehensive, multi-pronged 
financial strategy will expand current revenue streams and identify new revenue sources and partnerships. 

https://statisticalatlas.com/state/Florida/Race-and-Ethnicity#data-map/county
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The most effective and efficient use of funds is through competitive requests for proposals (RFPs) that 
deliver well designed cost-share projects and competitive procurement practices.   

Partners can align financial resources to reduce administrative costs and avoid delays to project 
implementation. Challenges to the success of IRL restoration efforts include the lack of adequate recurring 
cost-share funding for wastewater infrastructure improvements, such as septic to sewer conversions and 
WWTP upgrades. Addressing these infrastructure needs and their IRL impacts will require understanding 
of the CCMP, expansion of significant new and recurring sources of investment, securing IRL projects 
through a competitive RFP process, and communicating effectively within the  
organization and across multiple partnerships. Other challenges related to revenue stream delivery are 
associated with the uncertainty of one-time annual funding. Many large infrastructure and habitat 
restoration projects are complex, phased, and require commitments of funds over several years. Without a 
clear commitment of sufficient annual and long-term funding, many of these projects become trapped in 
early planning, design, and engineering phases and do not proceed to permit acquisition to be “shovel-
ready”.  

Transitioning from reactive, annual, project-driven commitments to proactive, strategic, long-term 
programmatic commitments to IRL restoration and stewardship is a paradigm shift needed for both policy 
planning, investment commitments, and project implementation.  

Recommendation 3: Innovation  
Support policies, programs and investment strategies that advance IRL monitoring, scientific 
research, and technology development to guide restoration actions, increase efficiencies, reduce 
costs, and monitor emerging threats and restoration progress. 

Critical Considerations:  Advancing knowledge and applying cutting-edge and cost-effective technologies, 
will enhance performance, improve efficiencies, decrease life-cycle costs, contribute knowledge about best 
management practices and technologies, and help build a clean-tech workforce in Florida. Investment in 
scientific research and technology innovation can accelerate restoration activities, reduce life-cycle costs, 
and remove barriers to effective ecosystem restoration, recovery, and stewardship. 
Ensuring successful implementation of prioritized projects requires that many project elements come into 
alignment. Barriers to success include: 1.  Inadequate information to guide decision-making; 2. Inadequate 
regulatory and financial incentives to compel water quality improvements; 3. Unfamiliarity with nutrient 
reduction standards;  4. Inadequate regulatory standards for nutrients in reclaimed water for irrigation, 
disposal of reclaimed water, and biosolids management and applications; and 5. Inadequate understanding 
of leading-edge technologies that might be available to improve project implementation, efficiencies and 
decrease life-cycle costs. Imagine if:  

• Florida positioned itself as a global leader in clean-water and clean-tech innovation, and the “first
clean water state in the Nation1”?

• Clean-tech innovations needed to colonize the Moon or Mars were developed with consideration
for the value those technology innovations could deliver to sustainable living here on Earth? This is
a unique opportunity to link IRL restoration and space technology on Florida’s Space Coast.

• Every waterbody in Florida met its intended use with no waterbodies included on the State's Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) list of impaired waters.

With vision and leadership, Florida is well positioned to become a leader in clean water technology and 
innovation. Strategic investment to build and sustain this industry sector would expand and diversify 
Florida’s economy, build on the current growth of aviation and aerospace along the IRL and create high-

1 Dick Nunis, former Chair Walt Disney Attractions, personal communication (De Freese) 
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tech, high-wage jobs. There is historic precedent for implementing a bold vision of this scale – the U.S. 
vision for space exploration and space vehicle launch capacity in Florida. However, that same space vision 
had dramatic impacts to the Indian River Lagoon with infrastructure improvements that destroyed 
wetlands, altered water flow, and compartmentalized the system with earthen causeways for east-west 
transportation corridors across the lagoon (Figure 4) and historic dredge and fill projects for the 
Crawlerway and launch platforms at Kennedy Space Center (Figure 5). 

Figure 4. Example of earthen causeway alteration of natural IRL water flow at SR 528 and SR 520 across 
IRL, Sykes Creek and Banana River. 

Figure 5. Launch complex 39 at Kennedy Space Center (Photo: MAXAR) 
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Existing and future planned infrastructure at KSC represent both a challenge and opportunity for the future 
of the IRL and the regional economy. Opportunities include: 

• Remediation of legacy groundwater pollutants.

• Upgrades to existing wastewater treatment facilities to showcase 21st century wastewater
technologies that exceed current advanced wastewater standards.

• Improvements to transportation corridors at causeways that deliver access to KSC, restore or
improve natural IRL water flow and patterns, and consider natural infrastructure and building with
nature principles (USACOE, 2018).

• Infrastructure improvements that reduce vulnerability to flooding, shoreline erosion, storm surges
and sea level rise.

• Decreased risks to workforce attraction and retention related to bad water quality, harmful algal
blooms, wildlife mortality events and community quality of life.

The above outcomes would require strategic and significant investments. But bold, forward-thinking 
investments at KSC with local, state, and private-sector partners could deliver multiple technological, 
economic and ecological benefits to the State of Florida. Current Congressional interests to fund 
infrastructure improvements nationwide could provide new revenues to make this vision a reality. One 
positive lesson from COVID-19 is direct evidence of how public investment in response to crisis can drive 
technology innovation and transformative change: 

• The pharmaceutical and biotech sectors advanced technological breakthroughs in diagnostics,
therapeutics and vaccines at a historic pace and retooled supply pipelines to respond to urgent
needs (Kwon, 2020).

• A similar transformation accelerated the digitization of customer and supply chain interactions by
3-4 years (McKinsey & Company, 2020).

Investments to advance current water technology innovation can accelerate ecosystem restoration at every 
step of estuary management. Successful IRL restoration and stewardship will require a common vision, 
connected leadership and shared investment among public-, private- and independent sectors at federal, 
state, and local levels. The National Estuary Program Management Conference is a successful and proven 
collaborative governance model to deliver connected and collaborative leadership and vision. With the 
diverse, economically valuable, and expansive estuary and coastal resources in Florida, a similar connected 
leadership and governance model is needed at the statewide level. 

Recommendation 4: Connected and Coordinated Leadership 
Creation of a private-public sector, executive-level advisory council to the Florida Governor and 
Legislature would help to coordinate leadership, shared resources, and financial investments and 
guide effective public policies, science-driven priorities, and measurable outcomes for the State of 
Florida.   

Critical Considerations: The fragmented framework governing the water sector in Florida and throughout 
the United States constrains innovation and commercialization by creating barriers to entry. 
Fragmentation also reduces the viability and economic value of private-sector market development. The 
IRL’s $7.6 billion annual economic value extends well beyond its ecological and natural resource values 
that support recreational uses for fishing, boating, bird-watching, and other wildlife viewing. In 2016, the 
Treasure Coast and East Central Florida Regional Planning Councils (TCRPC and ECFRPC) published an 
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economic valuation update for the IRL. The economic valuation methodology and the report was reviewed 
by the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO). Overall, the total annual economic output or 
value received from the IRL (based on 2014 data) was estimated at $7.6 billion. The estimate did not 
include: 

• About $934 million in annualized real estate value added for property located on or near the IRL.

• Economic contributions from estuary-related resources in Volusia County north of the Ponce de
Leon Inlet associated with the IRLNEP planning boundary expansion in the southern Halifax River.

• Ecosystem services values.

If real estate values and the IRLNEP boundary expansion into Volusia County been included in the analysis, 
the total annual economic output would increase to about $9.9 billion. Regardless, for planning purposes, a 
$7 billion annual economic value is more than sufficient to justify a one-time investment of $5 billion to 
address the water infrastructure and habitat restoration needs of the IRL. It's important to recognize that 
the IRL is part of a bigger coastal and nearshore ocean economy that is a major economic engine for 
Florida. Poor water quality and harmful algal blooms in one estuary can influence certain industries, like 
tourism at a statewide scale. A recent economic analysis by the Florida Ocean Alliance (2020) estimated 
that: 

• Florida’s coastal counties generated more than $797 billion of economic value or 77% of the state’s
more than $1 trillion economy.

• Direct and indirect use of ocean and coastal resources contributed $73.9 billion to Florida’s
economy.

• More than one million jobs in Florida were directly and indirectly created by activities that used
ocean and coastal resources (Florida Ocean Alliance, 2020).

There is a significant body of evidence that for large ecosystem restoration and stewardship to be 
successful and sustainable, an integrated framework for connected and collaborative governance is 
essential. Emerson, et al. (2011) broadly define collaborative governance as: 

“…the processes and structures of public policy decision making and management that engage people 
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, 
private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be 
accomplished.” 

Numerous success stories can be found within the National Estuary Program network where a vision, 
collaborative governance, connected leadership, and resolve led to profound water quality improvements.  
One of the best examples is in Tampa Bay, Florida, an estuary that was plagued by poor water quality, loss 
of seagrasses and algal blooms from the 1970’s to the mid 1980’s. Today, Tampa Bay water quality has 
returned in most segments of the estuary and seagrass is abundant. 

Case Study: Tampa Bay Proves Estuary Restoration is Possible with Vision and Connected 
Leadership 

Tampa Bay demonstrated through decades of action that a strong community vision, infrastructure 
investment, a long-term commitment to nutrient reduction, and strict water quality standards can 
deliver significant water quality and estuary health improvements, as well as economic benefits. 

In 1996, local government and agency partners in the Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP) 
approved a long-term goal to restore 95% of the seagrass coverage observed in 1950 (38,000 
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acres). Also, in 1996, the Tampa Bay Nitrogen Management Consortium (TBNMC) was formed. The 
TBNMC included local governments and agencies participating in the TBEP, as well as phosphate 
companies, port industries, electric utilities, and agricultural interests in the Tampa Bay watershed. 
These entities pledged to work cooperatively in a voluntary, ad-hoc framework to assist with the 
maintenance of nitrogen loads to support seagrass restoration in Tampa Bay. Recent data and 
observations from Tampa Bay indicate that continuing efforts to reduce nitrogen loading by the 
TBNMC partners has resulted in seagrasses recovering to levels not seen in decades (TBEP, 2017).  

De Angelis, et al., (2020) estimated that the TBNMC invested $0.7 billion since the mid-1990s on 
Nitrogen load reduction projects. A more comprehensive estimate was included in the TBNMC 
Reasonable Assurance Update (2017). It included the Nitrogen load reduction project estimates 
from the Reasonable Assurance Plan as well as ancillary partner projects for habitat restoration, 
habitat creation and education outreach projects. That more inclusive estimate was over $2.47 
billion since TBEP’s inception in 1991.  

Tomasko, et al. (2018) focused on the importance of focused resource management plans that hold 
the line on nitrogen loads from non-point sources. They also cautioned that estuary response and 
water quality improvements can involve a lag-time in years after investments are made and 
anthropogenic nutrient loads are reduced. As the TBEP moves forward, they have recognized that 
nutrient reduction efforts must continue to keep pace with population growth, aging infrastructure, 
and emerging challenges. 

An economic valuation that assessed how much local economic output is linked to Tampa Bay 
restoration identified about $22 billion in annual economic value that depends on the restored 
Bay’s health (TBRPC, 2017). Compared to the $2.5 billion invested over 20 years – about $125 
million annually – the payoff has more than justified the expenditures by public and private 
sources. Had parallel investments in IRL restoration begun in 1991, the cost likely would have been 
half as much as the current bill. 

Sadly, from March 30th to April 9th, 2021, approximately 215 million gallons of phosphate mine 
wastewater was discharged from a gypsum stack to the waters of Lower Tampa Bay from the Piney 
Point site, a former phosphate processing plant in northern Manatee County, FL.  The Tampa Bay 
Estuary Program estimated that ~205 tons of total nitrogen were discharged over the ten-day 
period, or about as much nitrogen that was estimated to be delivered to that entire bay segment 
during a typical year based on data from 2004-2019. (TBEP, 2021). 

This catastrophic event highlighted the urgent need for increase funding for infrastructure 
improvements that reduce risks from old, aging, and inadequate infrastructure. The event also 
showcased the importance of investments to support and sustain robust coastal monitoring 
systems and development of effective and efficient water pollution remediation technologies. 

Lessons learned at Tampa Bay, Indian River Lagoon, Sarasota Bay, and other estuaries are that the 
hard work and investments made over many years and decades can be undone by catastrophic 
events, a lack of resolve, or a growing public complacence when water quality and environmental 
conditions seem to be improving. It is a reminder that estuary protection and stewardship is a 
forever commitment. 

Recommendation 5:  Industry Leadership  
Industry leadership and active positive engagement is essential to Identify and stimulate private-
sector and market driven approaches that protect and restore water quality, build resilience in 
coastal communities, and accelerate the timeline for restoration. 
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Critical Consideration: Market driven approaches and private sector leadership are key to realizing the 
economic potential of IRL restoration and stewardship. Investments that incentivize innovation and growth 
of Florida’s clean water industry sector could help transform Florida into a national and global leader in 
ocean and coastal innovation and stewardship.  Private industry at all levels has a responsibility and role to 
play in estuary restoration and long-term stewardship. It is in their best economic interests.  
An estuary and its watershed represent a complex ecosystem of environmental, economic, and social assets 
and needs that are constantly evolving. Whether it is on-site pollution management and remediation, use of 
low impact development design in construction, or cause-marketing opportunities, IRL businesses have 
much to lose from an unhealthy IRL.  Private-sector industry is economically vulnerable to lost community 
value from declining estuary health. Hospitality-related businesses are the most directly impacted by poor 
water quality, harmful algal blooms, and wildlife mortality events. But almost every sector of a community 
is impacted, from property values of residential and commercial real estate to the ability of industry to 
attract and retain a high-wage, high-tech workforce.  

Private sector business investments and philanthropy from both individuals and corporate interests 
represent opportunities to expand funding for IRL restoration and stewardship. In 2020, the Giving USA 
Foundation reported that individuals, bequests, foundations, and corporations gave an estimated $471.44 
billion to U.S. charities in 2020. Giving to environmental and animal organizations is estimated to have 
increased 11.6% to $16.14 billion. Adjusted for inflation, donations to the environment-animal subsector 
increased 10.3%.  Recommended actions that could help expand private sector participation, investment, 
and leadership in IRL restoration and stewardship include: 

1. The IRLNEP has embraced private-sector participation by creating the IRL Innovator and Investor
Network (IRLI2). This initiative is still in its early stages of development. The IRLI2 holds the
potential to be a tool to encourage more active leadership, engagement, and investment from
private sector interests for the IRLNEP and our non-profit partners. The IRLNEP will continue to
grow the IRLI2 network. Donations from individuals, businesses and industries can play a vital role
in making catalytic investments in IRL organizations, programs, and projects. Corporate
investments targeted to strategic programs can have immediate positive impacts, influence positive
social change, and deliver competitive financial returns. Opportunities for expanded private-sector
investments throughout the lagoon can build community support and help advance the One Lagoon
– One Community – One Voice mission of the IRLNEP. As the IRLNEP moves forward with
restoration and stewardship plans identified in the CCMP, participation and leadership from
private-sector interests can expand and diversifies available revenues; promote research,
development and commercialization of technologies related to water; and cultivate strategic public-
private partnerships (PPPs).

2. Recognition that the clean-water and clean-tech industry sectors represent a significant
opportunity for Florida to expand and diversify the economy and expand Florida’s high-tech, high-
wage workforce. The importance of the cleantech industry cluster has been recognized by
Enterprise Florida. They estimate that there are over 11,750 cleantech companies in Florida
(https://www.enterpriseflorida.com/industries/cleantech/). Among these businesses are
environmental and engineering firms, construction firms, chemical laboratories, and technology
companies that are directly and indirectly engaged in water infrastructure and habitat restoration
planning, design, engineering, and construction.

3. Enhance communication and coordination among emerging water-tech and cleantech firms can be
viewed as a critical gap in Florida’s technology infrastructure.  Scientific researchers and investors
seek peers for collaboration and peer-review, but the lack of information-sharing networks in
Florida hampers industry cluster growth (The Balmoral Group, FDACS Bio-Ag Feasibility Study,
2014).  Concerted efforts to concentrate and grow this industry sector and build bridges to
academia and the community of resource restoration and management practitioners would deliver
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multiple benefits by delivering innovative research, technology development, commercialization of 
new technologies, increased efficiencies, and an accelerated timeline for water quality restoration. 

The private sector must play an essential role to successfully address the challenges of declining water 
quality, loss of marine and estuarine resources, threats to marine and coastal industries, and large-scale 
stressors presented by climate change and sea level rise. A growing number of private sector interests have 
recognized the need for industry leadership and action. Industry leaders are beginning to address these 
emerging risks and opportunities by repositioning corporate investment strategies to take full advantage of 
new business opportunities associated with sustainable business practices. 

In 2017, the Business & Sustainable Development Commission reported that the development of 
sustainable and inclusive business models could unlock economic opportunities on a global scale worth 
approximately $12 trillion annually and generate up to 380 million jobs, primarily in developing countries. 
This recognition of emerging market opportunities and the scale of potential economic growth will require 
visionary and strategic partnerships between private and public sectors.  

Florida is well positioned to take advantage of these new market opportunities to benefit the statewide 
economy and environment. Public and private investments with an intentional focus to advance clean 
water technology R&D and deployment provide an opportunity to incentivize additional private sector 
investments, address critical infrastructure needs, accelerate the timetable for restoration, and decrease 
long-term costs. Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs), Environmental Impact Bonds, and other private-sector 
opportunities should be considered and pursued as appropriate when developing and implementing 
comprehensive IRL restoration strategies.  

Insights into emerging private sector investment strategies, opportunities and market 
trends 

Environmental Impact Investment Portfolios:  Often the private sector can mobilize capital more 
responsively than the public sector, expediting projects while reducing risk and time delay to the 
government sector. Private-sector investment groups are beginning to commit to corporate reorganization, 
investment portfolios and recommendations that improve portfolio performance and at the same time 
position for long-term sustainable growth and strengthen the communities in which these businesses 
operate.  

Blackstone, one of the world’s largest alternative asset managers, has dedicated itself to environmental, 
social and governance principles (ESG). They fulfill a commitment to be responsible investors, owners, and 
operators by reducing environmental impact, foster growth, and diversity across their portfolio of 
investments, and provide philanthropic support to communities. Their systematic approach to 
sustainability is simple. Companies and properties can increase profitability and long-term growth by 
managing energy, water, and waste more efficiently and effectively. These actions reduce environmental 
impact and achieve cost savings for corporate portfolios, assets, and investors 
(https://www.blackstone.com/esgsustainability/?utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utm_content=su
stainability3&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch&utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utmcontent=4614
39021026&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch).  

Public-Private Partnerships:  Public-Private Partnerships (P3) occur when private sector assets are at 
risk and have profit potential, subsidized by public funding; Dispersed Water Management projects are one 
example. Pursuit of P3 opportunities is an avenue to advance projects that offer new technology or scale up 
project benefits, and has been used widely in some infrastructure fields, such as transportation. Currently 
an Innovation Grant is being used in a P3-type arrangement with the IRL to advance collaboration across 

https://www.blackstone.com/esgsustainability/?utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utm_content=sustainability3&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch&utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utmcontent=461439021026&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch
https://www.blackstone.com/esgsustainability/?utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utm_content=sustainability3&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch&utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utmcontent=461439021026&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch
https://www.blackstone.com/esgsustainability/?utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utm_content=sustainability3&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch&utm_medium=ads&utm_source=google&utmcontent=461439021026&utm_campaign=AlwaysOnSearch
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water quality datasets, allowing IRL partners to respond and potentially forecast more quickly water 
quality incidents such as Harmful Algal Blooms.  

Large scale public-sector infrastructure projects are expensive, complex, often slow to completion and 
vulnerable to cost overruns because of public-sector bureaucracy. PPPs are long-term cooperative financial 
agreements between a government agency and a private-sector company that can be used to finance, build, 
and operate projects, such as public transportation networks, utilities, public buildings, or parks.  A well-
considered, strategic PPP approach can mitigate cost overruns and schedule delays that often plague 
traditional public-sector infrastructure project delivery.  

Public agencies pursue PPPs for a variety of reasons, including access to private capital, improved budget 
certainty, accelerated project delivery, transfer of risk to the private sector, attraction of private sector 
innovation, and improved or more reliable levels of service (USDOT, 2012). However, PPPs require 
dedicated and stable revenue sources to pay back the upfront capital investment. PPPs are complex 
transactions. Sophisticated analysis is required to determine whether a PPP is likely to provide a better 
result than a traditional public-sector approach. For some projects, PPPs provide high return on investment 
with significant cost-savings over the life cycle of a project.  

The Urban Land Institute (Corrigan, et al., 2005) published 10 principles for successful PPPs: 

1. Prepare Properly for Public/Private Partnerships

2. Create a Shared Vision

3. Understand Your Partners and Key Players

4. Be Clear on the Risks and Rewards for All Parties

5. Establish a Clear and Rational Decision-Making Process

6. Make Sure All Parties Do Their Homework

7. Secure Consistent and Coordinated Leadership

8. Communicate Early and Often

9. Negotiate a Fair Deal Structure

10. Build Trust as a Core Value

Environmental Impact Bonds:  Environmental impact bonds use private sector equity capital to advance 
projects that otherwise would wait until local governments compiled sufficient funding to achieve a specific 
outcome.  In environmental impact bond transactions, investors fund a specific project outcome, which is 
then repaid by a local government as the outcomes are achieved. This approach can transfer project risks to 
the investor and accelerate the timeline for project completion.  

Dispersed Water Management on Private Lands:  Throughout the lagoon, freshwater inputs to the IRL 
have been dramatically altered by land-use patterns and coastal development. Even if the freshwater 
entering the system through stormwater conveyances are high quality, the fragile freshwater and saltwater 
balance of an estuary influences both species composition and estuary productivity. The ability to hold, 
treat and manage releases of water is a foundation for successful estuary restoration. It is also one of the 
great challenges. Many people don’t fully realize or appreciate how far upstream (west from IRL 
shorelines) that these freshwater, sediment and nutrient impacts extend.  Large volume rainy season 
freshwater discharges from Lake Okeechobee to the Caloosahatchee and/or St. Lucie Rivers combined with 
natural watershed discharges through the many ditches and drainage systems that lead to IRL tributaries 
or surface waters represent both event-driven and chronic impacts to southern IRL water quality. The 
storage of excess surface water on private and public lands and the treatment of water quality before 
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discharge to surface waters are essential components of a comprehensive approach to restore the IRL and 
meet Florida's water management needs. Private landowners can play an important role in the delivery of 
dispersed water storage, treatment, and release programs. Efforts to deliver a dispersed water 
management program on private lands encourage property owners to retain storm water on their land in 
reservoirs and treat it with natural wetland filtration or other mechanisms prior to release. Dispersed 
water management on private lands provides an opportunity to accelerate delivery of large regional water 
storage projects. Landowners typically become involved through cost-share cooperative projects, 
easements, or payment for environmental services. Florida Water Management Districts have developed 
the requisite legal and financial instruments to successfully implement and manage these projects.  

Catastrophe and Climate Resilience Bonds:  One emerging financial investment opportunity relevant to 
Florida and the IRL is associated with Catastrophe Bonds and Climate Resilience Bonds. When natural 
disasters like hurricanes or floods occur, governments are often considered as “insurers of last resort.” 
Public emergency funds and agencies are often expected to underwrite losses not covered by traditional 
insurance and to coordinate and fund reconstruction efforts. A common experience is that long after 
emergency response and initial recovery assistance is exhausted, local and/or state funding is required to 
address the long-term needs of infrastructure. Disaster and resilience bonds can be designed with the 
financial conviction that planning for disaster events is more cost-effective than post-disaster response, 
reconstruction and recovery. As the frequency and severity of natural disasters (storms, floods, wildfires) 
increase, reconstruction and recovery efforts become financially unsustainable for budget-constrained 
governments. Investment in post-disaster resilience also provides increased assurance that a community’s 
economy will improve and thereby be able to pay down the costs of the bonds. 
Catastrophe or resilience bonds are one mechanism that can transfer these types of risks to the capital 
market. They provide an insurance policy in which the holder of the policy receives a pay-out when a 
disaster reaches a predetermined threshold. A secondary benefit is that these types of bonds, create 
incentives for cities to invest in resilience to reduce the human and financial cost of catastrophic events 
when they do strike. Two examples include the New York Subway system and Amtrak. Both their own 
catastrophe bonds after Hurricane Sandy in 2013. In 2018, the market for catastrophe bonds was estimated 
at $30 billion annually and growing (Vaijhala and Rhodes, 2018).  
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THE BOTTOM LINE – MOVING AHEAD TO 2030 AND BEYOND 
Current levels of funding for IRL restoration and stewardship are insufficient to meet projected needs 
identified in the IRL CCMP and IRLNEP preliminary project list. Insufficient investments challenge our 
commitment and creativity to pursue IRL recovery and sustained stewardship. Insufficient investments 
extend the timeline for ecosystem recovery and increase costs.  The longer it takes to decrease IRL 
stressors, the more difficult and costly restoration will become.  If we delay intervention actions or fail to 
respond to the urgent needs of a declining ecosystem, options for recovery may become more difficult and 
costly. 

The Balmoral Group (Technical Memorandum, 2021) conducted a review of the IRL CCMP, Strategies for 
Financing the CCMP report (herein), prospective significant revenue streams (federal, state, and local 
government sources and private or public/private sources), and their alignment with the IRLNEP priority 
areas. The review confirmed the that $5 billion was a reasonable cost estimate to achieve CCMP 
implementation. If implemented over a 20-year time frame, an investment of $250 million a year would be 
needed from multiple sources. The Balmoral Group prepared two reasonable financial Pro Forma analyses 
for CCMP funding. The report concluded that a comprehensive investment strategy could achieve the target 
goal of $250 million annually over 20 years, if comprehensive and coordinated investment decisions were 
made at local, state and federal levels. 

Even with significant investments for restoration and stewardship projects, predicting ecological response 
is complicated. In 2009, Duarte, et. al. published a scientific article in the Journal of Estuaries and Coasts 
titled: “Return to Neverland: Shifting Baselines Affect Eutrophication Restoration Targets.” The research 
evaluated the response to nutrient abatement of four well-studied coastal ecosystems that received 
increased nutrient inputs between the 1970s and the 1980s. Evidence showed that the restoration 
trajectories of these ecosystems were not directly reversible. All four ecosystems displayed non-linear 
trajectories that failed to return to the reference status upon nutrient reduction. This work highlights the 
urgency to reduce nutrient and pollutant stressors to the IRL from all sources and as quickly as possible. 
The research reminds us that we may no longer be able to restore a system to some past historic reference 
point.  With climate change, sea level rise and continued human population growth, we must make 
restoration and stewardship decisions with a preferred future as a target outcome. Identification of 
restoration project goals and quantitative measures of success are important considerations for every 
project 

Our scientific ability to understand and predict biological and ecological responses to restoration 
interventions depends heavily on having a robust, comprehensive, and integrated system for monitoring, 
mapping, and modeling IRL status and projected response. Although this report identified $5 billion in 
investment needs over the next 20 years, it’s impossible to predict accurately how the IRL will ecologically 
respond to those restoration interventions and how long it will take to see observe significant changes.  
The time value of money is an important financial consideration. The longer we wait, the more damage 
occurs. The longer we wait, the more difficult it may become to achieve restoration targets and intended 
outcomes. The longer we wait, the more it will cost. Inadequate investments today push those increased 
costs to future generations. 

This “Strategy for Financing the IRL CCMP” provides information necessary to secure and sustain sufficient 
funding to continue the vital work of the IRNEP and implement the recommended actions in the CCMP. The 
Appendix section that follows provides a preliminary list of current and potential funding sources to assist 
IRL stakeholders who are looking for funding. As the IRLNEP and our partners look to the future, five 
fundamental truths should guide our decisions and actions: 
Partnerships Are Essential. To a large degree, IRL restoration progress will depend on local vision, 
leadership and investment. Counties, incorporated cities, unincorporated towns and communities along the 
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IRL have varying capacities to implement IRL restoration and stewardship strategies.  In some cases, local 
interest in a healthy IRL may not be within the financial capability of a municipality. At times, IRL priorities 
may come into conflict with other urgent needs or opportunities. The IRLNEP supports and respects home 
rule and the ability, responsibility, and authority of its IRL partners to identify their own opportunities, 
needs, and priorities. At minimum, local municipalities should identify and understand the scope of their 
local footprint and impacts on the IRL. Then take actions to remove or reduce those impacts. Local 
municipalities do not have to do it alone. Local cost-share opportunities with the IRLNEP, FDEP, FWC, 
SFWMD, and SJRWMD are available to help leverage the power of partnerships through shared 
investments. Ultimately, better coordination, collaboration and communication must occur among federal 
state and local public- and private-sector partners. 

There Are No Simple and Quick Solutions.  Restoration of the IRL will not happen overnight. There is no 
“silver bullet” single action or new technology that will transform the system back to some healthy, historic 
reference point. Human population growth continues to concentrate in high-quality coastal areas. Coastal 
infrastructure is aging and inadequate to accommodate that growth. Outdated and inadequate regulatory 
policies may not align with restoration needs and desired outcomes. Climate change and sea level rise 
complicate the identification of solutions and decision-making. Public policy, investments and regulatory 
actions must be implemented as long-term stewardship strategies focused on quality of life, sustainability, 
public safety, and coastal community resilience. Resolve and a commitment to sustained investments are 
needed. 

Think Big.  Bold, transformational decisions and investments are needed. A failure to act will increase 
costs, community vulnerabilities and impair future prosperity. The good news is that estuaries are 
naturally resilient.  Significant reduction of priority stressors can jump-start the recovery of water quality, 
habitats and living resources.  Building community resilience is a common goal that can connect the dots 
between water infrastructure – natural infrastructure – transportation infrastructure – homeland security 
– and adaptation to both climate change and sea level rise. A bold, aspirational statewide vision for clean
water and healthy, resilient coasts is needed with connected leadership is urgently needed.

Scale and Time Investments to Align with Needs. A significant increase in funding is needed for the 
IRLNEP and its federal, state and local restoration partners to deliver measurable progress towards a 
sustainable IRL recovery. The IRL CCMP provides broad guidance for strategies and actions to focus 
investments for high return on investment value. What is missing in Florida today is a comprehensive and 
integrated non-regulatory and regulatory framework that supports public and private-sector investments 
that are scaled to deliver transformational and sustainable improvements to our water, wastewater and 
stormwater infrastructure that will promote and sustain a healthy IRL.  If annual IRL investments continue 
at the current scale, restoration will be measured in centuries rather than decades. A failure to accelerate 
investments in clean water and healthy estuaries will short-circuit financial growth opportunities, leave 
coastal industries and jobs vulnerable to continued water quality declines, and ultimately increase long-
term costs. Strategic investment decisions to improve water quality and restore natural habitats today will 
position Florida and its human communities for sustainable economic growth and improved quality of life.  

Reimage Our Role and Responsibility to Protect a National Treasure. There is only one Indian River 
Lagoon (ONE LAGOON). Ultimately, a cultural shift is needed in how we think, how we behave, and how we 
value the lagoon in our daily lives, in the quality of our communities, and in our economy. The IRL delivers 
multiple natural resources benefits to our communities and quality of life. It is a backbone of world-class 
recreational and tourism assets. The lagoon is linked physically and functionally to America’s next great 
expansion of aviation and space exploration. Designated by the U.S. Congress as an “estuary of national 
significance”, the IRL is a national treasure and an engine that drives the economy of the region, Florida, 
and the nation. For the Indian River Lagoon and Florida, clean water and healthy coastal ecosystems are 
not just aspirational environmental goals but represent economic and quality of life imperatives. 
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APPENDIX A: FEDERAL FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES BEYOND 
THE NEP  
Major sources of federal funds identified herein include Congressional Acts and Appropriations, as well as 
specific examples of funding opportunities within federal agencies and programs.  It is not an exhaustive 
review. It is important to remember that funding sources and annual funding appropriations vary from 
year to year. Requests for proposals may not follow standard timetables. One-time funding opportunities 
can appear at any time.  

For IRLNEP stakeholders and partners looking to identify federal grant programs, the primary source for 
information is the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA). This catalog lists the available funding 
programs available to government, nonprofit organizations, for-profit businesses, and other eligible 
entities. Search for grants and federal funding opportunities at www.grants.gov. This resource allows 
potential grant applicants to search, filter, and apply for specific opportunities to receive federal funding. 
Some of those are included in the sections below.  

Many articles and sources document federal resources for environmental restoration and stewardship. As 
one example, the Environmental and Energy Study Institute, an independent, bi-partisan 501 non-profit 
organization that promotes environmentally sustainable societies published a document in 2020 called 
“Federal Resources for Nature-Based Solutions to Climate Change” that listed several federal funding and 
technical assistance programs. Some of these opportunities are included in this document. Table A-1 below 
provides a preliminary list of federal funding programs, approximate amount of funding available, as well 
as the likely potential funding capacity. These programs are summarized in greater length in the narrative 
sections that follow. Prospective applicants should contact the funding agencies and program 
representatives directly before developing and submitting a proposal.  Probability of funding varies from 
program to program based on grant priorities and quality of proposals.  

General Funding Opportunities 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), authorized by Congress in 2000, is a 50-50 
partnership between the federal government and the state of Florida. The Plan includes more than 60 
projects that will take more than 30 years to completed at an estimated cost of $16.4 billion. Components of 
CERP have both direct and indirect impacts on restoration and stewardship of the southern Indian River 
Lagoon and its tributary, the St. Lucie River and Estuary. Congress authorized the Indian River Lagoon-
South (IRL-S) project in the Water Resource Development Act of 2007. The project includes about 170,000 
acre-feet (ac-ft) of new water storage in reservoirs (C-44 Reservoir, C-23/24 North/South Reservoirs, and 
C-25 Reservoir) and storm water treatment areas (STAs,  C-44 West/East, C-23, C-24, and C-25); additional
water storage on about 92,000 acres of natural storage areas (Allapattah, Palmar, and Cypress Creek);
removal of 7,900,000 cubic yards of muck from the St. Lucie River and Estuary; and construction of
artificial oyster habitat in the Lagoon. In 2020, Congress appropriated $250 million in the FY 2021 omnibus
appropriations bill for South Florida Ecosystem Restoration, which funds a suite of Everglades projects,
including the Central Everglades Planning Project. This was an increase from $200 million in FY 2020
federal appropriations for Everglades Restoration.
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 Table A-1. Federal Funding Program and Likely Potential Funding Capacity 

Funding Program 
Approximate 

Funding 
Available 

Type of Funding 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 
(CERP) $200,000,000 Congress appropriated funding 

American Waters Resources Act (AWIA)/Water 
Resources Development Act (WRDA) $67,400,000 Funding Authorization Vehicle 

America’s Water Infrastructure Act (AWIA) $2,015,200,000 Funding Authorization Vehicle 
EPA - Building Blocks for Sustainable 
Communities Program NA Technical Assistance Program 

Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program $686,500,000 Loan 
Clean Water Non-Point Source Program (Section 
319)/State Water Quality Assistance Grants  $9,000,000  Federal and State Funding 

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Program $54,600,000 Loan 
EPA - Greening America's Communities Program NA Technical Assistance Program 
EPA - Sewer Overflow and Stormwater Reuse 
Municipal Grants Program $1,809,000 Grant 

EPA - Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SRI) NA Tools/Training 
EPA - Urban Waters Small Grants Program 
(UWSG). $6,600,000 Grants 

FEMA - Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Grant 
Program $897,436 Grants 

FEMA - Building Resilient Infrastructure and 
Communities (BRIC) $500,000,000 Federal Funding and Technical 

Assistance 

HUD - Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) Program - Mitigation Program $16,000,000,000 Grants 

NOAA - Community-Based Restoration Program $4,000,000 Grants 

NOAA - Sea Grant $200,000 Matching Grant 

NOAA - Coastal Resilience Grant Program - 
National Coastal Resilience Fund $804,348 Matching Grant 

NOAA - Broad Agency Announcement NA Funding 
US DEPT INT - The Bureau of Land Management 
Financial Assistance NA Financial and non-financial assistance 

US DEPT AGR - Urban and Community Forestry 
(UCF) Challenge Cost Share Program $1,000,000 Technical, Financial (Matching Grants), 

Research and Educational Services 

US DEPT AGR - Conservation Stewardship 
Program $2,282,000 Financial Assistance, Technical 

Assistance 

US DEPT AGR - Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program $1,750,000 Financial Assistance, Technical 

Assistance 

US DEPT AGR - Forest Stewardship Program NA Technical Assistance Program 

USFWS - Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program NA Technical Assistance 

USFWS - The National Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation Grant Program $27,000,000 Matching Grant 
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American Waters Resources Act (AWRA)/Water Resources Development Act (WRDA). Reauthorized 
during the 116th Congress (2020) in a two-year authorization cycle, WRDA bills authorize water resources 
studies and projects and set policies for navigation, flood control, hydropower, recreation, water supply 
and emergency management for the U.S Army Corps of Engineers. This legislation addresses local interests 
related to ports, inland waterways, levees, dams, wetlands, watersheds, and coastal restoration The WRDA 
recognizes the critical water infrastructure needs in our states and communities as well as the importance 
of green infrastructure and low impact development to reduce costal vulnerability. 

Specific to the Indian River Lagoon, current WRDA funding is used to support Everglades Restoration, the 
State Revolving Loan Fund, the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, and the Drinking Water State Revolving 
Loan Fund. WRDA reauthorization and expanded appropriations can advance federally funded water 
infrastructure projects, natural infrastructure to mitigate the risk of storms and flooding, expand projects 
that enhance coastal resilience, support Harmful Algal Bloom research, mitigation, and prevention projects, 
and advance our scientific understanding of coastal and ocean acidification to determine risk-based 
vulnerabilities and responses. 

America’s Water Infrastructure Act (AWIA) of 2020 was reported to Senate in May 2020. AWIA 
primarily addresses the Civil Works program of the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). The bill supports the 
nation's global economic competitiveness by authorizing the Corps to undertake projects, programs and 
initiatives in their Civil Works program relating to navigation, environment, flood risk management, 
hydropower, recreation, regulatory, emergency management, and water supply. AWIA 2020 also facilitates 
our nation's water infrastructure by creating and reauthorizing U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) water and wastewater programs under the Clean Water Act (CWA). Section 3016 reauthorizes the 
National Estuary Program as part of the CWA and includes new estuaries to EPA's candidate list to be 
considered as estuaries of national significance. It increases the authorization of the program to $50 million 
for each fiscal year 2022 to 2026 (See Sustaining the IRL Council and IRLNEP through Partnerships and 
Stable, Recurring Investments of this document). Section 3210 Under management conference calls for the 
administrator to give priority consideration Indian River Lagoon, among others. Further, the bill 
reauthorizes through FY2024 the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, which provides financing for water 
quality infrastructure projects. The bill also reauthorizes through FY2030 the Indian Irrigation Fund, which 
provides funds to maintain and repair Indian irrigation projects. 

Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA) was signed into law in 2014. The WIFIA 
program is managed by the EPA. WIFIA includes both direct loans and a new credit 
enhancement/guarantee mechanism for eligible water and wastewater infrastructure improvements. 
WIFIA was amended by Section 1445 of the Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act of 2015 (FAST), 
section 5008 of the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act of 2016 (WIIN), and section 
4201 of America's Water Infrastructure Act of 2018. [The statute and its amendments are in 33 USC Ch. 52: 
Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation.]  The interim final WIFIA implementation rule, Credit 
Assistance for Water Infrastructure Projects, was adopted by EPA in 2016 and established guidelines for 
the WIFIA program and the process by which EPA will administer credit assistance. The interim 
final previously incurred Costs in the WIFIA Program was signed by EPA in 2018 amending WIFIA 
regulations to clarify the process and conditions for including costs incurred and the value of integral in-
kind contributions made before loan closing in the calculation of total eligible costs. It also explains the 
process for being reimbursed for those eligible costs by WIFIA loan proceeds. The WIFIA program can fund 
development and implementation activities for eligible projects including those eligible for the Clean Water 
SRF, Drinking Water SRF, energy efficiency projects, projects secured by a common security pledge, as well 
as development phase activities, among others. Complete guidelines are listed under the EPA WIFIA site. 
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Opportunities 

Building Blocks for Sustainable Communities Program.  Developed in 2011, EPA developed this program 
to provide quick, targeted technical assistance to selected communities using tools that are designed to address a 
variety of challenges in many different local contexts. The tool includes an agenda, presentations and exercises 
that help facilitate discussion, a self-assessment to inform the conversation, an action-oriented process leading to 
next steps and partnerships. Technical assistance provided includes public engagement through a 2-day 
workshop, direct consultation with decision makers and potential partners, and a memo with specific next steps. 
Eligible applicants: local, county, and tribal governments and non-profit organizations that have the 
support of the local government on whose behalf they are applying (including IRL stakeholders) Applicants 
can submit a letter of interest outlining specific information including challenges the community faces, 
proposed technical assistance, alignment with strategy implementation, and capacity for implementation 
including partners involved.  

Clean Water Act Nonpoint Source Grants Program. Section 319 of the Clean Water Act awards grants for 
projects that manage nonpoint sources of water pollution. Section 319 grants may only be used for water 
management activities that do not directly implement a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit. In Florida Section 319 grants are administered by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. Eligible applicants: Local municipalities (including IRL stakeholders), state 
agencies and tribes. The grant total in 2020 was $172.3 million in grant money supporting a variety of 
activities including technical assistance and assistance, education, training, technology transfer, 
demonstration projects and monitoring to assess the success of specific nonpoint source projects.  

Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) CWSRF uses federal and state funds to provide low-interest 
loans for water infrastructure projects. States contribute a 20-percent match of the federal funding and are 
responsible for operating and implementing the projects. Nature-based solutions for habitat restoration, 
pollution management, and other projects (such as those contemplated by the CCMP) are eligible for 
CWSRF funding. State CWSRF programs provide loans to eligible recipients to construct municipal 
wastewater facilities, control nonpoint sources of pollution, build decentralized wastewater treatment 
systems, create green infrastructure projects, protect estuaries, and fund other water quality projects. 
Building on a federal investment of $46.8 billion, state CWSRFs have provided $145 billion to communities 
through 2020. IRL projects funded through this program include reclaimed water reuse facilities, treatment 
facilities, wastewater treatment and stormwater management facilities as well as lift station rehab for Cape 
Canaveral, among others. 

Greening America’s Communities Program. This program supports green infrastructure and sustainable 
design projects in cities and towns across the United States. Eligible applicants include cities and towns. 
The EPA funds a team of designers to produce schematic designs to catalyze or complement a larger 
planning process for the pilot neighborhood. The design team and EPA, along with partners from other 
federal agencies, also help city staff develop specific implementation strategies Additionally, these pilots 
are often the testing ground for citywide actions, such as changes to local codes and ordinances to better 
support environmentally sustainable growth and green infrastructure. The design team and EPA, along 
with other federal agencies, can help city staff develop specific implementation strategies. 

Sewer Overflow and Stormwater Reuse Municipal Grants Program – This new grant program will 
provide funding for critical stormwater infrastructure projects in communities including sanitary sewer 
overflows (SSO). States are required to prioritize funding projects for communities that are financially 
distressed, have a long-term municipal CSO or SSO control plan, or for projects that have requested a grant 
on their Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) Intended Use Plan.  Projects under this program will 
have many of the same program requirements as the CWSRF and, to the extent that eligible projects are 
available, at least 20 percent of a state’s allocation must be used for green infrastructure, water and energy 

https://www.epa.gov/nps/319-grant-program-states-and-territories
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efficiency improvements, and other environmentally innovative activities Florida will receive 2.7% of the 
allocation from this program (approximately $1,809,000).  

EPA Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SRI). The SRI supports the cleanup and redevelopment of 
sites that are contaminated with hazardous waste by providing “site owners, businesses, local governments 
and lenders with the tools and information resources they need to make reuse happen.” Creating resilience 
to climate change is incorporated into Superfund site cleanup.  Many Superfund sites can be redeveloped to 
include nature-based solutions that prevent flooding, erosion, and transport of contaminants. Eligible 
applicants: Government agencies, site owners, responsible parties, community members, developers, non-
profit agencies, and other partners. This initiative is a nationally coordinated effort to ensure that EPA and 
its partners have an effective process and the necessary tools and information to return Superfund 
hazardous waste sites to productive use. In 2020, EPA collected data showing that at 632 non-federal 
facility sites that are in reuse, 9,902 businesses are generating $63.3 billion in sales revenue and employ 
227,769 people who earned a combined income of $16.3 billion. As of January 2018, there have been 31 
Superfund redevelopment opportunity sites, 4 of which are in Florida. Property owners and entities with 
controlling interests in a superfund property can utilize the redevelopment tools on the EPA page. 

EPA Urban Waters Small Grants Program (UWSG). The Urban Waters Small Grants Program provides 
funds for projects that improve urban water quality. The projects must also provide additional community 
benefits (i.e., economic, recreational, and employment opportunities), engage underserved communities, 
and foster partnerships. Water quality issues can often be addressed with green infrastructure to manage 
runoff and reduce flooding. Since the inception of the Urban Waters Small Grants Program in 2012, the 
program has awarded approximately $6.6 million in grants to 114 organizations across the country and 
Puerto Rico. The grants are competed and awarded every two years, with individual award amounts of up 
to $60,000. This program can specifically address some of the environmental equity concerns of the 
IRLNEP. Eligible applicants include states, local governments (including IRL stakeholders), Indian Tribes, 
public and private universities, and colleges, public or private nonprofit institutions/organizations, 
intertribal consortia, and interstate agencies.  

EPA Regulatory Enforcement Fines: Directed fines from EPA regulatory enforcement actions and 
assessment of Civil Penalties. Regulatory actions may result in civil penalties - monetary assessments paid 
by a person or regulated entity due to a violation or noncompliance. Penalties act as an incentive for 
coming into compliance and staying in compliance with the environmental statutes and regulations. 
Penalties are designed to recover the economic benefit of noncompliance and to compensate for the 
seriousness of the violation. When civil penalties are assessed with funds transferred to the U.S. Treasury 
or mitigation projects performed to comply with regulatory enforcement actions related to damage to 
coastal water quality, habitats or living resources, the NEP should be involved in where and how those 
funds and/or projects are allocated.  Any projects that occur within NEP watersheds should be in full 
alignment with adopted CCMPs and structured to secure highest mitigation return-on-investment value. 
This would represent an opportunity for IRLNEP to coordinate regularly with EPA to determine whether 
fines are applicable and can be directed. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Opportunities 

Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Grant Program. This FEMA grant program provides resources “to 
reduce or eliminate the risk of repetitive flood damage to buildings and structures insurable under the 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).” FMA funds projects that reduce flood damage and make 
communities more resilient to future flooding. Stormwater management, wetland restoration or creation, 
and floodplain and stream restoration projects are eligible for FMA funding. Eligible applicants: States, 
territories, and federally recognized tribes can submit applications on behalf of homeowners, businesses, 
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and private nonprofits. The application period to apply for fiscal year 2020 FMA funding was opened on 
September 30, 2020. There is $200 million available in FMA funding. 

FEMA's Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC) program was authorized by the Disaster 
Recovery Reform Act of 2018. It replaces the FEMA Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Grant Program. This 
grant program allows participants to develop resilient infrastructure to reduce the impacts of natural disasters, 
such as floods, earthquakes, droughts, and wildfires, before a disaster occurs.  This program will provide FEMA 
with a steady stream of funding year-to-year for pre-disaster hazard mitigation projects, and a unique and 
exciting opportunity to shift toward proactive investment in community resilience. This program replaces 
FEMA’s Pre-Disaster Mitigation program and supports states, local communities (including IRL 
stakeholders), tribes, and territories, as they undertake hazard mitigation projects reducing the risks they 
face from disasters and natural hazards. BRIC's guiding principles are supporting communities through 
capability and capacity-building; encouraging and enabling innovation; promoting partnerships; enabling 
large projects; maintaining flexibility; and providing consistency. There is $700 million in funding available. 
This includes $500 million for Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities with $20 million in set-
aside grants for tribes. 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Opportunities 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. The CDBG program supports a range of 
community needs, including affordable housing, neighborhood stabilization, and economic development. 
The program provides annual grants on a formula basis to states, cities, and counties to develop viable 
urban communities by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment, and by expanding 
economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons. Green infrastructure for 
stormwater management and urban tree planting are eligible for CDBG funding because they create jobs, 
mitigate flooding in communities, and increase economic activities. Eligible Applicants:  States, cities, and 
counties. Programs include the CDBG Cares Act, Disaster Recovery Program, Entitlement Program, 
Mitigation Program, State Program, 108 Loan Guarantee Program, Insular Areas Program, among others 
Congress appropriated $12 billion in CDBG funds in February 2018 specifically for mitigation activities for 
qualifying disasters in 2015, 2016, and 2017, and HUD was able to allocate an additional $3.9 billion, 
bringing the amount available for mitigation to nearly $16 billion. This represents an opportunity for 
IRLNEP to engage and assist its communities (subject to limitations imposed by current CDBG funding 
within each local government) to evaluate financing options for IRL projects. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Opportunities 

Community-Based Restoration Program supports coastal and marine habitat restoration projects, such 
as restoring coral and oyster reefs, removing dams, and rebuilding coastal wetlands. The program provides 
grants and technical assistance for “restoration projects that use a habitat-based approach to rebuild 
productive and sustainable fisheries, contribute to the recovery and conservation of protected resources, 
promote healthy ecosystems, and yield community and economic benefits. $4 Million in funding was 
available in community-based restoration program funding for coastal and marine habitat restoration in 
2020. Eligible Applicants include Institutions of higher education, non-profit organizations, for-profit 
organizations, foreign public entities and foreign organizations, state, territory, local (including IRL 
stakeholders), and Indian tribal governments. The Florida Aquarium, Groundwork Jacksonville, Inc, Mote 
Marine Lab, and the Coral Restoration Foundation are among past recipients for these awards. 

NOAA Sea Grant provides a variety of non-infrastructure funding opportunities based on its work in four 
focus areas: Healthy Coastal Ecosystems, Sustainable Fisheries and Aquaculture, Resilient Coastal 
Communities and Economies, and Environmental Literacy and Workforce Development. Funding 
opportunities include National Strategic Investments, Special Projects, and focused opportunities through 
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each of the 34 Sea Grant programs. Florida Sea Grant Funding and Proposal Information is available for the 
period 2020-2022and should identify a topic and project relevant to coastal and ocean needs in Florida and 
the nation. Program Priorities change for different funding cycles. The 2020 to 2022 funding cycle priority 
areas are healthy and coastal environments, sustainable fisheries and aquaculture, and resilient 
communities and economies. 

NOAA Coastal Resilience Grant Program funds projects that are helping coastal communities and 
ecosystems prepare for and recover from extreme weather events, climate hazards, and changing ocean 
conditions. All project proposals undergo a rigorous merit review and selection process by a panel of 
subject matter experts from across the United States that include representatives of government, academia, 
and private industry. For example, the City of Naples working in partnership with the FDEP and NOAA 
utilized this funding vehicle to restore five acres of oyster reef in three locations in Naples Bay. 
Additionally, this grant program provided the Gulf of Mexico Alliance with project partner Florida DEP 
funds to help coastal communities enhance overall resilience to future hazards. 

NOAA Broad Agency Announcement is a mechanism to encourage research, education and outreach, 
innovative projects, or sponsorships that are not addressed through NOAA’s competitive discretionary 
programs. This announcement is not soliciting goods or services for the direct benefit of NOAA. Funding for 
activities described in this notice is contingent upon the availability of Fiscal Year 2021, Fiscal Year 2022, 
and Fiscal Year 2023 appropriations. Eligibility requirements are the same as those for Community-Based 
Restoration Program. In furtherance of this objective, NOAA issues this BAA for extramural research, 
innovative projects, and sponsorships (e.g., conferences, newsletters, etc.) that address one or more of the 
following four mission goal descriptions contained in the NOAA Strategic Plan. 

National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Opportunities 

NIST’s core mission is to promote U.S. innovation and industrial competitiveness. NIST research programs 
are targeted towards emerging technologies that will have the greatest impact in advancing the 
competitive position of the United States. Currently, these critical technology domains include Quantum 
Information Science, Artificial Intelligence, 5G and Advanced Communication, Advanced Manufacturing, 
and Biotechnology. Because of the scale of vulnerabilities and the significant benefits that our estuaries and 
coasts provide to the U.S. economy, our quality of life, and national security, NIST should consider adding 
ocean and coastal technology priorities to the list of critical technology domains. The capabilities of the 
Kennedy Space Center and its affiliates could be evaluated for NIST opportunities, especially as relate to 
IRL resource management needs. To thrive in its mission to promote U.S. innovation and industrial 
competitiveness, water and clean tech industry innovation should become a federal investment priority.  

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Opportunities 

Urban and Community Forestry (UCF) Challenge Cost Share Program. This program works with states 
to provide technical, financial, research and educational services so communities can conserve, restore, and 
enhance urban forests. The program funds projects that improve human health, educate communities on 
urban forestry, and increase the resilience of urban forests. Urban forests help manage stormwater runoff 
and reduce building energy use by moderating temperatures (which also reduces the public health impact 
of heat waves) and mitigate climate change by sequestering carbon. Eligible Applicants:  Local governments 
(including IRL stakeholders), non-profit organizations, community groups, educational institutions, and 
tribal governments. 

Conservation Stewardship Program. The largest conservation program in the United States with more 
than 70 million acres of productive agricultural and forest land enrolled in CSP. This program assists 
producers in protecting grazing land uses; conserving and improving soil, water and wildlife resources; and 
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achieving related conservation values by conserving eligible land through grassland conservation 
contracts. Includes grassed waterways, grade stabilization structure, residue management, and water and 
sediment control basin, degraded plan conditions, terrestrial habitat, etc. Nearly 7% of all farm and ranch 
land nationwide is involved in program. All private agricultural land, including cropland, pasture, and 
rangeland, is eligible to enroll in CSP. Applications are ranked based on conservation in place at time and 
ability to increase natural resource and environmental benefits 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program. NRCS provides agricultural producers with financial 
resources and one-on-one help to plan and implement improvements, or what NRCS calls conservation 
practices. Using these practices can lead to cleaner water and air, healthier soil and better wildlife habitat, 
all while improving agricultural operations. To get started, NRCS first assists to develop a conservation plan 
that meets goals and vision for the land; In Florida, the following priorities guide EQIP application 
selection: Water Quality Degradation, Insufficient Water, Soil Health, Plant and Animal Health,  
Inadequate Habitat for Fish and Wildlife. Additionally, farm records must be established or updated with 
the Farm Service Agency for both the person(s) and the land for the application to be eligible and 
evaluated; meets AGI and payment limitations provisions compliant with highly erodible land and wetland 
conservation requirements. Payments of up to $450,000 are made to participants after an EQIP 
plan/practice is constructed and/or measures have been carried out.  

National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). NRCS's natural resources conservation programs help 
people reduce soil erosion, enhance water supplies, improve water quality, increase wildlife habitat, and 
reduce damages caused by floods and other natural disasters.  

Forest Stewardship Program provides aid to owners of forest land where good stewardship, including 
agroforestry practices, will enhance and sustain multiple forest resources and contribute to healthy and 
resilient landscapes. The Forest Stewardship Program focuses on assisting landowners to actively manage 
their land and related resources, keeping land in a productive and healthy condition for present and future 
owners, and increasing the economic benefits of land (timber harvesting, for example) while conserving 
the natural environment. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Opportunities 

Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program. This program works with landowners to complete habitat 
restoration projects. In the last 24 years, 50,000 landowners have worked with Partners to complete 
60,000 habitat restoration projects on 6 million acres. The health of the country’s fish and wildlife 
populations depends on private landowners, who manage more than two-thirds of the country’s land. 
Partners provides technical and financial assistance to landowners interested in restoring and enhancing 
wildlife habitat on their land. Projects are custom designed to meet landowners’ needs. 

The National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant Program annually provides grants of up to $1 
million to coastal and Great Lakes states, as well as U.S. territories to protect, restore and enhance coastal 
wetland ecosystems and associated uplands. The grants are funded by taxes or import duties collected 
from the sale of recreational fishing equipment, boats, electric motors, and motorboat and small engine 
fuels under the authority of the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Restoration Act of 1950. Currently, FWS 
evaluates grant requests received from the State agencies on an annual schedule. Florida received funding 
from this grant in 2021 for Big Pine Key Hydrologic Restoration project and Bogey Creek Preserve 
Acquisition Phase 3 project.  
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APPENDIX B: STATE OF FLORIDA FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 
BEYOND THE NEP 
Strategic statewide investments to improve Florida’s infrastructure can provide substantial, long-term 
benefits to the public and the economy. For the Indian River Lagoon, new infrastructure projects and 
improvements to aging and inadequate infrastructure can be designed to provide direct and indirect 
benefits to water quality and IRL health. For new and improved roadways – the benefits are delivered 
through improved stormwater design and engineering that consider stormwater runoff and water quality. 
Historic causeway dredge and fill projects and the NASA KSC Crawlerway represent significant 
obstructions to natural water flow in the IRL that should be considered as infrastructure improvements are 
considered. Special considerations need to focus on restoring natural IRL water flow, restoration of natural 
shorelines to provide resilience to storm surges and sea level rise and innovative approaches to habitat 
creation to mitigate historic losses.   

For buildings and new construction, Low Impact Development and other technologies can improve 
stormwater treatment, improve hurricane resilience to wind and floods, and increase water/energy 
efficiency.  The development community and local governments often cite cost as a reason not to consider 
stronger building codes and practices that improve coastal resiliency. The cost of a project over its entire 
life span needs to be considered along with benefits. Projects should be built sustainably and resiliently. 
Repeated damage of infrastructure from hurricanes that hit Florida show construction vulnerabilities, 
inadequacies, and costs. As we move into post-COVID recovery, strategic investments to improve Florida’s 
water infrastructure can provide significant benefits to water quality, economic stimulus, job creation and 
community resilience. 

Florida’s FY 2020-2021 state budget included significant investments to protect the environment by 
allocating $690 million for water quality restoration. This included $322.6 million for Everglades 
Restoration, $236.6 million for water quality improvements like septic to sewer and wastewater 
improvement programs, and $25 million for projects to restore the Indian River Lagoon. Governor DeSantis 
and the Florida Legislature have appropriated historic levels of funding for Everglades Restoration and 
Florida’s water resources. These appropriations include significant funding to address harmful algal 
blooms (HABs) and coastal resilience. These public funds are well spent and deliver a high return on 
investment. Continued and expanded investment in clean water and healthy coastal ecosystems can create, 
protect, and sustain jobs and Florida’s clean-water dependent economy. 

Florida Statutes provide authority as well as legal and policy guidance to state agencies and local 
municipalities regarding a wide range of financial issues including taxation, special districts, financing, and 
bonding. The size of Florida’s general revenue fund is driven by collection of sales taxes, insurance taxes, 
and corporate income tax. Because trust funds are dedicated to specific purposes, general revenue remains 
the most flexible source of funds to address statewide needs, with competition for funding. Numerous state 
programs within different agencies provide direct and indirect opportunities for Indian River Lagoon 
restoration and stewardship.  Historically, many of the available state programs and funding sources have 
contributed to IRL restoration progress and stewardship. 

There is one common thread among these state funding programs – the financial needs of restoration and 
stewardship exceed available annual funds. One of the great challenges for the State of Florida will be to 
develop a long-term investment strategy with stable, recurring funding appropriations. The following 
sections provide a preliminary list of state funding sources and opportunities. 
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Florida Revenue Sources 

Water and Land Conservation Constitutional Amendment 

On November 14, 2014, Florida voters passed a Constitutional Amendment, “Amendment 1”, the Water and 
Land Conservation Amendment (Article X, Section 28 FL Constitution). With support from 4.2 million 
voters (75%) a third of the revenues collected by the Florida documentary stamp tax were to be directed 
towards water and land conservation efforts over a 20-year period (2014-2024).  

FLORIDA WATER AND LAND CONSERATION BALLOT SUMMARY: 
Funds the Land Acquisition Trust Fund to acquire, restore, improve, and manage conservation lands 
including wetlands and forests; fish and wildlife habitat; lands protecting water resources and 
drinking water sources, including the Everglades, and the water quality of rivers, lakes, and streams; 
beaches and shores; outdoor recreational lands; working farms and ranches; and historic or geologic 
sites, by dedicating 33 percent of net revenues from the existing excise tax on documents for 20 years. 

This revenue source is a major environmental “budget driver” identified by the Florida Legislative Budget 
Commission (2019). The voter-approved Constitutional Amendment dedicated 33% of the net revenues 
derived from existing excise tax on documents (doc stamp tax) to the Land Acquisition Trust Fund for 
water and land acquisition, conservation, and management purposes.  

Dedicated funding started on July 1, 2015.  Revenues will continue for 20 years. The Florida Long-Range 
Financial Outlook projected annual doc stamp revenues to exceed $900 million annually with net proceeds 
after debt serve exceeding $785 million for FY 2020-2021. Annual incremental growth was projected 
between 3.32%-3.59% until FY 2025-2026 when net revenues after debt service would exceed $1 billion. 
Total net revenue projections to LATF after debt service for the time period between FY 2019-2020 
through FY 2034-2035 are projected at over $17 billion.  

Strategic allocation of these revenues with a comprehensive, integrated, and forward-looking statewide 
plan to coordinate investments provides a historic opportunity for Florida to address existing water and 
land conservation challenges and position the state for future prosperity and high quality of life for future 
generations. Each relevant state agency (i.e., Department of Environmental Protection, Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services, Department of State, and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission) has its respective project priority lists. For example, the DEP Parks Division prioritizes capital 
improvements through individual park management plans. Coordination among agencies, perhaps using 
the IRL as a focal point for leverage, would increase the effectiveness of public investment. 

Ad Valorem Revenues – Florida Water Management Districts 
Florida’s five Water Management Districts (WMDs) are agencies of the State, structured to deliver four 
statutorily determined water priorities: ensure sustainable water resources, increase water conservation, 
enhance water supply, and improve water quality in priority water bodies. The IRL is represented by two 
WMDs, the South Florida Water Management District and the St. Johns River Water Management District. 
Pursuant to the IRL Council Inter-local Agreement of 2015, the IRL Council receives $500,000 annually 
from each WMD. Water Management Districts collect most of their annual revenues from ad valorem 
(capped constitutionally at 1 mil). Millage. In addition to property tax revenues, the WMD budgets include 
funding from state, federal and other sources, including revenue from federal grants, state appropriations, 
timber sales, cattle leases and permit fees, and interest earnings.  

As Florida’s population continues to grow, WMD’s must address complex water supply and water quality 
challenges, increased need to provide services, and increased stressors to Florida’s surface and ground 
waters.  Strategic short- and long-term financial planning will be necessary to evaluate financial capacity, 
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needs and the time value of money. WMD Governing Boards have a long history of adopting millage 
rollbacks to reflect to population growth and associated revenues with the goal of delivering year to year 
flat revenues and controlled expenditures. However, with rapid population growth, historic 
underinvestment in stormwater upgrades and increased costs of goods and services, WMD’s will need to 
evaluate budget considerations to increase revenues to meet current and future needs. WMDs have 
demonstrated the value of directing available funds to competitive local cost-share projects. This provides 
a powerful incentive for communities to move forward with local investments for water and habitat 
restoration projects and leverage available WMD funds. Further, the districts have the authority to 
designate individual “basins” for which different millage rates may be applied. The IRL could be defined as 
such a basin with a levy high enough to meet Districts priorities to support IRL-specific capital 
improvements and cost-share programs.  

Taxes and Fees 
Sales taxes are the state's leading source of revenue. They pay for more than 78 percent of the state’s 
general revenue programs. This revenue stream depends heavily on tourism activity, especially during 
seasonal peaks (winter-spring).  

A traditional method for generating revenue is to increase existing taxes and fees or impose new ones. This 
approach has the advantage of raising new funds rather than reallocating them from other existing 
programs. There are barriers to increasing taxes with existing programs (i.e., sales tax, gas tax, user fees) or 
creating new tax structures with appropriate and equitable tax rates (i.e., pollution tax on nutrients, 
pollutants, or carbon emissions). For Florida, there is a widespread public and political aversion to tax 
increases.  

In contrast, the public has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to pay for clean water and conservation 
through both state and local voter-approved referenda. See Brevard County SOIRL Case Study in this 
report). In 2020, the Florida Atlantic University, College of Business, initiated a statewide public polling 
initiative on behalf of the Brevard Indian River Lagoon Coalition and the Clean Water Coalition of Indian 
River County (Escaleras, 2020). Floridians were polled (n=1150) using statistically defensible polling 
methodologies. 61% of the respondents said they were extremely or moderately concerned about water 
quality of Florida’s lakes, rivers, springs, and estuaries. 87% agreed that it was very important or important 
to clean up Florida’s waterways. Overall, 62% said they were willing to pay $2 per month beyond current 
levels to help pay for projects to clean up Florida waterways. 

Commercial Aquaculture 
The Indian River Lagoon was historically a desirable shellfish production area. Increased oyster reef area 
offers opportunity for commercial reef leases to aquaculture operators.  Annual lease payments in turn 
provide revenue to support further reef restoration.   Expanded investments to build Florida’s commercial 
aquaculture sector could cultivate expansion of this industry sector and expand the role of this industry 
sector as a partner in natural habitat and species recovery efforts. 

Fishing and Hunting License User Fees 
One example of where user fees have made a significant impact on conservation in Florida and the U.S. is 
within the fishing, hunting and outdoor recreation communities.  State wildlife agencies and the wildlife 
conservation system of the U.S. depend heavily on sportsperson recreation for funding. Activities include 
fishing, hunting, and wildlife-related recreation. Over the years, public participation in these activities vary 
within user-groups. The 2016 USFWS National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated 
Recreation revealed that over 103 million U.S. residents 16 years and older participated in wildlife-related 
recreation. During that year, 35.8 million people fished, 11.5 million hunted, and 86.0 million participated 
in at least one type of wildlife-watching activity including observing, feeding, or photographing fish and 
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other wildlife. A strong commitment to clean water, healthy habitats and high-quality wildlife resources are 
essential to sustain this outdoor recreation industry sector. 

In Florida, the Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWCC) is responsible for managing 
Florida’s freshwater aquatic life, wildlife, and marine life. The agency was created by the enactment of 
Chapter 99-245, Laws of Florida, during the 1999 Regular Legislative Session and is largely funded through 
hunting and fishing licenses (both freshwater and saltwater), and through vessel registration fees, specialty 
license plates, federal grants, assorted hunting and fishing specialty tags, stamps, and permits, and general 
revenue provided by the state. FFWCC revenues flow through numerous restricted trust fund accounts 
(land acquisition, marine resources conservation, state game, nongame wildlife, invasive plant control, save 
the manatee, Florida panther, administrative, grants and donations and federal grants). In FY 2019-2020, 
11% of FFWC revenues were from general revenue.  

Also, Florida receives more than $22 million annually via disbursements under the Wallop-Breaux Act. 
Some of these funds are for boating safety, but the majority is deployed for public access and aquatic 
natural resource management. While the monies are for statewide use (including freshwater), the IRL 
could be legislatively designated as a priority, even if time-limited, for these funds. Again, the opportunity 
for leveraging dollars is enhanced by flexing additional resources. 

Nutrient Credit Trading 
Water quality credit trading is a voluntary, market-based approach that can help promote and accelerate 
the protection and restoration of Florida's rivers, lakes, streams, and estuaries. The goal of nutrient trading 
is to facilitate economic exchanges that can reduce pollution quicker and more effectively using market 
forces to drive water quality restoration. 

In 2008, the Florida Legislature passed HB 547 to amend the Florida Watershed Restoration Act and 
authorized water quality credit trading in the Lower St. Johns River Basin. By October 2010, over ten trades 
were approved by the Department of Environmental Protection (“Department”). These trades primarily 
involved draft pollutant reduction allocations, developed cooperatively by stakeholders and the 
Department before adoption of the Lower St. Johns River Basin Management Action Plan (“BMAP”). 

On June 7, 2013, Governor Scott signed House Bill 713 (Ch. 2013-146, Laws of Florida), expanding the 
program to the entire State. The bill authorized FDEP to approve voluntary water quality credit trading in 
adopted BMAPs. For many reasons too complex to discuss here, water quality trading (nutrient credit 
trading) is an option that has not had widespread use in Florida. The potential of markets to achieve water 
quality goals more quickly, effectively and at lower cost than traditional regulatory approaches is well 
documented.   

Water quality credit trading can benefit both businesses and the environment. With the passage of the 
expanded water quality credit trading program, Florida businesses have another mechanism to meet the 
numeric nutrient criteria and total maximum daily loads taking effect. In 2019, the EPA announced that it 
would modernize the agency’s water quality trading policies to leverage emerging technologies and 
facilitate broader adoption of market-based programs.  

The challenges for Florida and the Indian River Lagoon will be to work with our regulated and unregulated 
partners to structure a water quality trading program that meets a number of important criteria: Develop a 
credit-based financial system that explicitly ties water quality restoration investments to quantified and 
desired outcomes; develop a consistent methodology to evaluate each restoration project in terms of 
credits, benefits and costs; consider all costs of restoration for the lifetime of the project, not just 
construction; and understand the market forces (that guide opportunity for P3 efforts and environmental 
impact bonds) that would drive a successful program. Pennsylvania, Virginia and the District of Columbia 
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have well established water quality trading programs in place. Maryland has initiated a nutrient credit 
trading program.  The state of Florida should explore opportunities to develop a framework for water 
quality credit trading that supports TMDL and BMAP compliance and accelerates clean water outcomes. 
Nutrient credit trading is an option recognized in the IRL CCMP (2019). This option should be specifically 
explored for the Indian River Lagoon. 

Florida State Agency Annual Budgets 
Annual Budgets of Florida’s State Agencies are funded by a variety of sources including general revenues, 
taxes and fees and trust fund transfers. Each of Florida’s state agencies develop annual budget requests that 
consider both recurring and non-recurring needs and expenditures.   

Agencies often issue competitive Requests for Proposals for specific projects that fall outside of the 
expertise or capacity of agency staff. Although interagency communication and cooperation is excellent, 
priorities vary from agency to agency and opportunities for greater synergies and shared investments 
represent opportunities to advance statewide priorities and initiatives. Pursuant to the IRL Council Inter-
local Agreement of 2015, the IRL Council receives $250,000 from the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) through its annual budget request process.  

Increasing funding for competitive local cost-share projects can provide a powerful incentive for 
communities to move forward with local investments for water and habitat restoration projects. In 
addition to paying for restoration activity through new or expanded state revenue streams, the other 
option is to increase regulation by transferring the obligation to regulated entities.  With TMDLs and 
BMAPs or Reasonable Assurance Plans (RAPs) already adopted and in progress for much of the Indian 
River Lagoon, a greater return on investment would be to work with regulated stakeholders to improve 
efficiencies, shorten timeframes for compliance, and expand monitoring to track and evaluate progress. 

State Revolving Funds  
Florida's State Revolving Fund (SRF) is made up of three programs - Clean Water State Revolving Fund, 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, and State Revolving Fund Management. Both the Clean Water and 
the Drinking Water SRF Programs are funded through money received from federal grants as well as state 
contributions. These subsidized loans then "revolve" through the repayment of previous loans and interest 
earned and can reduce total investment costs over the 20-year horizon. While these programs offer loans, 
grant-like funding is also available for qualified small, disadvantaged communities, which reduces the 
amount owed on loans by the percentage that the community qualifies.  Therefore, favorable interest rates 
make this program a high return on investment value for local municipalities. It should be noted that in 
2020, the IRL received $18 million of a total of $212 million in Tiers I-III approvals. Funding primarily 
advanced wastewater treatment facilities, central wastewater collection and wastewater system 
rehabilitation. Each program is briefly described below with links to more information. 

• Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) Program provides low-interest loans to local
governments to plan, design, and build or upgrade wastewater, stormwater, and nonpoint source
pollution prevention projects. Certain agricultural best management practices may also qualify for
funding. Discounted assistance (e.g., very low interest rates, grants, etc.) for small communities is
available. Interest rates on loans are below market rates and vary based on the economic
wherewithal of the community.

• Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Program provides low-interest loans to local
governments and private utilities to plan, design, and build or upgrade drinking water systems.
Discounted assistance (e.g., very low interest rates, grants, etc.) for disadvantaged communities is
available. Interest rates on loans are below market rates and vary based on the economic
wherewithal of the community.
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The SRF Management Program supports the Drinking Water SRF and Clean Water SRF programs by writing 
loan agreements, reviewing financials, approving procurement, processing disbursements, and managing 
billing.  Generally, local governments (city and county) and special districts are eligible loan sponsors.  The 
first step in the process for SRF funding, both Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF, is the submission of a 
Request for Inclusion form, which can be submitted any time during the year. The information in the form 
is used to establish a project’s eligibility for funding, including any principal forgiveness, and priority score 
which is then used for placement on the funding list (“priority list”) at the next quarterly public meeting 
(held the second Wednesdays of August, November, February, and May). Projects are funded, in order of 
their priority score, until funds are exhausted. Once on the funding list, the process for applying for the loan 
may begin.  As with other programs, the IRLNEP is available to assist local communities with technical 
support and grant writing support.  

Agency and Other Funding Opportunities 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
The Florida Forever Program and its predecessor, Florida's Preservation 2000 have been Florida’s premier 
conservation land buying programs for the past four decades. Florida Forever is a blueprint for conserving 
natural resources and renewing Florida’s commitment to conserve the state’s natural and cultural heritage. 
Since the inception of the Florida Forever program in July 2001, the state has purchased more than 
818,616 acres of land for a little over $3.1 billion. Select State land acquisitions are coordinated through the 
FL Division of State Lands; other programs funded by Florida Forever are administered by other agencies 
(e.g., Florida Communities Trust). 

Beach Management Funding Assistance Program accepts funding requests from Florida local governments 
each fiscal year. 

Coastal Partnership Initiative program was developed to promote the protection and effective management 
at the local level of Florida's coastal resources. The Florida Coastal Management Program makes NOAA 
funds available on a competitive basis to eligible local governments. Eligible local governments are defined 
as Florida's 35 coastal counties and all municipalities within their boundaries that are required to include a 
coastal element in their local comprehensive plan. Florida's public colleges and universities, regional 
planning councils, national estuary programs and nonprofit groups also may apply if an eligible local 
government agrees to participate as a partner. 

Federal Clean Water Act Section 319(h) Funding for control of water pollution from nonpoint sources is 
managed by the FDEP Nonpoint Source Management Program. Nonpoint source pollution, unlike pollution 
from industrial and sewage treatment plants, comes from many diffuse sources, including stormwater. 
The program administers both the Federal Clean Water Act Section 319(h) Grants ("319 Grants") and 
the State Water-quality Assistance Grants ("SWAG"). The goal of these grants is to reduce nonpoint source 
pollution from land use activities. Total funding amounts available each year in these two grant programs 
depends on Federal and state appropriations (usually around $8 - $9 million). 

The Stan Mayfield Working Waterfronts grant program (funded by the Florida Forever program) was 
created by the 2008 Legislature and is administered by Florida Communities Trust. Grant funds are used to 
acquire a parcel(s) of land directly used for the purposes of the commercial harvest of marine organisms or 
saltwater products by state-licensed commercial fishermen, aquaculture practitioners, or business entities, 
including piers, wharves, docks, or other facilities operated to provide waterfront access to licensed 
commercial fishermen, aquaculture practitioners, or business entities. Funds may also be used for the 
acquisition of a parcel(s) of land used for exhibitions, demonstrations, educational venues, civic events, and 
other purposes that promote and educate the public about economic, cultural, and historic heritage of 

https://floridadep.gov/rcp/fcmp/documents/map-floridas-coastal-counties
https://floridadep.gov/rcp/fcmp/documents/map-floridas-coastal-counties
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Florida's traditional working waterfronts, including the marketing of the seafood and aquaculture 
industries. 

Florida Recreation Development Assistance Program (FRDAP) is a competitive, reimbursement grant 
program that provides financial assistance for acquisition or development of land for public outdoor 
recreation. Eligible participants include all county governments, municipalities in Florida and other legally 
constituted local governmental entities with the responsibility for providing outdoor recreational sites and 
facilities for the public. FRDAP expenditures improve community access and appreciation (including 
underserved areas) and can thereby increase support for other investment in the CCMP.  These are modest 
grants and often do not lend themselves to land acquisition. However, community access to the IRL is 
critical to IRL restoration and stewardship. Recreational access and use of the resource cultivate long term 
community support. 

Similar to FRDAP, the Recreational Trails Program is a federally funded competitive grant program that 
provides financial assistance to agencies of city, county, state or federal governments, and organizations, 
approved by the state, or state and federally recognized Indian tribal governments, for the development of 
recreational trails, trailheads, and trailside facilities. The program is administered in FDEP's Land and 
Recreation Grants Section within the Division of State Lands. 

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) 
The Rural and Family Lands Protection Program is an agricultural land preservation program designed to 
protect important agricultural lands through the acquisition of permanent agricultural land conservation 
easements. Such easements preclude development for the duration of the agreement and thereby can avoid 
new nutrient loadings from wastewater or stormwater attributable to non-agricultural use. Originally 
created in 2001 with the passage of the Florida Rural and Family Lands Protection Act, the program 
acquires development rights to help ensure the future of agriculture in the state. The program recognizes 
that a thriving rural economy with a strong agricultural base and viable rural communities is essential to 
Florida's future  

The Florida Endangered and Threatened Plant Conservation Program originated in 1992 to work toward 
the recovery of federally listed endangered and threatened plant species in Florida. This program is open to 
any individual or non-federal institution planning to conduct a project to conserve federal- and state-
regulated rare plants. These projects are funded on an annual basis only, and multi-year projects have no 
guarantee of successive funding. No projects may occur on federal lands.  The program is funded through 
grants from the U. S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 6 of the U. S. 
Endangered Species Act. The program issues small grants commonly ranging from $1,000 to $20,000 per 
year. These grants are given as 75:25 matching funds. Each project is responsible for acquiring the project's 
match (25%) for the federal funds (75%). 

Florida Energy Technology Cost Share Program — Efficiency and Renewable Improvements in Commercial 
Aquaculture (ERICA).  The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) developed 
the ERICA program to increase energy efficiency, reduce energy usage, and lower operating costs at 
commercial aquaculture facilities in Florida. This grant program is designed to provide grant 
reimbursement for technologies that significantly increase energy efficiency and renewable energy for 
eligible commercial aquaculture facilities and farms located in Florida.  Qualified applicants are those 
applicants who are certified under Section 597.004, Florida Statutes, and have a physical presence in the 
state of Florida. The applicant must maintain certification throughout the project implementation and the 
one-year energy data collection period. Where successfully leveraged, this cost-share program could be a 
significant factor in restoring the scale and stature of the shellfish industry in the IRL. Energy efficiency 
may be undertaken jointly with water quality improvement technology, which in turn supports the habitat 
or conditions for aquaculture. 
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St. Johns River Water Management District 
The St. Johns River Water Management District offers several cost-sharing programs throughout the year 
for projects that assist in creating sustainable water resources, provide flood protection and enhance 
conservation efforts. Funding may be available for local governments, agricultural interests, and other 
entities. 
District-wide Cost Share Program. The district accepts applications for cost-share funding for projects that 
benefit the district’s core missions. The typical deadline is in February of each year.  

Rural Economic Development Initiative and Innovative Projects Cost Share Program is open to all 
applicants with an innovative project or for REDI communities with projects (including O&M) that benefit 
one of the four district core missions with a maximum request of $500,000. The SJRWMD is an agency 
partner within the REDI program. 

REDI communities are disadvantaged economically with an employment base dominated by traditional 
agriculture or resource-based industries and a population of 25,000 or less. REDI communities may also be 
unincorporated federal enterprise communities, or an incorporated rural city that is not located in a 
designated rural county. As of July 12, 2019, the following are REDI-designated communities in the IRL 
watershed: Fellsmere and Pierson. 

Innovative Projects in Florida that will be considered for funding within this program use emerging or 
proven technology in a unique way to provide alternative water supply quantities or to expand available 
quantities to offset groundwater withdrawal, to improve water quality, or to otherwise improve the water 
resources of the district in support of the core missions. The typical deadline for REDI/Innovative Projects 
is in February of each year.  

The District’s Agricultural Cost-Share Program engages farmers, growers, and ranchers in the shared goals 
of water conservation and reduction of nutrient run-off. Projects eligible for funding include but are not 
limited to: Irrigation system retrofits; Soil moisture and climate sensor telemetry; Rainwater harvesting; 
Sub-irrigation drain tile; Tailwater recovery and reuse; Soil mapping with variable rate fertilizer 
application; and Expanded waste storage. Cost-share could be up to 75 percent, not to exceed $250,000 
annually, of the design, construction, and implementation costs for approved projects. A MIL (Mobile 
Irrigation Lab) evaluation is recommended for submittal with the application but is not required. 
Applications are typically due by March.  

South Florida Water Management District 
For nearly two decades, the SFWMD has provided funding to local governments, special districts, utilities, 
homeowners associations, water users and other public and private organizations for stormwater, 
alternative water supply and water conservation projects that are consistent with the agency's core 
mission.  

The SFWMD Cooperative Funding Program offers grant support through a single streamlined program that 
provides partnership opportunities and financial incentives to implement local projects that complement 
regional flood control, restoration, water quality and water supply efforts. Interested participants should 
subscribe with the SFWMD to be notified as grant funding opportunities arise. 
https://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin?v=001qMk_r0X4SLBZu_wIoDY8vIW26U9nTa61kZl
sDygh0svRaE3EnV0FvzdvHqpNCuj47_S3fP6flia9QseTVg_1JH_WBQx_TPxNoPexrGVu2T8%3D.  

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
FFWCC provides grants for numerous programs as funding becomes available. A summary of fish and 
wildlife grants is provided at: https://myfwc.com/conservation/special-initiatives/fbci/grant-
opportunities/. Some examples relevant to the IRL include: 

https://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin?v=001qMk_r0X4SLBZu_wIoDY8vIW26U9nTa61kZlsDygh0svRaE3EnV0FvzdvHqpNCuj47_S3fP6flia9QseTVg_1JH_WBQx_TPxNoPexrGVu2T8%3D
https://visitor.r20.constantcontact.com/manage/optin?v=001qMk_r0X4SLBZu_wIoDY8vIW26U9nTa61kZlsDygh0svRaE3EnV0FvzdvHqpNCuj47_S3fP6flia9QseTVg_1JH_WBQx_TPxNoPexrGVu2T8%3D
https://myfwc.com/conservation/special-initiatives/fbci/grant-opportunities/
https://myfwc.com/conservation/special-initiatives/fbci/grant-opportunities/
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Derelict Vessel Grant. Pursuant to sections 206.606 and 376.15, F.S., FFWCC has established a program to 
provide grants to local governments for reimbursement for the removal of derelict vessels from the public 
waters of the state. The program is funded by an appropriation from the Florida Legislature. 
https://myfwc.com/boating/grants-programs/derelict-vessel/. 

Florida's State Wildlife Grants Program is supported by the federal State and Tribal Wildlife Grants 
Program, which provides annually appropriated funding to every state and territory.  This is a matching 
grants program, which provides financial support for projects that address conservation needs identified in 
the State Wildlife Action Plan. 

The Harmful Algal Bloom (HAB) Grant Program was first offered in FY 2020-2021 as part of the formation 
of the Florida HAB Task Force. First year grant funding supported projects that addressed priority 
recommendations of the HAB Task Force. Year 1 grants focused on projects that focused on enhancing 
research and communication related to Red Tide (Karenia brevis) blooms. 
https://myfwc.com/research/redtide/taskforce/grant/.  

Legislative Budget Requests 
In each session of the Florida Legislature, individual special projects are funded based on demonstrated 
needs, unique opportunities, public support, or political interest. Many are worthy projects with significant 
beneficial impacts. Some may not have strong return-on-investment value. To leverage the full benefits 
from legislative appropriations to specific projects, legislative budget requests should be accompanied by a 
detailed scope of work and financial analysis. For broad appropriations, making funds available through 
competitive grants programs should be the preferred process.  

Florida Specialty License Plates 
Florida offers over 120 different specialty license plates for various organizations in support of the causes 
they represent.  23 support environmental causes or state agency conservation programs. In addition to the 
Indian River Lagoon specialty plate, several plates contribute to IRL restoration, conservation or 
stewardship (Save the Manatee, Sea Turtle, Discover Florida’s Oceans, Protect Wild Dolphins, etc.). Money 
raised from the sale of most license plates goes directly to the sponsor organization. With some plates, 
funds are distributed through competitive grant programs. Details regarding fund distribution, 
administrative policies and fund-use restrictions are pursuant to enabling legislative language for each 
specialty license plate.  

Annual sales vary from plate to plate.  Plate sales histories suggest that revenues tend to flatten or decline 
relative to advertising investment levels and age of plate design.   Administration of the Indian River 
Lagoon specialty license plate was transferred from the SJRWMD to the IRL Council during the 2021 
Florida Legislative Session. Revenues from Volusia, Brevard and Indian River County will be applied to 
projects in the IRLNEP Program. Revenues from St. Lucie and Martin Counties are passed through to the 
SFWMD for projects in St. Lucie, Martin, and Palm Beach Counties. Historically, the IRLNEP has received 
approximately $125,000 annually from IRL plate sales in Volusia, Brevard, and Indian River County.   In FY 
2022, the IRL Council will roll out new artwork for the plate and implement a strategic marketing campaign 
to increase plate sales and revenues. 
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APPENDIX C: LOCAL MUNICIPALITY FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 
BEYOND THE NEP  

The 7 counties and 38 incorporated cities within the IRL watershed and the additional Volusia County cities 
within the IRL-Halifax planning boundary extension are all impacted directly and indirectly by IRL water 
quality declines. Inadequate transportation, stormwater and wastewater infrastructure have become 
common outcomes of chronic underinvestment. For small and financially challenged communities, the 
scope of the needs routinely exceeds their financial capacity. To compound the problem, rapid population 
growth and coastal development continue. Regulations and impact fees are not sufficient to offset impacts. 
Local government comprehensive plans have not kept pace with smart development changes and 
opportunities. Traditional market forces, such as those bolstering demand for large-lot, single family 
housing, continue to make smart growth changes difficult to implement. The costs of underinvestment in 
infrastructure maintenance and upgrades have reached a point for many local communities that local 
funding mechanisms alone will not effectively address the backlog of projects and scope of needs.   

Public partnership with leveraged and shared funding, municipal bonds, and for some local governments, 
innovative public-private partnerships, represent strategic pathways to address the backlog of 
infrastructure improvement needs and upgrade infrastructure to support new growth and the new 
demands of 21st century sustainable and resilient communities. Communities that fail to upgrade 
infrastructure will ultimately feel the impacts associated with water quality declines, increased 
vulnerabilities, infrastructure failures and lost competitiveness.  

Local Ad Valorem Taxes 
Local ad valorem taxes are based on the assessed value of real estate or personal property. These are levied 
by local jurisdictions, such as counties or school districts for a wide range of purposes. Basic ad valorem 
supports “general revenue” in most municipality budgets, so opportunities to apply funds for specific IRL 
purposes may be limited. Municipal Service Taxing Units (MSTU) are funded separately by supplemental ad 
valorem taxes. 

The five counties comprising the IRL currently have millage rates below the statutory maximum and in 
principle could be elevated to raise ad valorem revenues to support the CCMP. However, the Florida 
Legislature has capped the maximum yearly increase in accordance with the change in the per capita 
Florida personal income (s. 200.001(8)(i), F.S.). In 2019, if 100 percent of the allowable increase in millage 
were adopted by majority vote in each county (including Palm Beach County) and dedicated wholly to the 
CCMP, up to an additional $55 million could be generated for the IRL. This amount drops to about $23 
million without Palm Beach County, which has very little property in the IRL watershed. Over 20 years 
even the lower amount yields about $456 million based upon a one-time increase in millage. References: 
Section 125.01(1)(q), Florida Statutes, allows a county to create municipal service taxing or units for the 
provision of enumerated services and “other essential facilities and municipal service[s].  

Non-Ad Valorem Special Assessments 
Municipal Service Benefit Units (MSBU) are funded by the collection of special assessments or charges that 
fund a public service. The tool is flexible: it can be applied to commercial or industrial property only, or it 
can include residential land uses. Tax rates can be constant or can vary over time. MSBUs are funded 
through separate charges, assessments or fees – and are not based on property value. As examples, MSBUs 
have been funded instead based on linear (roadway) frontage, lot size, impervious surface, etc. 
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Wastewater Utility Fees 
There are over 4,100 active wastewater facilities regulated by the Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP). Approximately 2,100 of these facilities are classified as industrial and approximately 2,000 as 
domestic wastewater.  Approximately one-third of Florida’s population uses on-site sewage treatment and 
disposal (septic tanks) to treat their wastewater.  

Sewage spills are a common problem facing communities in Florida. According to Saintano (2020) between 
2015 and March 2020, there were 13,984 reported sewage spills in the state, based on data obtained from 
FDEP and confirmed by the agency. During this period approximately 1,658,165,304 gallons of sewage 
were spilled in Florida, after initial recovery efforts were completed. These wastewater treatment plant 
failures are not uncommon along the IRL. In 2021, FDEP ordered the City of Titusville to pay $200,000 in 
penalties for a pipe break at their Osprey sewer plant north of Sand Point Park. The plant had a recent 
history of falling out of state compliance. The December 2020 spill leaked 7.2 million gallons of raw sewage 
into ponds that flow to the Indian River Lagoon. 

Wastewater treatment plants (both public and private) represent a major source of nutrients and 
pollutants that enter the IRL through ground and surface waters. These pollutant loads are associated with 
the management of both biosolids and reclaimed water. Within the state and the IRL region, some 
wastewater treatment plants have yet to attain advanced wastewater treatment standards.  Some are 
operating at full capacity. Many suffer from aging and inadequate infrastructure at both the treatment plant 
as well as the pipe distribution system. In 2020, the Florida Legislature passed the Clean Waterways Act. 
The Act increased fines against utilities that spill sewage and requires annual reports to the Governor and 
lawmakers on all such spills. Ultimately, upgrades to wastewater treatment infrastructure (including 
conversion from septic to centralized sewer) will require local municipalities to evaluate the current 
condition of their wastewater infrastructure and reconsider rates and revenue needs to attain and sustain a 
minimum of advanced wastewater treatment standards as Florida’s population grows. 

Discretionary Sales Tax 
Florida’s state sales tax rate is 6%. Individual Florida counties may impose a sales surtax called 
discretionary sales surtax or local option county sales tax. The counties use the funds to pay for local 
authorized projects. Discretionary sales surtaxes apply to all transactions subject to the state sales and 
communications services taxes. Nine types of local discretionary sales surtaxes are authorized in Florida 
Statutes, including local government infrastructure. References: Sections 212.054 and 212.055, Florida 
Statutes. 

Gas tax 
The federal government levies tax on every gallon of gasoline sold in the United States. The State of Florida 
also levies a tax. Counties can increase their fuel taxes through what's called an “additional local option.”  
County governments are authorized to levy up to 12 cents of local option fuel taxes in three separate levies 
on fuel sold within the county. These funds are intended to support roads and transportation, but 
stormwater management (i.e., water quality of runoff) associated with roadway improvements are eligible 
expenditures. References: Sections 206.87(1)(b), 206.87(1)(c), 336.021, and 336.025, Florida Statutes. 

Tourist Development Tax 
Also referred to as tourist tax, bed tax, or resort tax, the tourist development tax is a 5% charge on the 
revenue from rentals of six months or less. Florida law allows counties to impose local option transient 
rental taxes on rentals or leases of accommodations in hotels, motels, apartments, rooming houses, mobile 
home parks, RV parks, condominiums, or timeshare resorts for a term of six months or less. Depending on a 
county’s eligibility, the maximum tax rate varies from a minimum of 3% to a maximum of 6%. TDTs play a 
vital role in Florida counties’ promotion of tourism in their areas. Over the years, the Legislature has added 
more and more authorized uses of this revenue. In 1977, the Legislature passed the Local Option Tourist 
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Development Act, which allowed counties to levy a one or two percent sales tax on “transient rentals”—
hotels, motels, resorts, or any other living accommodation for a term of six months or less. The proceeds 
could be used: 1) to promote and advertise tourism in Florida, nationally, and internationally; 2) to acquire, 
construct, improve, operate, and maintain publicly owned convention centers, sports stadiums and arenas, 
coliseums, or auditoriums; and 3) to fund convention bureaus, tourist bureaus, and tourist information 
centers.  

Since then, four other levies have been enacted: an additional one percent TDT, two separate one percent 
Professional Sports Franchise Facility Taxes, and a one percent High Tourism Impact Tax. There are now 
five TDTs that raise just over $1 billion for local tourism promotion. Depending on a county’s eligibility, tax 
rates vary from a minimum of three percent to a maximum of six percent. Most of Florida’s 67 counties levy 
some combination of TDTs. Over time, the authorized uses of TDT revenue have expanded to include zoos; 
beach park facilities; beach, channel, estuary, or lagoon improvements; erosion control; restoration of lakes 
and rivers; fishing piers; nature centers; auditoriums operated by non-profits; emergency medical and law 
enforcement services (coastal counties); and professional sports franchise and spring training facilities.  

Counties may also use TDTs for major capital improvements, including land acquisition, for public facilities 
including transportation, sewer, solid waste, drainage, potable water, and pedestrian facilities, if they are 
“needed to increase tourist-related business activities.” Not all the above uses are available to all counties.  

Convention Development Tax. 
Volusia County is authorized to levy convention development taxes on transient rental transactions. 
Generally, the revenues may be used for capital construction of convention centers and other tourist-
related facilities as well as tourist promotion; however, the authorized uses vary according to the levy. 
Three of the five statutorily available levies apply to separate taxing districts in Volusia County (Special 
District, Special, and Subcounty Convention Development Taxes). The combined effect is a countywide tax 
of 3% of the total amount charged for transient rental transactions. 

Other Local Option Taxes 
These include Local Option Food and Beverage Taxes and Municipal Resort Taxes; however, local 
governments within the IRL are not currently eligible to impose these and authorizing legislation would be 
required. As an example of potential revenues, Miami-Dade County’s 2% Food and Beverage tax raised $8.4 
million in FY2018 and $5.5 million in FY2019. 

New Tourist Taxes/Fees 
The IRLNEP could advocate for authorization to impose new taxes or fees that would be dedicated wholly 
to implementing the CCMP. These could be time-limited, potentially resolving a political concern. An “IRL 
visitation fee” could be attached to all non-resident enplanements at Daytona and Melbourne airports (total 
passengers of about 580,000 annually). For the sake of discussion, assume half of these trips are non-
resident (residents already support the CCMP through taxes); a modest fee of $10 per trip (and built into 
ticket pricing) would yield about $58 million over 20 years with no growth in the number of travelers. 
Similar charges could be crafted for non-resident automobile rentals from the IRL region. In sum, visitors 
could be assessed reasonable charges for the benefits received from a healthier IRL. A local willingness-to-
pay study may define the most appropriate rates, but literature values and actual rates deployed elsewhere 
may be used to establish a base rate per person. 

An increase in existing user fees is another option that would not require new authorizations. Boat ramps 
(day use), dry-dock storage, recreational trails, and the like could have dedicated fees attached. Collection 
could be a challenge and capture of all potential revenue may be unlikely. However, a persistent 
communication campaign about the IRL and its funding needs may be sufficient to secure a high 
participation rate. 
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Technical Memorandum 

To: Duane DeFreese, Ph.D. 

From: Valerie Seidel 

Date: 10/12/2021 

Subject: Pro Forma Analysis, Strategy for Funding CCMP 

The Balmoral Group has reviewed the IRL CCMP, and Technical Report No 1, Strategies for 
Financing Indian River Lagoon Restoration and Long-Term Stewardship. In addition, we have 
reviewed prospective significant revenue streams (federal, state, and local government sources 
and private or public/private sources), and their alignment with the IRLNEP priority areas. The 
review confirms that funding needs to accomplish the CCMP approximate $5 billion over 20 years, 
or an average of approximately $250 million a year.  

Based on research of available sources and using professional judgment, we have prepared two 
reasonable financial pro forma scenarios for CCMP funding: a “Low Scenario” approach and a 
“High Scenario” approach. The low scenario assumes lower bound estimates and lower 
likelihoods of funding at the line item level for all funding sources reviewed. The high scenario 
reflects the yearly funding that is available, but which would require political commitment both to 
access and to maintain for the duration of the CCMP. The Pro Forma analysis is summarized in 
Table 1 by funding source and in Table 2 by CCMP priority area.  

Table 1. Annual Average Funding Availability by Source ($ millions) 

Funding Source 
Annual Funding Capacity 

Low Scenario 
Annual Funding Capacity 

High Scenario 

Federal government $ 263.19 $ 430.44 

State government $ 6.56 $ 75.52 

Local government $ 569.99 $ 1,650.49 

Public-private partnerships $ 2.90 $ 8.60 

Total $ 842.64 $ 2,165.05 

Appendix D: Balmoral Group Technical Memorandum
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Table 2. Annual Average Funding Availability by CCMP Priority Area Category ($ millions) 

CCMP Priority Area 
Annual Funding Capacity 

Low Scenario ($E6) 
Annual Funding Capacity 

High Scenario ($E6) 

Stormwater $359.75 $916.28 

WWTFs and Septic 
Systems 

$341.69 $897.85 

Habitat Restoration $22.24 $104.85 

Muck Removal and 
Navigation 

$5.11 $77.48 

Citizen Engagement $16.96 $33.19 
Monitoring and 
Research 

$21.89 $39.40 

Capital Construction $75.01 $96.00 

Total $842.65 $2,165.05 

In sum, even conservatively, there are funding resources totaling more than $840 million per year 
to address the CCMP tabulated funding needs. If 30 percent of these resources were routinely 
captured under the Low Scenario, or 12 percent under the High Scenario, the CCMP needs could 
be reliably achieved. These funds, however, are not assured and rely in part on non-local sources, 
some of which are competitive (e.g., federal grants). 

Local sources (the counties, municipalities and the water management districts) have immediate 
connections – and responsibilities – to the IRL and the CCMP. Table 3 summarizes the IRL’s 
current and projected regional revenues by local funding source (see also Appendix A, Tables 
A-1 through A-4).

Table 3. Annual Average Revenues by Local Funding Source 

Current Condition 
Conservative 

Scenario 
Accelerated 

Scenario 

Local Funding Source 

Projected Average 
Revenues 

($ millions per year) 

Projected Additional 
Revenues 

($ millions per year) 

Projected Additional 
Revenues 

($ millions per year) 

County Property Taxes $902.88 $330.05 $981.44 
City Property Taxes $171.59 $62.72 $264.04 
WMD Property Taxes $46.32 $73.15 $142.38 
County Sales Taxes $103.66 $62.12 $196.24 
Save IRL Fund $ 0.00 $24.45 $48.90 
American Rescue Plan $ 0.00 $17.50 $17.50 

Totals $1,224.46 $569.99 $1,650.49 

Proposed CCMP Needs 
(annual average): $250.00 $250.00 

Surplus (Gap): $319.99 $1,400.49 
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The critical finding from Table 3 is that the expected growth in local property and sales taxes alone 
is more than sufficient to meet the proposed funding needs of the CCMP (at ~$250 million per 
year), provided that any increases in ad valorem receipts or county infrastructure sales taxes are 
directed largely or solely to the CCMP. Recognizing that local governments will have increasing 
needs of their own, in principle, if 78 percent of the expected growth in local ad valorem and sales 
taxes were targeted broadly on CCMP needs the funding objective could be met. 

Specifically, the largest streams of local government revenue are county and municipal ad 
valorem. Table 3 assumes no increase in millages for either level of government, but does reflect 
the revenue impacts over time under two scenarios: (1) a flat 3% rate of growth in taxable value 
and (2) the rates of growth in taxable value experienced during 2016-2019, respectively for the 
five counties and the ten largest municipalities. The Conservative scenario reflects the constraint 
imposed on ad valorem by the Save Our Homes provision and assumes little to no new 
development; the Accelerated scenario captures the most recent trends in total taxable value, 
regardless of the Constitutional cap on residential taxation.  

The two other sources of local funding that support CCMP initiatives include the county-wide 
infrastructure surcharge (local option sales tax) and the water management district ad valorem. 
In the case of the local option sales tax, each county was evaluated with respect to its current tax 
level, a conservative scenario bringing all counties up to 0.5%1 and an accelerated scenario 
where all would impose a 1% surcharge. Growth in taxable sales was based on recent population 
data, which avoided the effects of COVID-19 during 2020 and any changes in tax rates. The rates 
of population growth are conservative relative to taxable sales. 

The two water management districts have rolled back their respective millages over time. For this 
analysis, the district millages are raised back (incrementally over 5 years) to their 2009 levels and 
then maintained at these levels through 2040. As with the counties and cities, the growth in the 
tax base was 3% for the Conservative Scenario and a composite of recent (higher) rates for the 
Accelerated Scenario. Prospective revenues at the water management districts are the least 
among the four sources of local taxes. However, under the Accelerated Scenario these revenues 
constitute one-half of the CCMP funding needs. 

The Conservative Scenario identifies an average growth in annual revenues above the 2020 
baseline of about $570 million from all sources. While a significant portion of this amount would 
be absorbed by inflation of most existing county-level programs, the net increase remains 
significant. The Accelerated Scenario, arguably more reflective of real growth in the IRL, 
generates more than $1.6 billion above the 2020 baseline annually.  

1 Indian River County already assesses the maximum of 1%. 
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 Conservatively, if 47% of the projected increment in local ad valorem and sales taxes were
applied to the IRL, the expected average annual cost of the CCMP could be met.

 Under the less conservative model, if 16% of the projected increment in local ad valorem
and sales taxes were applied to the IRL, the average annual cost of the CCMP could be
met.

Potential Cost Savings 

Under either scenario, successful implementation of technological advances can improve 
restoration efficiencies and endpoints. Such advances can reduce costs or reduce the time 
required for an environmental outcome (e.g., greater removal of pollutants per dollar spent or 
more acres of habitat acquired and protected more quickly). As an example of prospective savings, 
if improved pollutant control efficiencies reduced life-cycle costs (capital, operating and 
replacement costs) by just 1% annually, the cost reduction over the 20-year horizon of the CCMP 
would approach $450 million. Recognizing more aggressive technological advances, such as 
those realized over the past decade in 3-D printing, solar energy, digital technology and even 
agricultural equipment, intentional DARPA-like investment in innovation could realize order of 
magnitude savings – such that a 10% annual reduction in cost could potentially cut the restoration 
costs in half, shaving $2.8 billion off the bill2. Given the statewide nature of increasingly dangerous 
(and costly) water quality issues, there would appear to be ample justification for investments to 
reduce costs and spur innovation in this field.  

In sum, local funds alone could successfully support the CCMP, diminishing reliance upon 
external state, federal and private dollars. To the extent that non-local funds are successfully 
obtained, the demand on local taxes can be lessened, freeing these funds for other local priorities 
and needs.  

While ample funding resources exist to meet, on average, the CCMP goal of $250 million per year, 
the concept of the IRLNEP as a partnership (“One Lagoon, One Community, One Voice”) in 
securing and allocating the funds among the CCMP priorities requires political commitment, 
planning, coordination and a shared understanding that such investment benefits all. 

Summary of Expected Funding 

Table 4 summarizes the expected funding to support the goal of approximately $250 million per 
year. At a total of $4.71 billion, a deficiency of about $288 million over the 20 year horizon of the 
CCMP is indicated, i.e., an average of about $14.4 million per year.  

2 DARPA= Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, a research and development agency of the U. S. Defense 
Department responsible for the development of emerging technologies for use by the military. 
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Table 4. Pro Forma - Expected CCMP Funding 

The disparity between available funding under either of the Scenarios and Table 4 is tied to the 
highly conservative assumptions laid out under the Notes, where for example only 5% of 
increment in the local ad valorem and 25% of the water management district millage adjustments 
are allocated to the IRL. Minor increases in either of these resources would readily exceed the 
indicated shortfall. 
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Appendices and Notes on Methodology 

Appendix A provides further details on funding from two local sources: ad valorem (general 
revenue) and the local option sales tax (infrastructure surcharge). Appendix B addresses the 
prospective funding from all sources, federal, state and local;  

Table 1 and Table 2 (above) are derived from Appendix A (i.e., cross walked and summed by 
the several columns of information) and provide both a low funding scenario as well as a high 
funding scenario for each of the various types of projects (stormwater, habitat restoration, etc.). 
This information was determined through reviewing federal, state, local, and private partnership 
funding opportunities and by calculating a probable potential funding based on factors such as 
number of projects currently in the IRL, geographic location, typical funding that goes to the IRL, 
etc. Among the federal sources, CERP funding committed to the IRL appears under both the High 
and Low scenarios; all other programs are assigned based on probability of application.  

Data reported in Appendix A was obtained through the Florida Department of Revenue, including 
current millage at the County, Municipal and Water Management District levels and detailed local 
option tax information. The list of 10 municipalities is not comprehensive for the IRL and was 
intended to be an indicator of additional property tax opportunity and as such, the estimated 
revenues are conservative (e.g., in Brevard, Rockledge and Merritt Island were not included). For 
estimates based on ad valorem, only taxable property values were used. Using 2020 baseline 
data, revenue projections were developed for 2021-2040 using two scenarios of growth in taxable 
value: The Low scenario was capped at 3% (i.e., linked to the Save Our Amendments provisions) 
while the High scenario reflected the most recent rates of growth (2017-2020), which was greater 
than 3% in all instances. In addition, for the water management districts, district millages were 
adjusted to match pre-recession rates (2009) with incremental increases over the first five years 
of the projection (through 2025) and remaining constant thereafter. 

Net increases in ad valorem revenues were calculated by subtracting current revenues (no growth 
in taxable value) from the average revenues during 2021-2040 under each scenario. The average 
increment was determined by summing the projected annual revenues through 2040 and dividing 
by 20. 

Appendix B provides the following information: 

1) Funding program title and application to CCMP priority areas;
2) Approximate amount of total funding available annually;
3) The type of funding, such as funding authorization vehicle, loan, grant, matching grant,

technical assistance, program, etc.;
4) The most likely potential funding capacity based on total program funding, including

notes on the number of projects available, how often projects were awarded within the
Florida/IRL region in the past, and other related criteria; and

5) Whether funding source was utilized in the Scenario 1 (Low) or Scenario 2 (High)
revenue stream.
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Supplemental information in Appendix B-1 (Federal sources) includes the type of funding 
program, notes on the funding data and how the probable funding was estimated (e.g., where 
applicable, multiplying the probability of funding based on program history by the current program 
funding), and links to program application webpages. Select assistance/technology programs 
were not designated for either Scenario. 

Appendix B-4 provides projections for county infrastructure sales tax. The Low Scenario relies on 
increasing the sales tax to 0.5% in those counties not imposing the surcharge while the High 
Scenario employs the maximum rate of 1% in all counties. Projections of revenues under the 
current tax scheme are based on recent changes in taxable value, reflecting regional growth and 
consumer behavior. Net increases in sales tax revenues are calculated by subtracting the 
projected revenues from the average annual receipts (as calculated above for ad valorem) under 
each scenario.  
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APPENDIX A. Local Tax Resources 

TABLE A-1 - County Property Taxes 

Current Conditions Conservative Scenario Accelerated Scenario 

County 

County 
General 
Millage 

Projected Average 
County Millage 

Revenues  
($ millions per year) 

Growth Rate 
Taxable Value 

Projected 
Additional 

Revenues per Year 
($ millions) 

Growth Rate 
Taxable Value 

Projected 
Additional 

Revenues per Year 
($ millions) 

Brevard 0.0036929 208.89 3.00% 76.36 7.05% 239.79 
Indian River 0.0035475 87.31 3.00% 31.92 5.57% 71.08 
Martin 0.0067618 200.85 3.00% 73.42 4.07% 107.36 
St. Lucie 0.0042077 128.76 3.00% 47.07 6.84% 141.24 
Volusia 0.0054500 277.07 3.00% 101.28 8.42% 421.96 

TOTALS 902.88 330.05 981.44 

TABLE A-2 – Select Municipal Property Taxes 

Current Conditions Conservative Scenario Accelerated Scenario 

County 

County 
General 
Millage 

Projected Average 
County Millage 

Revenues  
($ millions per year) 

Growth Rate 
Taxable Value 

Projected 
Additional 

Revenues per Year 
($ millions) 

Growth Rate 
Taxable Value 

Projected 
Additional 

Revenues per Year 
($ millions) 

Edgewater 0.0067000 7.68 3.00% 2.81 12.24% 23.08 
New Smyrna 0.0037421 16.38 3.00% 5.99 9.14% 28.63 
Titusville 0.0072145 14.85 3.00% 5.43 6.05% 13.59 
Cocoa 0.0059790 6.88 3.00% 2.52 8.98% 11.69 
Cocoa Beach 0.0058294 12.76 3.00% 4.66 7.57% 16.35 
Melbourne 0.0068685 38.97 3.00% 14.24 9.12% 67.88 
Palm Bay 0.0078378 36.62 3.00% 13.39 9.51% 68.54 

Vero Beach 0.0025000 7.94 3.00% 2.90 5.90% 7.01 

Ft. Pierce 0.0069000 18.71 3.00% 6.84 6.38% 18.52 

Stuart 0.0050000 10.81 3.00% 3.95 5.55% 8.74 

TOTALS 171.59 62.72 264.04 
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TABLE A-3 – Water Management District Property Taxes 

Current Conditions Conservative Scenario Accelerated Scenario 

County 

Current 
WMD 

Millage 

Projected Average 
WMD Millage 

Revenues 
($ millions per year 

Proposed 
WMD Millage 

Increase 
(over 5 years) 

Projected Additional 
Revenues  

($ millions per year) 

Proposed 
WMD Millage 

Increase 
(over 5 years) 

Projected Additional 
Revenues  

($ millions per year) 
Brevard 0.0002287 12.94 0.00003742 17.61 0.0004158 37.08 
Indian River 0.0002287 5.63 0.00003742 7.66 0.0004158 12.72 
Martin 0.0002675 7.95 0.00007130 15.79 0.0006240 19.99 
St. Lucie 0.0002675 8.19 0.00007130 16.27 0.0006240 31.34 
Volusia 0.0002287 11.63 0.00003742 15.82 0.0004158 41.25 

TOTALS 46.32 73.15 142.38 

TABLE A-4 – County Infrastructure Surcharge 

Current Conditions Conservative Scenario Accelerated Scenario 

County 

Current 
Infrastructure 

Surcharge 

Projected Average 
Infrastructure Sales 

Tax Revenues  
($ millions per year 

Proposed 
Infrastructure 

Surcharge 

Projected 
Additional 
Revenues 

($ millions per year) 

Proposed 
Infrastructure 

Surcharge 

Projected 
Additional 
Revenues 

($ millions per year) 
Brevard 0.5% 52.68 0.5% 0.00 1.0% 52.68 

Indian River 1.0% 31.66 1.0% 0.00 1.0% 0.00 

Martin 0.0% 0.00 0.5% 11.19 1.0% 22.37 

St. Lucie 0.5% 19.32 0.5% 0.00 1.0% 19.32 

Volusia 0.0% 0.00 0.5% 50.93 1.0% 101.86 

TOTALS 103.66 62.12 196.24 
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APPENDIX B. External Resources 

Appendix B-1: Federal Program Funding 
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 1
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Comprehensive 
Everglades 
Restoration Plan 
(CERP) 

X X X X X $ 200,000,000.00 $ 16,666,667

Of the twelve recent CERP projects, 1 is in the IRL.  
A series of planning studies is underway to develop 
the next generation of ecosystem restoration 
projects as part of the Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan (CERP) 

yes yes 

American Waters 
Resources Act 
(AWIA)/Water 
Resources 
Development Act 
(WRDA). 

X X X X X X $ 67,400,000.00 $ 4,023,881 

WRDA bills authorize water resources studies and 
projects and set policies for navigation, flood 
control, hydropower, recreation, water supply and 
emergency management for the U.S Army Corps of 
Engineers. Section 403 covers project for hurricane 
and storm damage reduction in Fort Pierce, St. Lucie 
County Florida. Estimated at $337M from 2020‐
2025, around $67M a year. Probability is 4/67 
counties 

yes yes 

America’s Water 
Infrastructure Act 
(AWIA) 

X X X X $ 2,015,200,000.00 n/a

Vehicle for authorizing water projects to be 
studied, planned, and developed by the Corps; 
Section 301 provides priority consideration for IRL 
among others; best able to address urgent, 
emerging, and challenging issues that threaten the 
ecological and economic well‐being of [coastal 
areas] estuaries of national significance. Estimated 
at $10,076M from 2021‐2025; around $2B a year. 

yes yes 

Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund 
Program 

X X X $ 686,500,000.00 $ 51,621,028

*Florida CWSRFs provided $5 billion in loan funds
since its inception in 1989; pulled all Clean Water 
Funded projects from map; divided total cost 
of$375,972,524 by $5B ‐ about 8% of funding went
to projects in IRLNEP area; In last 5 years = $1.1 
billion for clean water projects, $273 million for 
drinking water projects ‐ average 
about$686,500,000 a year 

yes no 
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EPA ‐ Sewer 
Overflow and 
Stormwater Reuse 
Municipal Grants 
Program 

X X X $ 1,809,000.00 $ 108,000

Announced $67 million as of April 2021. Eligible 
entities may fund projects that support 
development and implementation of NEP CCMP. 
Florida has 4 NEPS. According to formula, Florida will 
receive 2.7% allocation from this program.2.7% * 
67M. Probability is 4/67 counties 

no yes 

EPA ‐ Urban 
Waters Small 
Grants Program 
(UWSG). 

X X X X $ 6,600,000.00 $ 5,739

Individual awards can be up to $60,000. Since 
2012, program has awarded grants to 114 
organizations across the country for a total 
of$6.6M. No organization in Florida has been a 
recipient. Assumed 1/50 for states, 1/23 for 
counties in Florida probability 

no yes 

FEMA ‐ Flood 
Mitigation 
Assistance (FMA) 
Grant Program 

X X X X X $ 897,435.90 $ 37,135

$210M in Federal Funding available as of 2019. Of 
the 234 entries, 145 were selected for further 
review. 17 of entries were Florida and 6 of 17 were 
identified for further review. 

yes no 

FEMA ‐ Building 
Resilient 
Infrastructure and 
Communities 
(BRIC) 

X X X $ 500,000,000.00 $ 434,783

Cost share is required for all sub applications 
funded under this program. Generally, the cost 
share for this program is 75 percent federal / 25 
percent non‐federal. $500M in BRIC funding is 
available. Assumed 1/50 for states, /23 for 
counties in Florida probability 

no yes 
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HUD ‐ Community 
Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) 
Program ‐
Mitigation Program 

X X X X X $ 16,000,000,000.00 $ 63,241,107

Congress appropriated $16 billion in CDBG funds in 
February 2018 specifically for mitigation activities. 
11 Grantees listed with deadlines for them, 23 
counties in Florida. 

no yes 

NOAA ‐
Community‐Based 
Restoration 
Program 

X X X $ 4,000,000.00 $ 62,933

NOAA will not accept proposals with a NOAA 
federal funding request of less than $75,000 or 
more than $3 million over a three‐year award 
period; Majority of projects are restoration 
projects. 50 out of 3,178 restoration projects were 
in the IRL area. Awarded over 1 to 3 years 

yes no 

NOAA ‐ Sea Grant X X X X $ 200,000.00 $ 18,667

Florida currently has its Biennial Research 
Competition grant available through Sea Grant. A 
50% match is required. On average Florida Sea 
Grant funds 7‐9 projects and receives 75 LOI. Will 
match up to $100K for 2 years 

no yes 

NOAA ‐ Coastal 
Resilience Grant 
Program ‐ National 
Coastal Resilience 
Fund 

X X X X X $ 804,347.83 $ 93,938

From 2015‐2020 NOAA received 411 proposals, and 
funded 48 projects on November 17, 2020, the 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) and 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) announced $37 million to 
fund 46 projects under the 2020 National Coastal 
Resilience Fund. Programs funded include those 
checked. WWTFs and Muck Removal not listed in 
recently funded grants 

yes no 
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US DEPT AGR ‐
Urban and 
Community 
Forestry (UCF) 
Challenge Cost 
Share Program 

X X X $ 1,000,000.00 $ 3,685

$1M in grant funds are available to address two 
grand categories (change year to year). 2019 saw 5 
awards. All grant funds must be matched at least 
equally (dollar for dollar); 59 states and US 
territories. (5/59)/23 counties. Florida's urban forest 
value is $1.9 billion 
https://public.tableau.com/views/USUrbanForestSt 
atisticsValuesandProjections/USUrbanForestStatisti 
csValuesandProjections?:showVizHome=no 

yes no 

US DEPT AGR 
‐
Conservation 
Stewardship 
Program 

X X $ 2,282,000.00 $ 14,000

Assist producers in protecting grazing land uses; 
conserving and improving soil, water and wildlife 
resources; and achieving related conservation 
values by conserving eligible land through 
grassland conservation contracts. $18/per acre 
each year for 5‐year contract. Minimum annual 
payment of $1500, capped at $40,000 yearly. 
Nearly 7% of all farm and ranch land nationwide is 
involved in program. All private agricultural land, 
including cropland, pasture, and rangeland, is 
eligible to enroll in CSP. Applications are ranked 
based on conservation in place at time and ability 
to increase natural resource and environmental 
benefits 

no yes 

US DEPT AGR ‐
Environmental 
Quality Incentives 
Program 

X X X $ 1,750,000.00 $ 31,500

NRCS provides agricultural producers with financial 
resources and one‐on‐one help to plan and 
implement improvements, or what NRCS calls 
conservation practices. In Florida, the following 
priorities guide EQIP application selection: Water 
Quality Degradation, Insufficient Water, Soil Health, 
Plant and Animal Health, Inadequate Habitat for 
Fish and Wildlife. Payments of up to$450,000 are 
made to participants after an EQIP plan/practice is 
constructed and/or measures have been carried out 

no yes 
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USFWS ‐ The 
National Coastal 
Wetlands 
Conservation Grant 
Program 

X X X $ 27,000,000.00 $ 1,636,364

Grants of up to $1 million to coastal and Great 
Lakes states, as well as U.S. territories to protect, 
restore and enhance coastal wetland ecosystems 
and associated uplands. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service is awarding more than $27 million to 
support 33 projects in 14 coastal states to protect, 
restore or enhance almost 28,000 acres of coastal 
wetlands and adjacent upland habitats under the 
National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant 
Program. 2 of the 33 projects are in Florida. All 
have cost share/match of around 50% 

no yes 
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Appendix B-2: State Program Funding 
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Water and Land Conservation Constitutional 
Amendment x x x x x $50,000.00 $50,000.00

Dedicates 33 percent of net revenue from the existing 
excise tax on documents to the Land Acquisition Trust 
Fund. A third of the revenues collected by the Florida 
documentary stamp tax were to be directed towards water 
and land conservation efforts over a 20‐year period; 7.6% 
or $50 million must be appropriated each year from land 
acquisition trust fund for projects dedicated to the 
conservation and management of IRL; grants for sewer 
system connection projects and discharge management 
projects must require a minimum 50% local match; 
FY2019‐2020 actual deposits for documentary stamp tax 
*1/3 of the tax *0.076 has to go to IRL projects OR A 
minimum of the lesser of 7.6 percent or $50 million shall 
be appropriated annually for spring restoration, 
protection, and management projects; eligible every year
for 20 years 

yes yes 

South Florida Water Management District x x x x x x $500,000.00 $500,000.00

The IRL is represented by two WMDs, the South Florida 
Water Management District and the St. Johns River Water 
Management District. Pursuant to the IRL Council Inter‐local 
Agreement of 2015, the IRL Council receives $500,000 
annually from each WMD. 

yes yes 

St. Johns River Water Management District x x x x x x $500,000.00 $500,000.00

The IRL is represented by two WMDs, the South Florida 
Water Management District and the St. Johns River Water 
Management District. Pursuant to the IRL Council Inter‐local 
Agreement of 2015, the IRL Council receives $500,000 
annually from each WMD. 

yes yes 

Additional tax ‐ proposed x x x x x x x $3,783,541.52 $3,783,541.52

In 2020 poll by Florida Atlantic University, College of 
Business ‐ Overall, 62% of Floridians polled ‐ said they were 
willing to pay $2 per month beyond current levels to help 
pay for projects to clean up Florida waterways. Took $2 
*0.62*population of Florida*1/5 (for max) estuaries; for
min ‐ multiply $2*0.62*population of Florida*(5/60 ‐
waterways in Florida) 

no yes 
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Commercial Aquaculture ‐ Current $2,708.53 $135.43

Increased oyster reef area offers opportunity for 
commercial reef leases to aquaculture operators. 
Annual lease payments in turn provide revenue to 
support further reef restoration; bottom lease fee 
is$17.73 per acre and fraction of an acre for fee + 
surcharge; water column lease is $43.45 per acre and 
fraction of an acre for fee + surcharge. 7 individual 
leases in Volusia 
(2.834+2.657_16.938+2.436+5.006+4.582), 1 in 
Brevard (4.947), 7 in Indian River 
(1.223+5.002+5.003+5.002+6.661+16.179+9.079), 0 
in St. Lucie, 0 in martin, 1 in palm beach (.994ac). 
Acreage *bottom lease feed for min; acreage * water 
column feed for max 

no yes 

Florida Fishing and Hunting Licenses ‐ Current x x x x $ 45,135,687. $2,256,784.35

The 2016 USFWS National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, 
and Wildlife‐ Associated Recreation revealed that over 
103 million U.S. residents 16 years and older 
participated in wildlife‐related recreation. (in Florida 
2020 total gross cost hunting license ‐ $6,873,110; 
Florida fishing; license: $38,513,377) ‐ all money goes 
to Fish and Wildlife Commission− but could be 
prioritized to IRL (in Florida 2019 for gross cost hunting 
license ‐ $6,869,393.00; fishing ‐ 38,015,494) 

no yes 

Wallop‐Breaux Act ‐ Current x x x x x $ 22,000,000. $1,100,000.

Florida receives more than $22 million annually via 
disbursements under the Wallop‐Breaux Act. Some of 
these funds are for boating safety, but the majority is 
deployed for public access and aquatic natural 
resource management. While the monies are for 
statewide use (including freshwater), the IRL could be 
legislatively designated as a priority, even if time‐
limited, for these funds. ; likely capacity assumes a 5% 
priority fee to IRL 

no yes 
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Beach Management Funding Assistance 
Program 

x x x $8,719,181.04 $8,719,181.04

accepts funding requests from Florida local 
governments each fiscal year. (2 critically eroded 
areas in Brevard (41.2 miles total), 3 critically 
eroded areas in Volusia (21 miles total), 3 
critically eroded areas in Indian River (15.7 miles 
total), 3 eroded areas in St. Lucie (7.6 miles 
total), 3 critically eroded areas in Martin County 
(18.4 miles), 8 critically eroded areas in palm 
beach (33.6 miles); state has 422.7 miles of 
critically eroded beaches ‐ Indian river counties = 
137.5 ‐ used this as max, min is 1/2 of this; Since 
1998, the Florida Legislature has dedicated more 
than $932 million of the Ecosystem Management 
and Restoration Trust Fund, Land Acquisition 
Trust Fund, and General Revenue for beach 
management. Of this, nearly $109 million was 
appropriated specifically for hurricane recovery 
projects. ((931‐109 million)/23 
years)*137.5/422.7 

no yes 

Coastal Partnership Initiative program x x x x $35,000.00 $28,000.00

was developed to promote the protection and 
effective management at the local level of 
Florida's coastal resources. The Florida Coastal 
Management Program makes NOAA funds 
available on a competitive basis to eligible local 
governments. Eligible local governments are 
defined as Florida's 35 coastal counties and all 
municipalities within their boundaries that are 
required to include a coastal element in their 
local comprehensive plan; Financial awards are a 
minimum of$10,000, and awards are limited to 
no more than $60,000 for construction projects, 
habitat restoration, invasive plant removal or 
land acquisition; and no more than $30,000 for 
planning, design and coordination activities; 4/5 
grants awarded in 2019‐2020 from IRL 

no yes 
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Federal Clean Water Act Section 319(h) 
Funding 

x x x x $325,000.00 $65,000.00

Total funding amounts available each year in 
these two grant programs depends on Federal 
and state appropriations (usually around $8 ‐ $9 
million). Clean Water Act Section 319(h) funds 
are provided only to designated state and tribal 
agencies to implement their approved nonpoint 
source management programs. State and tribal 
nonpoint source programs include a variety of 
components, including technical assistance, 
financial assistance, education, training, 
technology transfer, demonstration projects, 
and regulatory programs; The federal Section 
319(h) Grant can help fund abandonment of 
septic tanks and connections to sewer, but a 
local government or Water Management District 
(WMD) would have to apply for the grant; out of 
20 projects that were listed, 4 were in IRL; 
cannot locate total fund max/min assumed 5% 
of total appropriations for max, 2.5% for min; 
assumed 8mil min and 9mil max per year total 

no yes 
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Stan Mayfield Working Waterfronts grant 
program x x x $65,625.00 $1,640.63 

Grant funds are used to acquire a parcel(s) of land 
directly used for the purposes of the commercial 
harvest of marine organisms or saltwater products 
by state‐licensed commercial fishermen, aquaculture 
practitioners, or business entities, including piers, 
wharves, docks, or other facilities operated to 
provide waterfront access to licensed commercial 
fishermen, aquaculture practitioners, or business 
entities; Grant funds will be used to acquire a 
parcel(s) of land directly used for the purposes of the 
commercial harvest of marine organisms or 
saltwater products by state‐licensed commercial 
fishermen, aqua culturists, or business entities, 
including piers, wharves, docks, or other facilities 
operated to provide waterfront access to licensed 
commercial fishermen, aqua culturists, or business 
entities. The funds may also be used for the 
acquisition of a parcel(s) of land used for exhibitions, 
demonstrations, educational venues, civic events, 
and other purposes that promote and educate the 
public about economic, cultural, and historic 
heritage of Florida's traditional working waterfronts, 
including the marketing of the seafood and 
aquaculture industries. ($105M*.025) ‐ 0 counties in 
IRL had land acquisition projects for approval 2020‐
2021, min probability is therefore 0, max is 5 

yes no 

Florida Recreation Development 
Assistance Program (FRDAP) 

x $125,000.00 $40,625.00 

competitive, reimbursement grant program that 
provides financial assistance for acquisition or 
development of land for public outdoor recreation; 
The creation of the Stan Mayfield Working 
Waterfronts Florida Forever grant program by the 
2008 Florida Legislature acknowledges the 
importance of the traditional seafood harvesting 
and aquaculture industries in Florida; out of 40 
"priority" projects in 2021‐2021, 19 are from 
counties within IRL (since 12 out of 19 are from palm 
beach, used 7/40 and 19/40 and midpoint for 
probability) 

no yes 

Recreational Trails Program x x x $700,000.00 $30,434.78 

The Recreational Trails Program is a federally 
funded competitive grant program that provides 
financial assistance to agencies of city, county, state 
or federal governments, and organizations, 
approved by the state, or state and federally 

no yes 
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recognized Indian tribal governments, for the 
development of recreational trails, trailheads and 
trailside facilities; 1/23 priority projects for 2019‐
202 is in IRL county ‐ used as probability 

Rural and Family Lands Protection Program x x $74,000.00 $3,894.74 

agricultural land preservation program designed to 
protect important agricultural lands through the 
acquisition of permanent agricultural land 
conservation easements; RFLPP easements allow 
landowners to continue to work the lands, keep the 
property on the tax role, and remain agriculturally 
sustainable; $11.3 million for the acquisition of 
perpetual agriculture conservation easements.; out 
of 152 awards from 2018, 8 are in IRL 

yes no 

Florida Endangered and Threatened Plant 
Conservation Program 

x x $10,500.00 $262.50 

These projects are funded on an annual basis only, 
and multi‐year projects have no guarantee of 
successive funding; These grants are given as 75:25 
matching funds. Each project is responsible for 
acquiring the project's match (25%) for the federal 
funds (75%). 

no yes 

Florida Energy Technology Cost Share 
Program 

x $17,500.00 $3,365.38 

Efficiency and Renewable Improvements in 
Commercial Aquaculture (ERICA). The Florida 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
(FDACS) developed the ERICA program to increase 
energy efficiency, reduce energy usage, and lower 
operating costs at commercial aquaculture facilities 
in Florida; 5 out of 26 aquaculture use zones are in 
IRL 

no yes 
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SJRWMD ‐ District Wide Cost Share Program x $1,500,000.00 $208,333.33

The district accepts applications for cost‐share 
funding for projects that benefit the district’s 
core missions. The typical deadline is in February 
of each year.; 5/36 priority projects were in IRL 

no yes 

SJRWMD ‐ Agricultural Cost‐Share Programs x x x $125,000.0 $6,250.00

engages farmers, growers, and ranchers in the 
shared goals of water conservation and reduction of 
nutrient run‐off; Projects eligible for funding include, 
but are not limited to, the following (please note that 
high tunnels will not be considered for 
funding):Irrigation system retrofits, Soil moisture and 
climate sensor telemetry, Rainwater harvesting, Sub 
irrigation drain tile, Tail water recovery and reuse, 
Soil mapping with variable rate fertilizer application, 
Expanded waste storage 

yes no 

SFWMD ‐ Cooperative Funding Program x x x $578,000.00 $326,290.32

grant support through a single streamlined program 
that provides partnership opportunities and 
financial; 11 projects in St. Lucie County, 3 projects 
in Martin, 7 projects in palm beach out of 31 total 
eligible projects 

no yes 

FFWCC ‐ Derelict Vessel Grant x $500,000.00 $25,000.00

FFWCC has established a program to provide 
grants to local governments for reimbursement 
for the removal of derelict vessels from the public 
waters of the state; No applicant shall be eligible 
for more than 25 percent of the funding available 
in a fiscal year during the first half of that year 

yes no 

FFWCC ‐ Florida's State Wildlife Grants Program x x x $155,854.50 $51,951.50

Supported by the federal State and Tribal Wildlife 
Grants Program, which provides annually 
appropriated funding to every state and territory. 
This is a matching grants program, which provides 
financial support for projects that address 
conservation needs identified in the State Wildlife 
Action Plan; 1/3 projects in an IRL county 

no yes 

FFWCC ‐ The Harmful Algal Bloom (HAB) Grant 
Program x x $163,452.00 $4,086.30

FWC’s Fish and Wildlife Research Institute’s newly 
established Harmful Algal Bloom (HAB) Grant 
Program is excited to announce the funding of 
three proposals that address red tide 
communications and advancing technologies for 
real time detection of Karenia brevis; offers annual 
competitive grants 

yes no 



B-8

Florida Specialty License Plates x x $125,000.00 $125,000.00

The Indian River Lagoon specialty license plate is 
currently administered through the SJRWMD. 
Revenues from Volusia, Brevard and Indian River 
County are passed through the SJRWMD to the IRL 
Council for use in the IRLNEP Program 

yes yes 

Appendix B-3: P3 Funding Examples 
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Lafourche Parish 
LA ‐ Wetland 
Restoration 

Project ‐ 
Environmental 
Impact Bond 

X X X $ 40,000,000.00 $ 2,000,000.00

Quantified Ventures worked with the Environmental 
Defense Fund (EDF) and the State of Louisiana Coastal 
Protection and Restoration Authority (CPRA) to develop 
an outcomes‐based financing approach to fill capital 
gaps for critical coastal wetland restoration projects in 
the state’s 2017 Coastal Master Plan;  
Quantified Ventures is an outcomes‐based capital firm 
that drives transformative health, social, and 
environmental impact; a $30 million to $50 million pilot 
investment transaction to demonstrate the feasibility of 
an EIB for financing wetland restoration 

no yes 

DC Water and 
Sewage Authority ‐ 

Environmental 
Impact Bond 

X X $ 25,000,000.00 $ 1,250,000.00

In 2017, the District of Columbia Water and Sewage 
Authority (DC Water) issued the first‐ever EIB to finance 
20 acres of green infrastructure projects for stormwater 
management. This $25 million bond issuance, which 
was bought by Goldman Sachs and Calvert Impact 
Capital, provided a template for outcomes‐based 
investments in environmental projects. QV, a partner on 
this project, helped coordinate the DC Water 
transaction and is now evaluating possible EIB 
transactions across the United States 

yes no 
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Hampton VA ‐ 
Fight Flooding ‐ 
Environmental 
Impact Bond 

X X $ 12,000,000.00 $ 600,000.00

The $12 million bond closed on December 2, 2020, 
and will finance the construction of three nature‐
based projects that will help slow, store, filter, and 
redirect stormwater in low‐ to moderate‐income 
communities in Hampton; Hampton’s three critical 
projects are expected to add more than 8.6 million 
gallons of storage capacity for stormwater that 
would otherwise contribute to flooding and polluted 
runoff in the Newmarket Creek watershed, a key 
environmental, economic, and transportation 
corridor 

no yes 

Atlanta GA ‐ 
Urban & Coastal 
Resilience ‐ 
Environmental 
Impact Bond 

X X $ 14,000,000.00 $ 700,000.00

The $14 million municipal bond, backed by Atlanta 
DWM’s Water and Wastewater Enterprise 
Revenues, financed six green infrastructure projects 
in neighborhoods within the Proctor Creek 
watershed, which include a combination of 
bioretention cells in public parks, stormwater bump‐
outs in the right‐of‐way, and larger floodplain, 
wetland, and stream restoration projects. 

no yes 

Yuba Project 
Forest 
Resilience Bond 
‐ Forest 
Resilience Bond 

X X $ 4,000,000.00 $ 200,000.00

This collaboration – among the USFS, the National 
Forest Foundation (NFF), the state of California, 
Yuba Water, and investors – is facilitated through the 
FRB Yuba Project I LLC (LLC). The LLC operates as a 
Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) and serves as the debt 
issuer. The LLC mitigates the financial risks of all 
parties to the project to the greatest extent possible. 

yes no 
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