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SECTION 1.0
SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF 8.5 SMA
1.0 OVERVIEW

The area commonly known as the 8.5 Square Mile Area (SMA) is located in the
western portion of Miami-Dade County Florida along the eastern edge of the
Everglades National Park. Miami-Dade County is the most urbanized county in
the State. The City of Miami and its environs are located in Miami-Dade County.
The 8.5 SMA is actually about 9.5 square miles in size. The area is roughly
triangular in shape and contains 1801 tracts of land of various sizes. The eastern
boundary of the area is the canal identified as L-31 North. The area is bordered
on the south by 168" St. and on the north by 104™ Street. The western boundary
is the Everglades National Park and stair steps north and east from 221 Ave.
Figure 1 is a location map of the 8.5 SMA. The history of this area is filled with
controversy and confrontation. At the heart of the controversy are the Federal
and State Government efforts to restore natural water inflows into the
Everglades. These efforts have increased the water table level and lengthened
the time it takes for rainfall events to run off the land. This has increased the level
of flooding and the retention of waters in the area. The Federal government,
through the National Park Service and the Army Corps of Engineers has



developed a plan to mitigate the effects of the increased flows on the

8.5 SMA. This plan was authorized for construction by Congress in 1992. Even
though the construction of the authorized project will be funded 100% by the
Federal Government, a non-Federal sponsor will be required to cost share the
operation and maintenance of the completed project. The non-Federal sponsor,
the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD), has, however,
requested the further evaluation of other alternatives and this is the purpose of
this General Reevaluation Report (GRR).

2.0 HISTORY

The 8.5 SMA (or approximately 6,400 acres) was part of about 70,000 acres
purchased from the State of Florida in the early fifties by DAWAL Farms. The
owners quit claimed the property to a development company known as ARVIDA.
It appears that the land was purchased to speculate on a series of major projects
planned for the area, including the Miami International Airport and a flood control
project. These projects would have had major environmental impacts on the
Everglades in the form of cutting off water flows into the Everglades.
Construction of the flood control project was stopped and the airport project de-
authorized and the land lost its speculative value. The land was divided and sold
to private interests. In the late sixties a developer acquired lands in the 8.5 SMA,
subdivided the lands into 2.5 and 5 acre tracts, constructed unpaved roads and
drainage ditches. At the present time Miami-Dade County does not provide major
services to the area, nor are county services to this area identified in their capital
improvement plan.

Residents report that the county and SFWMD have not constructed needed
drainage canals and drainage outlets resulting in flooding from both tropical and
subtropical rainfall events. Because of the drainage problems in the area, the
county and SFWMD have attempted to discourage development in the area. A
study conducted by the Miami-Dade County Planning Department resulted in the
Miami-Dade County Board of Commissioners in January 1981 declaring the 8.5
SMA an "Area of Environmental Concern”, thereby changing the zoning density
from 1 house per 5 acres to 1 house per 40 acres. This zoning change was
designed to stop development on the remaining 1,000+/- undeveloped tracts.
Owners of these tracts were left with land they could not build upon. With the
change in zoning the county granted property owners in the area Severable Use
Rights (SUR). These rights enable the landowner to sell 1 SUR for every 5 acres
of land owned. Property owners of record with less than 5 acres of land prior to
the zoning change were granted 1/2 SUR for every 2.5 acres, subject to certain
conditions. The purpose of the SUR is to discourage future development within
the 8.5 SMA by allowing property owners to sell development rights to
developers outside the area. The selling of the SUR would preclude any
additional development to the owners property. At the time of this writing
information on the number of SURSs sold was not available. A survey by the
Metro-Dade County Department of Environmental Resources Management



(DERM) indicated that there exist numerous code violations within the area.
These include the conversion of agricultural "outbuildings" to residences, un-
permitted mobile homes, un-permitted commercial enterprises and un-permitted
water and septic systems. Numerous gated walls and fences screen the illegal
improvements. It is uncertain what type water and/or sewer services, if any, are
provided to these improvements.

In 1998 the SFWMD Governing Board approved the acquisition of the entire 8.5
SMA "to facilitate implementation of the Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades
National Park project. The 8.5 Square Mile Area is an essential component of the
restoration of the Everglades.” (SFWMD letter, Dated December 9, 1998) The
SFWMD has purchased a number of properties in the area from willing sellers
only since the agency does not have condemnation authority. The position of the
present Governing Board is uncertain, however, the current Board has requested
this review of other alternatives.

The actions cited above have resulted in the filing of a Class Action suit (Bench
vs. Dade Co. et al, #90-252 Hoevler) and residents and property owners of the
area mistrusting State and local government entities that they feel don’t have
their best interests at heart, particularly when they feel the Federal Government
has an authorized and implementable solution to their problem. Again, this has
lead to the present situation of mistrust, controversy and confrontation.

3.0 PURPOSE
The purpose of this Social Impact Assessment is as follows:

#Conduct an unbiased and humanistic review of the issues associated with this
controversy

#Develop existing and future social and economic profile of the 8.5 SMA

#ldentify the Social and Economic impacts of constructing the authorized
Federal project

#ldentify the Social and Economic impacts of 8 alternatives to the authorized
Federal project, and

#Develop and present a comparative assessment of the Social and Economic
impacts for inclusion in public review documents and for use in identifying the
Locally Preferred Alternative by local decision-makers.

4.0 EXISTING SOCIAL PROFILE

4.1 Demographics

General. Accurate demographic data specific to the 8.5 SMA is non-existent.
1990 Census data disaggregated or collected by county census block or zip
code cannot be extracted to accurately reflect the demographics of the area.



Complicating this effort is the presence of "uncounted migrant farm labor"
and "illegal immigrants”. Both published and unpublished data sources have
been drawn upon to develop a reasonable "snapshot™ of the demographics of
the 8.5 SMA.

Population. The 1990 Census Block data that includes the
85 SMA shows a 1990 population of 828 persons living in
202 households or about 4.1 persons per household. Of this number 246 are
American Indians who live outside the 8.5 SMA. From this, it is estimated
that about 582 persons in about
142 households lived in the 8.5 SMA in 1990. Independent surveys of the area
provide other data. The "PEER Report" prepared for the SFWMD by PEER
Consultants, P.C. estimated the population of the area at 640 persons living in
375 residences. An independent count by an area resident indicates a
minimum of
432  residences  with an  estimated population of  about
1728 persons. This latter estimate is reported to include migrant farm workers
and illegal immigrants. A DERM study identified a total of 514 units
consisting of 321 homes and 193 mobile homes or travel trailers. Of the 321
homes, 135 have claimed the States’ homestead tax exemption. The remaining
186 homes appear to be second homes or weekend farming retreats. A
comparison of home addresses to mailing addresses indicates that of the 514
residential type units in the area only 208 units received mail at their home
address. For this assessment, a resident population estimate of 853 (208 x 4.1
persons per household) will be used since it represents the most supportable
estimate of the population of the 8.5 SMA.

Age. Current data on the age distribution of the population in the area is not
available. However, age distribution data from the
1990 Census Data may be indicative of the current population. According to
1990 Census Data for the area about 34.0 percent of the population are under
17 years of age. About 24.8 percent are school age between 5 years old and 17
years old. A very large percentage, 63.6 percent, is between the ages of 18
years old and 64 years old. Only 2.4 percent of the population is 65 years old
or older. Again, this is assuming that the 1990 Census age distribution data is
representative of the present population.

Sex. Current data on the distribution of the current area population by sex is
not available. However, assuming that the 1990 Census data is representative
of this distribution, it is estimated that about 51.1 percent of the existing
population is male and the remaining 48.9 percent are female.

Ancestry. The 1990 Census Data indicate that almost 64.0 of the population
in the area are white. No black persons were identified. The remaining 36.0
percent was identified as largely Hispanic. An independent survey indicates
that the Hispanic population represents about 75 percent of the resident
population. This estimate may be fairly accurate if the reported migrant
workers and illegal immigrants are presently residing in the 8.5 SMA. The
Hispanic population consists primarily of people of Cuban and Mexican



ancestry. There are a few residents that trace their ancestry to Central
America.

Education. 1990 Census data for census track 250115, that includes the 8.5
SMA, indicates that 37.2 percent of the population has less than a high school
education, while 27.4 percent are high school graduates. About 13.4 percent
have an Associate Degree or higher. However, data in this census tract include
the area of Homestead, Florida and are not considered representative of the
8.5 SMA. The 8.5 SMA is basically rural in nature. The area contains no
schools and students are bussed to other areas of the county. The presence of
migrant farm workers and illegal immigrants would tend to increase the
percentage of residents with less than a high school education and reduce the
percentage of those with an Associate Degree or higher.

Family Size. There is conflicting data on family size in the 8.5 SMA. Census
data indicate a household size of about 4.1 persons per household. The PEER
Report indicates a household size of only 1.7 persons per household. This
latter estimate appears to be inaccurate. Family size for the white population is
generally over 2.7 and minority and Hispanic family sizes are typically larger
than that of the white population. For this assessment a family size of 4.1 will
be used.

Head of Household. The Census Data indicate that there were 202
households in the Census tract in which the 8.5 SMA is located. The PEER
Report indicates that the area contained
375 residences that were considered synonymous with households. However,
these households represented a population estimate of only 640 persons
resulting in a household size of 1.7 persons per household, that clearly seems
low. (See Previous Paragraph) Based on 1990 Census data about 39.1 percent
of the households in the area had children. Only 5.9 percent of the households
were headed by a single parent either male or female. Due to the change in
population mix in the area, the 1990 Census data may not represent an
accurate assessment of the head of household data for the area. Additional
data needs to be developed.

5.0 EXISTING ECONOMIC PROFILE
5.1 Income and Earnings

General. As with the demographic data in the previous section of this
report, disaggregated data on income and employment in the 8.5 SMA is
non-existent. Complicating the problem is the presence of migrant farm
workers and illegal immigrants in the area. Data from a variety of sources
was reviewed and the best estimates of these investigations are
presented.

Total Income. In 1996 total personal income in the area was estimated to
range from $12.3 million to $17.7 million based on the estimated resident



population and updated per-capita income data from Census tract 250115.
The lower estimate within this range is probably indicative of the total
income in the area, although it does not reflect the income derived from
non-resident farming activities within the area. The $12.3 million are the
estimated wages and salaries or earnings to residents of the area. The
two largest sectors of the area economy are farming and wholesale and
retail trade. A breakdown of income derived from these sectors is not
available at this time.

Per Capita Income. Based on updated 1990 Census data for the tract in
which the 8.5 SMA is located, per-capita income data is estimated to
range from $14,371 to $20,782. The lower estimate probably reflects the
per-capita income level within the 8.5 SMA

Family Income. The median family income in Miami-Dade County in 1996
is estimated at $40,136. However, about 46.5 percent of the households in
Miami-Dade County have incomes less than $32,250. Family or
household income within the 8.5 SMA is expected to be below the County
median and is probably lower than the $32,250 cited.

Poverty. Within the Census tract that the 8.5 SMA is located about 8
percent of the population have incomes below the poverty level. In 1989
about 14.2 percent of the families in Miami-Dade County had incomes
below the poverty level. Given the reported information that migrant farm
workers and illegal immigrants reside in the 8.5 SMA, it may be safe to
assume that the percentage of families with incomes below the poverty
level is higher than those shown above.

5.2 Income and Wage Distribution

Income and Wages By Sector. Within the 8.5 SMA there are basically
only two income sectors; namely agriculture and wholesale and retalil
trade. No specific statistical data on income and its distribution exist for
the area. There are a large number of small tracts (2.5 — 5.0 acres in size)
that are farmed. There are a few larger farming operations. It is estimated
that about 2,673 acres, are utilized in some sort of agricultural production.
Many of the farms are owned by absentee owners who visit and work the
farms on weekends. Either a family member or a hired hand manages the
farm during the week. Field crops include sugar cane, winter vegetables,
corn, herbs and malanga. Most of the acreage is planted in malanga.
There are orchards of mangoes, bananas, coconuts, guava and mamee.
Mamee is reported to be the most valuable crop in that it provides for the
highest economic return. There are also a few nursery farms that provide
plant material to the local market. Farm activities also include pasture land
for horses and cattle. Agricultural production provides for some



subsistence, but for the most part the production is sold within the local
economy.

In terms of wholesale and retail trade, the area contains one large
vegetable packing house that employs about 50 persons and a number of
small retail stores that serve the immediate needs of area residents.

Wholesale and Retail Sector. There are no data related to income
generated by this sector of the economy in the 8.5 SMA. Data on the sole
vegetable processing plant would be proprietary information.

Farm Sector. Farm earnings as a percentage of total earnings in Miami-
Dade County are about 6-tenths of 1 percent. It is estimated that in 1992
about 83,681 acres were considered farmland. In 1992 it was estimated
that there were 1,891 farms with an average size of

44 acres. In 1996 it was estimated that there were 1,654 farm proprietors
in the county with a total farm labor and proprietors income of $178.0
million or about $107,577 per proprietor. Income per acre averaged
$2,445 ($107,577 income per proprietor/

44 acres per farm). The 2,673 acres in the 8.5 SMA that are used in
agricultural activities, generate about $6.5 million in total farm labor and
proprietors income. An undetermined portion of this income is generated
by non-resident proprietors. The timing and persistence of impacts
associated with the loss of this income as the result of implementing the
various alternatives will be addressed in the Impact Analysis section of
this appendix.

Wages by Sector. (No area specific data has been identified)
5.3 Employment

Employment by Sector. Aside from the vegetable processing plant and a
few small retail stores in the area, other than farming, there are no major
employers in the 8.5 SMA. The small retail stores employ no more than 20
people and the processing plant no more than 50 and it is uncertain as to
whether or not the employees of the processing plant are residents of the
area. Aside from an unknown number of residents who patrticipate in full
time farming activities, it is assumed that residents are employed outside
of the area. Based on 1990 Census data for the Census tract containing
the 8.5 SMA, about 51.0 percent or about 435 permanent residents are
employed. Of those employed, 61.1 percent are male and the remaining
38.9 percent are female. No information is available as to which sector of
the economy these people are employed.

Unemployment. In 1996 overall unemployment within the State of Florida
was estimated at 5.1 percent. It was estimated that the white, black and



Hispanic populations had unemployment rates of 4.3 percent, 9.7 percent
and 7.5 percent, respectively. In Miami-Dade County the overall
unemployment rate was estimated at 7.1 percent. The higher overall
unemployment rate for the county can be attributed to the large Hispanic
population within the county (about 56 percent). 1990 Census tract data
that includes the 8.5 SMA had a total unemployment rate of only 5.6
percent. However, this census tract includes employment data from the
city of Homestead and therefore the unemployment rate is probably not
representative of the 8.5 SMA. Given the rural nature of the area and the
large Hispanic population, plus migrant farm workers and illegal
immigrants, it is reasonable to assume that the unemployment rate is
between 7.0 and 7.5 percent.

6.0 LAND USE

6.1 Existing Land Use. The existing land use of the 8.5 SMA is shown in
Table 1. The land use shown is based on 1999 investigations by DERM
and modified based on land acquisitions by SFWMD through February
2000. It should be noted that land acquisitions by the SFWMD for the
mitigation project are continuing as well as acquisitions for the East Coast
Buffer Project. As shown on Table 1, about 46.9 percent of land or 3,005
acres within the area are vacant. About 43.9 percent of the vacant land is
presently in public ownership with the remaining 56.1 percent is in private
ownership. About 41.2 percent of the land or 2,642 acres are involved in
some type of agricultural type of activity. These activities include row
crops, orchards, nurseries, pasture, etc. Of the 2,642 acres of agricultural
land, 959 acres on 260 parcels contain residential units. Vacant land and
agricultural land account for 88.1 percent of the total land use in the 8.5
SMA. About 342 acres in 74 parcels are classified exclusively as
residential. As stated earlier about 260 parcels are classified as
agricultural/residential mix and this means that these parcels contain
residential units. Within the area there are 1,171 acres of land in 334
parcels that contain 321 houses and 193 trailers. For houses alone, these
results in a residential density of 3.65 acres per house, which is very close
to current, DERM density estimate. If trailers are considered, the
residential density is reduced to 2.28 acres per residential unit. These
densities are considerably below the 1:40 acre density required for the
area. In the Impact Analysis section of this appendix a density of 3.65
acres per house will be used to determine land carrying capacity under
one of the impact scenarios considered. It should be noted that about 4
residences appear to be involved in commercial activities. As shown on
Table 1, commercial activities are limited and constitute only 2 tenths of 1
percent of the land use within the area. It should also be noted that some
residential and agricultural parcels of land have multiple residential units
on them. Therefore, residential and residential/ agricultural parcels do not
equate to the number of residential units identified by DERM.



TABLE 1

LAND USE

No. of
Item Parcels Private Public Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 1,319 3,005
Totals 1,984
Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit assumed

to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural land.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of powerline

corridor.

****Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in transition".

Housing. There is conflicting data on the number of housing units located
within the 8.5 SMA. This is primarily due to the number of structures that
have been illegally converted to residential units. For this assessment a

total of 514 residential units, consisting of 321 houses and 193 trailers, will
be used. Of this number about 208 are considered to be full time
permanent residences. This is based on public tax office information on



mail addresses and street addresses. The DERM report identified only
135 of the 321 houses received the State homestead tax exemption. It
appears that most of the residential units, 306 residential units, are not the
primary residence of the owners.

Public Services and Utilities. The relative isolation of the 8.5 SMA from
the rest of Miami-Dade County has resulted in the area having limited
public services. About 90 percent of the residents of Miami-Dade County
are served by municipal type water and sewer services. Water and sewer
services in the 8.5 SMA are provided by individual well and septic tank
systems. Adequate storm water drainage and drainage outlets are also
lacking. Tropical and sub-tropical rainstorms flood roads and low-lying
areas. Roads and these low-lying areas have retained waters for long
periods of time. Of the 55 miles of roads in the area only about 5.3 miles
are paved. It has been reported that, because of the areas’ isolation and
bad roads, law enforcement patrols and other emergency services are
rarely provided.

Existing Well Being Factors. In order to assess the social impacts of the
various alternatives under consideration for the 8.5 SMA on area
residents, it is necessary to determine how "attached" they are to the area
and why they would prefer to stay in the area. Terms like "Community
Cohesion" and "Sense of Place" are subjective concepts that need some
quantification. Home ownership, land ownership, common heritage or
ancestry and area aesthetics are also important factors. An assessment of
these factors as they are presently perceived to exist in the area is
provided in the following paragraphs.

Community Cohesion. This factor measures those elements that draw a
community together. A majority of the residents in the area share a strong
Hispanic heritage. However, a large number of property owners are, in
fact, absentee owners who live elsewhere during the week and spend
weekends in the area. For whatever social or economic reasons their
loyalties lay elsewhere. The area does not have any schools or churches
that would tend to draw families together. There are no major employers in
the area that would provide common employee interests. It has been
reported that there are riding or "Social Clubs" that meet on weekends.
Again, these activities appear to be those of absentee property owners
and not those of permanent residents. One common interest among
residents, however, appears to be a mistrust of governments at all levels.
Efforts to purchase properties within the area have galvanized landowners
into a cohesive group resisting the government buyout efforts. Some
residents have indicated 2 main reasons for moving into the area. The first
reason is to avoid the drugs and crime associated with metropolitan area
and the second reason is to live in the country and pursue agricultural
activities. There exists within the area a strong vocal group of residents



who are actively resisting any government efforts to interfere with their
lives. Whether this resistance is representative of all residents has not
been determined. If this resistance is representative of a majority of the
property owners, the sense of community cohesion among property
owners in the area would be strong. If not representative of the property
owners, community cohesion could best be characterized as moderate.

Sense of Place. This factor looks at those elements that provide residents
a sense of well being, such as home ownership, working the land, rural
atmosphere, and sense of security. It also includes an active concern and
active participation in the decisions that may affect these elements. Within
the 8.5 SMA there are strong feelings associated with property ownership.
Many property owners look upon property ownership as "owning a piece
of America". The sense of property ownership is particularly strong among
those families that have immigrated from totalitarian political
environments. There are, however, conflicting data. Data collected by the
SFWMD (Dec. 1999) indicate about 1/3" of the property owners in the
area are willing to sell their land to SFWMD. Less than 5 percent (80
property owners) said they were unwilling to sell. The remaining 60
percent+ were undecided. Further, of the

1,961 owners of parcels of land in the area a relatively small percentage
attended the public meetings held to discuss the various alternatives that
could affect their lives and properties. Residents have claimed that that
while they are on various public notice mailing lists, they have not been
notified, in a timely manner, of scheduled public meetings and this fact
may explain the low level of participation in the decision making process.
Overall, the sense of ownership and place within the 8.5 SMA appears to
be strong.

7.0 FUTURE SOCIAL PROFILE
7.1 Demographics

Projected Population. Using the baseline permanent resident population
of the 8.5 SMA of 853 persons, as determined previously, future increases
in population were determined for the fifty-year period 2000 to 2050. No
specific projection factors have been developed for the 8.5 SMA.
Therefore, population projection factors from various sources were
reviewed and considered for use in the 8.5 SMA. The first projection
factors considered were based on those developed for Miami-Dade
County in Appendix E of the C&SF Project Comprehensive Review Study
(Restudy Report), specifically Table 3.3.3.4-4 on page E-53. These factors
were developed for a large metropolitan area and are not considered
representative of the growth in rural areas. Miami-Dade County has,
however, developed population projection factors for what the county
terms Minor Statistical Areas (MSA). The county has developed



population projections for a total of 32 MSAs. The 8.5 SMA is located in
MSA 7.6. This MSA is relatively large and borders the Eastern edge of the
Everglades National Park. Its’ development potential is relatively low. Five
joining MSAs have significantly higher growth potential than MSA 7.6.
Further, the county’s 2010 Urban Expansion Area Boundary does not
include any part of MSA 7.6. The closest identified area of expansion for
the year 2010 is more than 2 miles away from the 8.5 SMA. The projection
factors developed for MSA 7.6 were considered representative of the
limited growth potential of the 8.5 SMA and were used to project future
population growth within the area. Projection factors derived from the
future population estimates shown were applied to the baseline estimate
for the 8.5 SMA. These factors and the resulting projections are shown on
Table 2. As shown, the population in the area is expected to increase by
about 84 percent or 717 persons within the next 15 years and remain
constant over the remainder of the projection period. County projections
indicate that MSA 7.6 will reach its’ development capacity by the year
2015. This is simply based on the availability and desirability of lands
adjacent to the Everglade National Park and the county’s desire to restrict
growth in the environmentally sensitive areas bordering the everglades.
This population growth within the 8.5 SMA can be accommodated if the
county continues to ignore the 1:5 zoning density for the area. Enforcing
the 1:40 density and limiting development to flood free areas would
constrain future population growth in the 8.5 SMA.

TABLE 2

PROJECTED POPULATION

YEAR PROJECTION FACTOR POPULATION

2000 1.000 853

2010 1,290

1. 1,570



1. 1,570

1.841

1. 1,570
1.841

1. 1,570
1.841
2050 1,570

Population Characteristics. The distribution of the population
characteristics, such as age, sex, ancestry, education, family size, etc are
assumed to remain the same as those identified in the existing profile.
Specific data sets for the 8.5 SMA are not available that would allow for
the accurate projection of changes in these population characteristics.

8.0 FUTURE ECONOMIC PROFILE

Projected Income and Earnings. (No specific projections are available or
applicable for use in projecting future income and earnings in the 8.5 SMA)

Projected Employment. The present estimate of employed permanent residents
of the 8.5 SMA of 435 is expected to increase to about 800 by the year 2015.
This increase is based on the assumption that the present relationship between
resident population and employed population remains constant over the
projection period. No data are available that would allow for a more accurate
estimate of future employment levels. Employment in the 8.5 SMA is projected to
increase to 658 in the year 2010, to 800 in the year 2015, and remain constant
thereafter.

9.0 FUTURE LAND USE

Future Land Use. Land use within the 8.5 SMA is, for the most part, governed
by zoning ordinances. However, within this area there are numerous examples
where zoning restrictions have been totally ignored. In developing the "without"
condition for future land use, two conditions were considered. In the first case, it
was assumed that zoning ordinances would not be enforced, as is presently the
case. In the second case it was assumed that the ordinances would be followed
and/or enforced. Land use ordinances for the 8.5 SMA restrict residential
development to one residential unit per 40 acres. This ordinance is based on the
premise of restricting development within the 10-year flood plain. The ten-year
flood elevation within the area has been determined to be the 7.7’ elevation or



contour within the area. Of the 6,413 acres within the area, about 663 acres have
been acquired for the construction of the authorized GDM mitigation plan. Of the
remaining 5,750 acres, about 574 acres are located above the 7.7’ elevation and
therefore are not constrained by the land use ordinance. This is to say that
property owners can request a variance and develop their property to a density of
1 residential unit per 5 acres. The without project condition assumes that the
authorized mitigation plan has been constructed and is being operated. The
purpose of the authorized GDM plan is not to provide flood protection. It simply
mitigates the effects of Modified Water Deliveries to the Everglades. Flooding will
still occur from tropical and sub-tropical rainfall events. Some incidental
additional lands may experience a reduced incidence of flooding. Therefore,
development in the remaining 5,176 acres will be evaluated for the two cases
cited above. Further, if there is no reduction in flooding below elevation 7.7’ there
should be no change in the economic and social impacts from current conditions
(GDM plan not constructed and the baseline condition that considers the project
in place). Each of the alternatives will be evaluated for the two cases cited above
in a subsequent section of this report.

Projected Households. With the authorized plan in place, there will be little if
any flood stage reduction benefits. This is to say that most of the area will still be
subject to flooding from the 10-year flood event. As such, present zoning
restrictions in the area will not be relaxed. Since there are very few vacant 40-
acre tracts available, legal area growth will be limited to the 574 acres located
above elevation 7.7 feet. Of the 574 acres above 7.7 feet, 555 acres are eligible
for a county variance allowing a housing density of 1 house per 5 acres. Given
the anticipated growth in permanent population in the area a total of about 174
houses would have to built in this upland area over the fifty year planning period.
These houses would require a total of 875 acres of land to comply with zoning
regulations. Obviously, there are insufficient flood free lands available to
accommodate future population growth if the 1:5 zoning ordinance is enforced. It
is estimated that the flood free area could accommodate a maximum of 111
houses. If development is allowed to occur illegally, as has occurred in the past,
the development of houses to accommodate the anticipated population growth
could occur virtually anywhere within the 8.5 SMA.

10.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS

General. In determining the social and economic impacts of the various
alternatives for the two cases cited above, a number of assumptions were made.
These assumptions are listed below.

#The mix of residents vs. non-residents remains constant at 40.5% and 59.5%,
respectively over the projection period.

#Household size remains constant at 4.1 persons per household.

#The baseline population for projections was adjusted for those alternatives
(other than Buy-Out) that dislocate a significant number of the resident



population.

#All vacant and agricultural lands in the flood free zone will be converted to
residential use over the projection period. (This assumption provides for the
maximum induced growth and maximum local cost as is considered a worst-
case scenario.) It is believed that not all agricultural lands in the flood free area
would be converted to residential since many residents and non-residents of
the 8.5 SMA depend upon agricultural production for personal income.

#For the "No Density Constraints (current practice)" case, wetlands may be
developed.

£Vacant lands would be converted to residential use before agricultural lands.

#Since site specific data on agricultural production, yields, acreage per crop or
value are not available for the 8.5 SMA, an average annual gross income value
per acre for Miami-Dade County was used. This value was estimated at $2,445
per acre. Based on information from the Miami-Dade County Agricultural
Extension Service this value may be high based on the marginal productivity of
the agricultural lands within the 8.5 SMA. However, since no other data are
available at this time and the fact that all of the alternatives will be evaluated
using this value, the order of magnitude and the relative differences between

the various alternatives can be ascertained.

10.1 Alternative No. 1 — Authorized GDM Plan. Congress authorized the
Original GDM Plan for implementation per the General Design Memorandum
prepared by the USACE Jacksonville, District in 1992. It includes a major levee
along the 8.5 SMA perimeter starting at the L-31 N on the north side of the area,
and moving west and south to high ground on SW 168w Street. A seepage canal
will be constructed adjacent to and just inside of the major levee to collect
groundwater underflow. A minor levee will be constructed adjacent to and just
inside the seepage canal to prevent surface water flow from running into the
canal from the 8.5 SMA. There is concern that runoff from the 8.5 SMA could
possibly be polluted, and the minor levee will keep potentially contaminated
water from mixing with the cleaner seepage water from ENP. This alternative
offers flood mitigation for all residents of 8.5 SMA. A new pump structure
(proposed S-357) will be located in the canal at the northeastern edge of 8.5
SMA near the L-31 N canal. This pump will discharge water from the seepage
canal into L-31 N. Another pump structure (S-356) will pump from L-31 N canal
into L-29 canal. Pump Station (S-356) will be constructed to facilitate seepage
and conveyance and is considered not to be a part of any alternative. This will re-
circulate cleaner seepage water back to NESRS and ENP. Surface water runoff
from within the 8.5 SMA will be contained by the minor levee, and eventually
infiltrate into the ground.

Alternative No. 1 — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574
acres are located above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the
implementation of this alternative an additional 60 acres of land will be protected
from the 1 in 10 year flood event. Of the total 634 acres about 592 acres would



be available for future residential development. Within these 592 acres, a
residential density of 1 unit per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from
Miami-Dade County. However, the county has not enforced residential density of
the whole 8.5 SMA to the point where the average size parcel of land for a
residence is less than 4 acres rather than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance.
Assuming that Miami-Dade County will not enforce the density ordinance, there
would not be any project induced growth within the 8.5 SMA, since vacant or
agricultural lands are available to accommodate future population increases.
Using the current density of 3.65 acres per residential unit, vacant lands within
the 8.5 SMA could accommodate about 462 new residential units. This is
considerably in excess of the projected demand for 174 residential units over the
projection period. Further, since there are sufficient vacant lands to
accommodate future growth for this scenario, no loss of agricultural production is
anticipated. The acquisition of 663 acres of lands at a cost of $2.4 million
required to construct this alternative will require the relocation of one household
in the 8.5 SMA at a cost of $28,000.

Alternative No. 1 — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. Assuming that Miami-Dade County will enforce the existing density
ordinance, future development within the 8.5 SMA will be limited to the existing
574 acres located above the present 10-year flood line and to the additional 60
acres of land protected from the 10-year flood with this alternative in place and
operating. Of this 634 acres of land about 592 acres would be available to
accommodate future residential development. These lands would accommodate
only a portion of the anticipated population growth within the area over the next
fifteen years (118 of the 174 houses needed during the projection period). No
additional development is expected to be induced into the area with the
implementation and operation of the project. Of the 592 acres of lands available
for residential development, 547 acres are classified as agricultural lands, that is,
involved in some sort of agricultural production. There are no specific data on
crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county average annual
income per acre for agricultural activities was used to approximate the real value
of agricultural production. This is considered appropriate since all alternatives will
be evaluated in the same manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural
impacts between the various alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the
average gross income per acre in Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the
value of annual agricultural income lost from implementing this alternative is
estimated at about $1.3 million. Of this amount about $0.5 million is the
estimated annual income lost to residents of the area with the remainder being
lost to non-residents. These losses would be relatively short lived. According to
the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics data as presented in
the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm laborers would be reemployed within one
year of losing their job. The loss of proprietors’ income however, is expected to
take longer but should recover within 3 years. Further, lost production could be
made up elsewhere within the county or by applying more intense farming
practices. See Figure 3, Table 3 and Table 12 for details.



10.2 Alternative No. 2B — Modified GDM Plan. The development of this
alternative was a direct result of the completion of the C&SF Restudy plan sent to
Congress in July 1999. Many of the scoping comments received requested that
the Authorized Plan be modified to accommodate higher flows and stages
expected after the Restudy is implemented. Alternative No. 2 was developed by
the 8.5 SMA technical team to address this issue. This alternative has the same
basic layout of Alternative No. 1, and also provides flood mitigation for all
residents of 8.5 SMA. It includes the same basic major levee, seepage canal,
and minor levee system along the 8.5 SMA boundary southwest from L-31 N to
high ground on SW 168th Street. A single pump (proposed S-357) will be
installed at the southwest corner of the 8.5 SMA and will discharge seepage
water into the C-111 buffer area. As in Alternative No. 1, surface water runoff
from within the 8.5 SMA will be contained by the minor levee, and will infiltrate
into the ground.

Alternative No. 2B — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574
acres are located above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the
implementation of this alternative an additional 79 acres of land will be protected
from the 1 in 10 year flood event. Of the total 653 acres about 608 acres would
be available for future residential development. Within these 608 acres, a
residential density of 1 unit per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from
Miami-Dade County. However, the county has not enforced residential density of
the whole 8.5 SMA to the point where the average size parcel of land for a
residence is less than 4 acres rather than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance.
Assuming that Miami-Dade County will not enforce the density ordinance, there
would not be any project induced growth within the 8.5 SMA, since vacant or
agricultural lands are available to accommodate future population increases.
Using the current density of 3.65 acres per residential unit, vacant lands within
the 8.5 SMA could accommodate about 462 new residential units. This is
considerably in excess of the projected demand for 174 residential units over the
projection period. Further, since there are sufficient vacant lands to
accommodate future growth for this scenario, no loss of agricultural production is
anticipated. The acquisition of 663 acres of lands at a cost of $2.4 million
required to construct this alternative will require the relocation of one household
in the 8.5 SMA at a cost of $28,000.

Alternative No. 2B — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. Assuming that Miami-Dade County will enforce the existing density
ordinance, future development within the 8.5 SMA will be limited to the existing
574 acres located above the present 10-year flood line and to the additional 79
acres of land protected from the 10-year flood with this alternative in place and
operating. Of this 653 acres of land about 608 acres would be available to
accommodate future residential development. These lands would accommodate
only a portion of the anticipated population growth within the area over the next
fifteen years (122 of the 174 houses needed during the projection period). No



additional development is expected to be induced into the area with the
implementation and operation of the project. Of the 608 acres of lands available
for residential development, 563 acres are classified as agricultural lands, that is,
involved in some sort of agricultural production. There are no specific data on
crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county average annual
income per acre for agricultural activities was used to approximate the real value
of agricultural production. This is considered appropriate since all alternatives will
be evaluated in the same manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural
impacts between the various alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the
average annual income per acre in Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the
value of annual agricultural income lost from implementing this alternative is
estimated at about $1.4 million. Of this amount about $0.6 million is the
estimated annual income lost to residents of the area with the remainder being
lost to non-residents. These losses would be relatively short lived. According to
the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics data as presented in
the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm laborers would be reemployed within one
year of losing their job. The loss of proprietors’ income however, is expected to
take longer but should recover within 3 years. Further, lost production could be
made up elsewhere within the county or by applying more intense farming
practices. See Figure 4, Table 4 and Table 12 for details.

10.3 Alternative No. 3 — Deep Seepage Barrier Plan. Previous Studies
developed a plan that considered constructing a deep seepage barrier around
the protected area to reduce or eliminate groundwater underflow from ENP
expansion area to the 8.5 SMA. Under this plan, the outer perimeter levee
follows the same alignment as the Authorized Plan, along the 8.5 SMA boundary
southwest from L-31 N to high ground on SW 168th Street. A seepage barrier,
possibly located within the levee, extends down to an undetermined elevation.
The seepage barrier will be made of an engineered barrier or curtain wall such as
slurry wall, sheet piles, etc. The barrier must be installed at elevation below the
aquifer (estimated 45 to 70 feet). This will eliminate the need for the seepage
canal and interior levee. Surface water runoff from within the 8.5 SMA will be
contained by the levee, and infiltrate into the ground. The alternative provides
very little flood protection within the 8.5 SMA for a 1 in I10-year event (14 acres).

Alternative No. 3 — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574
acres are located above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the
implementation of this alternative an additional 14 acres of land will be protected
from the 1 in 10 year flood event. Of the total 588 acres about 547 acres would
be available for future residential development. Within this area a residential
density of 1 unit per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade
County. However, the county has not enforced residential density of the whole
8.5 SMA to the point where the average size parcel of land for a residence is less
than 4 acres rather than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance. Assuming that
Miami-Dade County will not enforce the density ordinance, there would not be



any project induced growth within the 8.5 SMA, since vacant or agricultural lands
are available to accommodate future population increases. Using the current
density of 3.65 acres per residential unit, vacant lands within the 8.5 SMA could
accommodate about 462 new residential units. This is considerably in excess of
the projected demand for 174 residential units over the projection period. Further,
since there are sufficient vacant lands to accommodate future growth for this
scenario, no loss of agricultural production is anticipated. Of the 5,825 acres of
land required to construct this alternative, 1132 acres have been acquired by the
Federal Government and the SFWMD at a cost of $11.7 million. These
acquisitions required the relocation of one household at a cost of $28,000. A
Flowage Easement will be required on the remaining 4,693 acres. It should be
noted that the cost of flowage easements will be limited to the Fee Simple Value
of the property. In some cases the cost of modifying the property (modifying
water and sewage systems) may exceed the Fee Simple value of the property. In
this case the property will be purchased in Fee Simple. For cost estimating
purposes it was assumed that 50 such properties would be purchased affecting
both resident and non-resident property owners and tenants. The purchase of
flowage easements and/or Fee Simple properties on the remaining 4,693 acres
of land at a cost of $11,500 per acre or a total of $54.1 million is considered
compensation to land owners for the impacts associated with the periodic
flooding of their lands. Of this amount about $21.9 million would be compensated
to area residents with the remainder going to non-resident owners.

Alternative No. 3 — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. Assuming that Miami-Dade County will enforce the existing density
ordinance, future development within the 8.5 SMA will be limited to the existing
574 acres located above the present 10-year flood line and to the additional 14
acres of land protected from the 10-year flood with this alternative in place and
operating. Of the total 588 acres about 547 acres would be available for future
residential development. These lands would accommodate only a portion of the
anticipated population growth within the area over the next fifteen years (109 of
the 174 houses needed during the projection period). No additional development
is expected to be induced into the area with the implementation and operation of
the project. Of the 547 acres of lands available for residential development, 512
acres are classified as agricultural lands, that is, involved in some sort of
agricultural production. There are no specific data on crop yields and value in the
8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county average annual income per acre for agricultural
activities was used to approximate the real value of agricultural production. This
is considered appropriate since all alternatives will be evaluated in the same
manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural impacts between the various
alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the average annual income per
acre in Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the value of annual agricultural
income lost from implementing this alternative is estimated at about $1.3 million.
Of this amount about $0.5 million is the estimated annual income lost to residents
of the area with the remainder being lost to non-residents. These losses would
be relatively short lived. According to The U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of



Labor Statistics data as presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm
laborers would be reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of
proprietors’ income however, is expected to take longer but should recover within
3 years. Further, lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county
or by applying more intense farming practices. Of the 5,825 acres of land
required to construct this alternative,

1,132 acres have been acquired by the Federal Government and the SFWMD at
a cost of $11.7 million. These acquisitions required the relocation of one
household at a cost of $28,000. A Flowage Easement will be required on the
remaining 4,693 acres. It should be noted that the cost of flowage easements will
be limited to the Fee Simple Value of the property. In some cases the cost of
modifying the property (modifying water and sewage systems) may exceed the
Fee Simple value of the property. In this case the property will be purchased in
Fee Simple. For cost estimating purposes it was assumed that 50 such
properties would be purchased affecting both resident and non-resident property
owners and tenants. The purchase of flowage easements and/or Fee Simple
properties on the remaining 4,693 acres of land at a cost of $10,500 per acre or a
total of $54.1 million is considered compensation to land owners for the impacts
associated with the periodic flooding of their lands. Of this amount about $21.9
million would be compensated to area residents with the remainder going to non-
resident owners. See Figure 5, Table 5 and Table 12 for details.

10.4 Alternative No. 4 — Landowners Choice Land Acquisition. Many of the
comments received in the scoping process suggested that the landowners
residents may respond more favorably to a voluntary land acquisition alternative.
Many residents indicated that they would be willing to stay and, endure the
increased flooding if they were shown the extent of the impact. Therefore, an
alternative was developed by the study team that provided for acquisition of land
in 8.5 SMA through three different means. Current owners have a choice:

mBuy — Out: Government purchase (fee simple)

mFlowage Easements: Pay property owners cash as mitigation for periodic
flooding. Owner retains ownership rights to property.

mLife Estates: Owners retain ownership and full use of property for duration of
current owner's life. Then the property goes to ownership of the Government.

Modeling would be performed to graphically demonstrate to the owners the
elevations and extent of flooding. This will assist the owners in making their
choice. Under this alternative, no structural improvements are proposed, and no
significant changes in operation of existing structures or system features would
occur.

Alternative No. 4 — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Under this scenario, property owners would be given a
choice of a Government Buy-Out of their property, the Government purchase of



flowage easements, or the Government purchase of Life Estates with flowage
easements. This is somewhat different than that described above. It was
determined that the purchase of Life Estates without flowage easements would
render this alternative un-implementable, therefore the selling of a Life Estate by
itself is not an option. Since it is impossible to determine which parcels or which
property owners would opt for any of the three Land Acquisition Options, the
following assumptions were made for this specific alternative. The first
assumption is that existing resident and non-resident landowners of agricultural
lands would opt for a flowage easement in order to maintain the income
associated with farming activities. Thus Flowage Easements would be obtained
on 2,772 acres of agricultural land. A Flowage Easement would also be obtained
on the 306 acre FAA parcel. It should be noted that 1,132 acres of land are
presently owned by the Federal Government and the SFWMD. Of the remaining
owners it was assumed that 1/8" would opt for a Life Estate with flowage
easement, 3/8" would accept the Government Buy-Out, and % would opt for
Flowage Easements. These assumptions result is the Buy — Out of 1,514 acres
of which 1,132 acres is already owned, selling Flowage Easements on 4,654
acres and selling Life Estates with flowage easements on 245 acres. It is
estimated that 45 permanent residents or 12 households would be immediately
displaced from the area. Non-resident property owners who accept the
Government Buy-Out would not be physically impacted by the Buy-Out and could
purchase replacement upland tracts in other areas of the region, if lands are
available. They may also sell their Severable Use Rights (SUR) prior to selling
their property to the Government. Another 16 persons or 4 households would be
displaced over the 50 year period until the Government assumes ownership upon
the death of the current owner upon which time surviving family members would
be displaced. Non-resident owners who sell Life Estates with flowage easements
to the Government would not be immediately physically impacted and could
maintain their current activities until the death of the owner at which time the
Government would obtain ownership. These owners may also sell their SUR
during the period of their ownership. The final group of property owners are those
that sell Flowage Easements to the Government. It is assumed that the
permanent resident property owners and the non-resident property owners would
continue to develop their lands in violation of the existing density ordinance. This
means that unauthorized residential development will continue on undeveloped
parcels of land. Using the current density of 3.65 acres per residential unit,
vacant lands within the 8.5 SMA could accommodate about 402 new residential
units. This is considerably in excess of the projected demand for 174 residential
units over the projection period. Further, since there are sufficient vacant lands to
accommodate future growth for this scenario, no loss of agricultural production is
anticipated. It is estimated that the total cost of the buy-out of 1,514 acres of
land, including the 1,132 acres already acquired is estimated at $29.2 million.
The relocation of 17 households would cost about $476,000. It should be noted
that the cost of Flowage Easements will be limited to the Fee Simple Value of the
property. In some cases the cost of modifying the property (modifying water and
sewage systems) may exceed the Fee Simple value of the property. In this case



the property will be purchased in Fee Simple. For cost estimating purposes it was
assumed that 50 such properties would be purchased affecting both resident and
non-resident property owners and tenants. The purchase of Life Estates with
flowage easements on 245 acres and the future relocation of residents is
estimated at about $5.8 million. The purchase of Flowage Easements on 4,654
acres is estimated to cost about $9,910 per acre or $46.0 million. The $18.6
million is compensation to remaining residents and non-residents for the impacts,
including agricultural impacts, associated with the periodic flooding of their lands.
Since all of the agricultural land is expected to remain in production under a
Flowage Easement and the owners compensated for their impacts, no additional
agricultural losses are anticipated.

Alternative No. 4 — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. The impacts to both resident and non-resident landowners under this
scenario are the same as those discussed above except for those property
owners who sell Flowage Easements to the Government. Under this scenario,
the density ordinance would be enforced and no additional residential
development would be allowed. See Figure 6, Table 6 and Table 12 for details.

10.5 Alternative 5 — Total Buy-Out Plan. Total buyout was originally developed
and evaluated as an alternative in the 1992 GDM. The Governor's East
Everglades 8.5 SMA Study Committee also considered total buyout as an
alternative. Under this plan, all land in 8.5 SMA will be obtained either from
willing sellers or by condemnation. No structural improvements are proposed,
and no significant changes in operation of existing structures and system will be
required.

Alternative No. 5 — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres in the 8.5 SMA all but 306 acres (FAA
Facility) is or would be owned in Fee Simple. Of the remaining 6,107 acres 1,132
acres have been purchased by the Federal Government or the SFWMD at a total
cost of about $11.7 million or about $10,354 per acre. It is estimated that a
Government Buy-Out of the remaining 4,975 acres would cost about $18,020 per
acre including improvements or $84.9 million. In addition, the Government would
have to relocate about 853 persons in 208 households at a cost of about $28,000
per household or $5.8 million. An additional 306 non-resident households with
about 1,253 persons would be affected by the Buy-Out. Of the 4,975 acres to be
purchased about 2,642 acres are classified as agricultural lands, that is, involved
in some sort of agricultural production. There are no specific data on crop yields
and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county average annual income per acre
for agricultural activities was used to approximate the real value of agricultural
production. This is considered appropriate since all alternatives will be evaluated
in the same manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural impacts between
the various alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the average income
per acre in Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the value of annual
agricultural income lost from implementing this alternative is estimated at about



$6.5 million. Of this amount about $2.6 million in annual income is the estimated
income lost to residents of the area with the remaining $3.9 million in annual
income lost to non-residents. This lost annual income to both residents and non-
residents could increase demands for public assistance from the county and
other government agencies. However, these losses would be relatively short
lived. According to The U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics
data as presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm laborers would be
reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of proprietors’ income
however, is expected to take longer but should recover within 3 years. Further,
lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county or by applying
more intense farming practices.

Alternative No. 5 — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. The impacts from implementing this alternative under this scenario
are the same as those discussed above in the preceding paragraph. See Figure
7, Table 7 and Table 12 for details.

10.6 Alternative 6 — Western Portion of 8.5 SMA as Buffer Plan. The
Governor's East Everglades 8.5 SMA Study Committee developed and evaluated
several alternatives that utilized the western portion of the 8.5 SMA as a flow-way
or buffer area. This concept was further studied in the PEER Report and the
analysis confirmed that it was a feasible concept. Therefore, an alternative was
developed for this evaluation that would convert the western portion of the 8.5
SMA to a shallow impoundment to be used as a buffer between the developed
area and ENP. This alternative uses a similar concept to the original GDM
authorized plan, but was modified to be more compatible the with Restudy. The
eastern portion of the 8.5 SMA is included within a flood protection levee and
drainage system. The perimeter levee runs approximately along 202nd Avenue
down to 168th Street. A seepage canal is located just inside the new levee and is
designed to collect groundwater underflow. A second levee located just inside
the seepage canal will prevent surface water from running into the seepage canal
and mixing with seepage water. A new proposed pumping structure (S-357)
located at the southern terminus of the levee/canal system will discharge
seepage water through a 120 inch pipe, where it will be released south into the
C-111 project area. There will be no major changes to operations of existing
structures in the system.

Alternative No. 6B — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres located in the 8.5 SMA, 4,196 acres or
about 65 percent of the land will be required to implement this alternative. Of the
4,196 acres required about 1,132 acres or 27 percent are presently in public
ownership. It is estimated that about 586 permanent residents in 143 households
will be displaced with the implementation of this alternative. In addition, about
1,136 acres of agricultural lands and its’ annual income producing potential will
be acquired. The 1,132 acres already acquired by the Federal Government and
the SFWMD was purchased at a cost of $11.7 million. It is estimated that



acquisition of the remaining 3,064 acres of land will cost about $17,720 per acre
including improvements or $54.2 million. The relocation of 143 households is
estimated to cost $28,000 per household or about $4.0 million. Further, it is
estimated that the annual agricultural income lost to both residents and non-
residents would be about $2.8 million. Of the $2.8 million, permanent residents
would lose an estimated $1.1 million in annual income with non-residents losing
the remaining $1.7 million. The loss of this income to property owners within the
8.5 SMA could result in the increased demand for public assistance from the
county, state and Federal governments. However, these losses would be
relatively short lived. According to The U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics data as presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm
laborers would be reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of
proprietors’ income however, is expected to take longer but should recover within
3 years. Further, lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county
or by applying more intense farming practices.

Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574 acres are located
above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the implementation of
this alternative an additional 1,643 acres of land will be protected from the 1 in 10
year flood event. Of the total 2,217 acres about 1,711 acres would be available
for future residential development. Within these 1,711 acres, a residential density
of 1 unit per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County.
However, the county has not enforced residential density of the whole 8.5 SMA
to the point where the average size parcel of land for a residence is less than 4
acres rather than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance. Assuming that Miami-
Dade County will not enforce the density ordinance, there would be sufficient
vacant or agricultural lands to accommodate the displaced 143 households
discussed above and also the 15 year projected increase in households,
presently estimated at 174 additional households. As stated earlier under the
current practice of not enforcing the density ordinance residential units presently
occupy about 3.65 acres per residential unit. Using this density the 1,711 acres
would have the capacity to accommodate 469 new households that is in excess
of the projected demand of 317 (143 +174) households discussed above.

About 1,157 acres (317 x 3.65) are needed to accommodate the 317 new
residences needed over the projection period. Of the 1,157 acres, 205 acres of
vacant land would be available for development. The remaining 952 acres would
be agricultural lands. These lands would be converted to residential use under
this scenario. There are no specific data on crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA.
Therefore, the county average annual income per acre for agricultural activities
was used to approximate the real value of agricultural production. This is
considered appropriate since all alternatives will be evaluated in the same
manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural impacts between the various
alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the average income per acre in
Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the value of annual agricultural income
lost from implementing this alternative is estimated at about $2.3 million. Of this



amount about $0.9 million is the estimated annual income lost to residents of the
area with the remaining $1.4 million being lost to non-residents. Again, the loss of
this income to property owners within the 8.5 SMA is in addition to that discussed
above and could result in the increased demand for public assistance from the
county, state and Federal governments. However, these losses would be
relatively short lived. According to the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics data as presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm
laborers would be reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of
proprietors’ income however, is expected to take longer but should recover within
3 years. Further, lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county
or by applying more intense farming practices.

Alternative No. 6B — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. Of the 6,413 acres located in the 8.5 SMA, 4,196 acres or about 65
percent of the land will be required to implement this alternative. Of the 4,196
acres required about 1,132 acres or 27 percent are presently in public ownership.
It is estimated that about 586 permanent residents in 143 households will be
displaced with the implementation of this alternative. In addition, about 1,136
acres of agricultural lands and its’ annual income producing potential will be
acquired. The 1,132 acres already acquired by the Federal Government and the
SFWMD was purchased at a cost of $11.7 million. It is estimated that acquisition
of the remaining 3,064 acres of land will cost about $17,720 per acre including
improvements or $54.2 million. The relocation of 143 households is estimated to
cost $28,000 per household or about $4.0 million. Further, it is estimated that the
annual agricultural income lost to both residents and non-residents would be
about $2.8 million. Of the $2.8 million, permanent residents would lose an
estimated $1.1 million in annual income with non-residents losing the remaining
$1.7 million. The loss of this income to property owners within the 8.5 SMA could
result in the increased demand for public assistance from the county, state and
Federal governments. However, these losses would be relatively short lived.
According to the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics data as
presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm laborers would be
reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of proprietors’ income
however, is expected to take longer but should recover within 3 years. Further,
lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county or by applying
more intense farming practices.

Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574 acres are located
above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the implementation of
this alternative an additional 1,643 acres of land will be protected from the 1 in 10
year flood event. Of the total 2,217 acres about 1,711 acres would be available
for future residential development. Within these 1,711 acres, a residential density
of 1 unit per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County.
This acreage could accommodate a maximum of 342 new residential units. This
capacity is slightly greater than the demand created by the 143 households
displaced with the construction of the project and the 174 new households



projected. About 1,585 acres are needed to accommodate the 317 residences
needed over the projection period under this scenario. Of the 1,585 acres
needed, 205 acres of vacant land would be available for development. The
remaining 1,380 acres would be agricultural lands. These lands would be
converted to residential use under this scenario. There are no specific data on
crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county average annual
income per acre for agricultural activities was used to approximate the real value
of agricultural production. This is considered appropriate since all alternatives will
be evaluated in the same manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural
impacts between the various alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the
average income per acre in Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the value of
annual agricultural income lost from implementing this alternative is estimated at
about $3.4 million. Of this amount about $1.4 million is the estimated annual
income lost to residents of the area with the remaining $2.0 million being lost to
non-residents. Again, the loss of this income to property owners within the 8.5
SMA in addition to that discussed above and could result in the increased
demand for public assistance from the county, state and Federal governments.
However, these losses would be relatively short lived. According to the U. S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics data as presented in the
"Restudy Report" all displaced farm laborers would be reemployed within one
year of losing their job. The loss of proprietors’ income however, is expected to
take longer but should recover within 3 years. Further, lost production could be
made up elsewhere within the county or by applying more intense farming
practices. See Figure 8, Table 8 and Table 12 for additional details.

10.7 Alternative 7 — Raise All Roads Plan. As mentioned in the discussion of
Alternative No. 4, public comments indicated the desire to allow use of the land
within the 8.5 SMA after the implementation of MWD project, even without flood
mitigation or protection measures. An alternative was developed that would
improve roadway features within the area. This would be accomplished by raising
all access roads and restoring them in-kind. The roads will be raised so that they
will not be flooded as a result of the MWD Project. All areas within the roads will
remain unimproved. Roads will be improved only to the condition in which they
currently exist (paved will be paved, dirt will be dirt). Internal drainage could be
handled by placing culverts and obtaining flowage easements. Due to the nature
of the subsurface in the area, much of the surface water is expected to infiltrate.
There is no allowance for relocation or buy-out of residents currently proposed
under this plan.

Alternative No. 7 — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574
acres are located above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the
implementation of this alternative no additional land will be protected from the 1
in 10 year flood event. Of the total 574 acres about 534 acres would be available
for future residential development. Within this area a residential density of 1 unit
per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County.



However, the county has not enforced residential density of the whole 8.5 SMA
to the point where the average size parcel of land for a residence is less than 4
acres rather than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance. Assuming that Miami-
Dade County will not enforce the density ordinance, there would not be any
project induced growth within the 8.5 SMA, since vacant or agricultural lands are
available to accommodate future population increases. Using the current density
of 3.65 acres per residential unit, vacant lands within the 8.5 SMA could
accommodate about 462 new residential units. This is considerably in excess of
the projected demand for 174 residential units over the projection period. Further,
since there are sufficient vacant lands to accommodate future growth for this
scenario, no loss of agricultural production is anticipated. In order to implement
this alternative the following lands will be required. Of the remaining 5,839 acres
below the 1 in 10 year flood zone, 1,132 acres have been acquired by the
Federal Government and the SFWMD for about $11.7 million. Of the remaining
4,707 acres, 303 acres will be acquired in Fee Simple to accommodate road
construction and maintenance at a cost of $2.9 million. Flowage Easements will
be required on the remaining 4,404 acres. It should be noted that the cost of
Flowage Easements will be limited to the Fee Simple Value of the property. In
some cases the cost of modifying the property (modifying water and sewage
systems) may exceed the Fee Simple value of the property. In this case the
property will be purchased in Fee Simple. For cost estimating purposes it was
assumed that 50 such properties would be purchased affecting both resident and
non-resident property owners and tenants. The purchase of flowage easements
on 4,404 acres of land at a cost of $11,940 per acre or a total of $52.6 million is
considered compensation to land owners for the impacts associated with the
periodic flooding of their lands. Of this amount about $21.3 million would be
compensated to area residents with the remaining $31.3 million going to non-
resident owners.

Alternative No. 7 — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574 acres
are located above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the
implementation of this alternative no additional land will be protected from the 1
in 10 year flood event. Of the total 574 acres about 534 acres would be available
for future residential development. Within this area a residential density of 1 unit
per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County. These
lands could accommodate only a portion of the anticipated growth over the next
fifteen years (107 of the 174 houses needed during the projection period). No
additional development is expected to be induced into the area with the
implementation and operation of this alternative. Of the 574 acres of lands
available for residential development, 499 acres are classified as agricultural
lands, that is, involved in some sort of agricultural production. There are no
specific data on crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county
average annual income per acre for agricultural activities was used to
approximate the real value of agricultural production. This is considered
appropriate since all alternatives will be evaluated in the same manner and the



order of magnitude of agricultural impacts between the various alternatives can
be measured. As stated earlier the average income per acre in Miami-Dade
County is $2,445. Therefore the value of annual agricultural income lost from
implementing this alternative is estimated at about $1.2 million. Of this amount
about $0.5 million is the estimated annual income lost to residents of the area
with the remainder being lost to non-residents. However, these losses would be
relatively short lived. According to the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics data as presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm
laborers would be reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of
proprietors’ income however, is expected to take longer but should recover within
3 years. Further, lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county
or by applying more intense farming practices. In order to implement this
alternative the following lands will be required. Of the remaining 5,839 acres
below the 1 in 10 year flood zone, 1,132 acres have been acquired by the
Federal Government and the SFWMD for about $11.7 million. Of the remaining
4,707 acres, 303 acres will be acquired in Fee Simple to accommodate road
construction and maintenance at a cost of $2.9 million. Flowage Easements will
be required on the remaining 4,404 acres. It should be noted that the cost of
Flowage Easements will be limited to the Fee Simple Value of the property. In
some cases the cost of modifying the property (modifying water and sewage
systems) may exceed the Fee Simple value of the property. In this case the
property will be purchased in Fee Simple. For cost estimating purposes it was
assumed that 50 such properties would be purchased affecting both resident and
non-resident property owners and tenants. The purchase of flowage easements
on 4,404 acres of land at a cost of $11,940 per acre or a total of $52.6 million is
considered compensation to land owners for the impacts associated with the
periodic flooding of their lands. Of this amount about $21.3 million would be
compensated to area residents with the remaining $31.3 million going to non-
resident owners. See Figure 9, Table 9 and Table 12 for additional details.

10.8 Alternative 8A — Western Portion of 8.5 SMA as Flow-way. This
alternative evolved as a modification of the flow-way concept originally evaluated
by the Governor's Study Committee. It uses a similar concept to Alternative No. 6
to mitigate for increased stages at the eastern most inhabited portion of the area,
and keep the western area as a more natural, undeveloped area. This western
area will serve as a buffer zone to ENP west of the mitigation levee and as a
natural flow-way for diverting flow from ENP to the C-111 area. An interior
perimeter levee will start just north of 120™ Street, run south and west around the
FAA tract, along 202nd Avenue down to 168" Street. An exterior diversion levee
will run approximately parallel to the interior levee and serve as a containment
barrier for a natural swale flow-way. The containment levee will be small enough
to allow surface water flow from ENP, but big enough to divert flow contained
within the flow-way. A new proposed structure (S-357) located at 168" Street
levee/canal system will discharge seepage water into the C-111 buffer area.
There are no major changes to operations of existing structures proposed under
this plan.



Alternative No. 8A — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres located in the 8.5 SMA, 5,803 acres or
about 90 percent of the land will be required to implement this alternative. Of the
5,803 acres required about 3,790 acres or 65 percent are or will be purchased in
Fee Simple. In addition, flowage easements on an additional 2,013 acres will be
required. It is estimated that about 529 permanent residents in 129 households
will be displaced with the implementation of this alternative. In addition, about
901 acres of agricultural lands and its’ annual income producing potential will be
acquired. Of the 3,790 acres required about 1,132 acres have been acquired by
the Federal Government and the SFWMD at a cost of $11.7 million. It is
estimated that acquisition of the remaining 2,658 acres of Fee Simple land will
cost about $20,610 per acre including improvements or $54.5 million. The
purchase of Flowage Easements on 2,013 acres is estimated to cost about
$10,950 per acre or $22.0 million. It should be noted that the cost of Flowage
Easements will be limited to the Fee Simple Value of the property. In some cases
the cost of modifying the property (modifying water and sewage systems) may
exceed the Fee Simple value of the property. In this case the property will be
purchased in Fee Simple. For cost estimating purposes it was assumed that 50
such properties would be purchased affecting both resident and non-resident
property owners and tenants. The relocation of 129 households is estimated to
cost $28,000 per household or about $3.6 million. Further, it is estimated that the
annual agricultural income lost to both residents and non-residents would be
about $2.2 million. Of the $2.2 million, permanent residents would lose an
estimated $0.9 million in annual income with non-residents losing the remaining
$1.3 million. The loss of this income to property owners within the 8.5 SMA could
result in the increased demand for public assistance from the county, state and
Federal governments. However, these losses would be relatively short lived.
According to the U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics data as
presented in the "Restudy Report" all displaced farm laborers would be
reemployed within one year of losing their job. The loss of proprietors’ income
however, is expected to take longer but should recover within 3 years. Further,
lost production could be made up elsewhere within the county or by applying
more intense farming practices.

Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574 acres are located
above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the implementation of
this alternative an additional 36 acres of land will be protected from the 1 in 10
year flood event. Of the total 610 acres about 569 acres would be available for
future residential development. Within these 569 acres, a residential density of 1
unit per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County. In
addition to the flood free lands about 1,464 acres of the remaining agricultural
and vacant land with flowage easements could be developed under this scenario.
The county has not enforced residential density of the whole 8.5 SMA to the point
where the average size parcel of land for a residence is less than 4 acres rather
than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance. Assuming that Miami-Dade County
will not enforce the density ordinance, there would be a total of 2,033 acres (569



acres + 1,464 acres) to accommodate the 129 displaced and the 174 projected
households. Using a density of 3.65 acres per residential unit results in a
development capacity of 557 residential units, which is considerably in excess of
the projected demand and replacement of 303 residential units (129 + 174). The
development of 303 residential units would require about 1,106 acres of land
(303 x 3.65). About 261 acres of vacant land would be available for this
development with the remaining 845 acres classified as agricultural lands, that is,
involved in some sort of agricultural production and it is assumed would be
converted to residential use under this scenario. There are no specific data on
crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county average annual
income per acre for agricultural activities was used to approximate the real value
of agricultural production. This is considered appropriate since all alternatives will
be evaluated in the same manner and the order of magnitude of agricultural
impacts between the various alternatives can be measured. As stated earlier the
average income per acre in Miami-Dade County is $2,445. Therefore the value of
annual agricultural income lost from implementing this alternative is estimated at
about $2.1 million. Of this amount about $0.8 million is the estimated annual
income lost to residents of the area with the remaining $1.3 million being lost to
non-residents. Again, the loss of this income to property owners within the 8.5 in
addition to that discussed above, could result in the increased demand for public
assistance from the county, state and Federal governments. As stated
previously, this loss is considered temporary and income levels fully restored
within a three year period.

Alternative No. 8A — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. The direct impacts associated with implementing this alternative under
this scenario are the same as those discussed above. Of the 6,413 acres of land
located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574 acres are located above the 10-year flood line,
an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the implementation of this alternative an additional
36 acres of land will be protected from the 1 in 10 year flood event. Of the total
610 acres about 569 acres would be available for future residential development.
Within these 569 acres, a residential density of 1 unit per 5 acres would be
allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County. This acreage could
accommodate a maximum of 114 new residential units. A total 303 new
residential units are needed to accommodate the 129 displaced households and
174 households projected over the next fifteen years. Of the 569 acres of land
available for residential development, about 529 acres are classified as
agricultural lands, that is, involved in some sort of agricultural production. There
are no specific data on crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the
county average annual income per acre for agricultural activities was used to
approximate the real value of agricultural production. This is considered
appropriate since all alternatives will be evaluated in the same manner and the
order of magnitude of agricultural impacts between the various alternatives can
be measured. As stated earlier the average income per acre in Miami-Dade
County is $2,445. Therefore the value of annual agricultural income lost from
implementing this alternative is estimated at about $1.3 million. Of this amount



about $0.5 million is the estimated annual income lost to residents of the area
with the remaining $0.8 million being lost to non-residents. Again, the loss of this
income to property owners within the 8.5 SMA in addition to that discussed
above, could result in the increased demand for public assistance from the
county, state and Federal governments. As stated previously, this loss is
considered temporary and income levels fully restored within a three-year period.
See Figure 10, Table 10 and Table 12 for additional details.

10.9 Alternative 9 — Adaptive Refinement of GDM Plan. Numerous comments
were received during the public comment period referencing the need to develop
a plan that would be compatible with the Restudy. This alternative evolved as a
plan that is capable of integrating immediately with the system operation for
implementation of the MWD Project, but constructed in a manner that can be
modified to comply with the Restudy Flows. In other words, build something that
meets the needs for now, but will not need to be demolished and reconstructed
to meet the needs of future conditions. The result is basically a combination of
Alternative No. 1 (Authorized GDM Plan) and Alternative No. 2 (Modified GDM
Plan). It has the same layout of levees and seepage canals as Alternatives No. 1
and No. 2. It also includes pumping structures at locations on the northeastern
corner of the 8.5 SMA, and at the intersection of L-31 N and L-29 as proposed in
Alternative No. 1. It also includes a future pumping structure located at the
southern terminus of the seepage canal at the southwestern corner of the 8.5
SMA for construction after the Restudy is implemented.

Alternative No. 9 — Socio-economic Impacts — No Density Constraints
(Current Practice). Of the 6,413 acres of land located in the 8.5 SMA, about 574
acres are located above the 10-year flood line, an elevation of 7.7 feet. With the
implementation of this alternative an additional 78 acres of land will be rendered
flood free. Of the total 652 acres about 606 acres would be available for future
residential development. Within these 606 acres, a residential density of 1 unit
per 5 acres would be allowed with a variance from Miami-Dade County.
However, the county has not enforced residential density of the whole 8.5 SMA
to the point where the average size parcel of land for a residence is less than 4
acres rather than the 40 acres specified in the ordinance. Assuming that Miami-
Dade County will not enforce the density ordinance, there would not be any
project induced growth within the 8.5 SMA, since vacant or agricultural lands are
available to accommodate future population increases. Using the current density
of 3.65 acres per residential unit, vacant lands within the 8.5 SMA could
accommodate about 462 new residential units. This is considerably in excess of
the projected demand for 174 residential units over the projection period. Further,
since there are sufficient vacant lands to accommodate future growth for this
scenario, no loss of agricultural production is anticipated. The acquisition of 633
acres of lands at a cost of $11.7 million required to construct this alternative will
require the relocation of one household in the 8.5 SMA at a cost of $28,000.




Alternative No. 9 — Socio-economic Impacts — Density Ordinances
Enforced. Assuming that Miami-Dade County will enforce the existing density
ordinance, future development within the 8.5 SMA will be limited to the existing
574 acres located above the present 10-year flood line and to the additional 78
acres of land protected from the 10-year flood with this alternative in place and
operating. Of the 652 acres of flood free land about 606 acres would be available
to accommodate future residential development. These lands would
accommodate only a portion of the anticipated population growth within the area
over the next fifteen years (121 of the 174 houses needed during the projection
period). No additional development is expected to be induced into the area with
the implementation and operation of the project. Of the 606 acres of lands
available for residential development, 561 acres are classified as agricultural
lands, that is, involved in some sort of agricultural production. There are no
specific data on crop yields and value in the 8.5 SMA. Therefore, the county
average annual income per acre for agricultural activities was used to
approximate the real value of agricultural production. This is considered
appropriate since all alternatives will be evaluated in the same manner and the
order of magnitude of agricultural impacts between the various alternatives can
be measured. As stated earlier the average income per acre in Miami-Dade
County is $2,445. Therefore the value of annual agricultural income lost from
implementing this alternative is estimated at about $1.4 million. Of this amount
about $0.6 million is the estimated annual income lost to residents of the area
with the remainder being lost to non-residents. Again, these impacts are
expected to be temporary. See Figurell, Table 11 and Table 12 for details.

11.0 Comparative Impact Analysis

Table 12 provides, for comparative purposes, a summary of the impacts
associated with the implementation of each of the nine alternatives. The
assumptions used in this analysis were applied uniformly to all of the alternatives
considered. Therefore, the values shown in Table 12 represent a fair estimate of
the magnitude of differences between the impacts of each alternative.



TABLE 3
ALTERNATIVE NO. 1

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642
Communications 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164**** 1,686 @ 1,319 | 3,005
Total 1,984

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

****Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in transition".




ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

ltem PI\;?c.:glfs Private | Public | Total
Residential 0 0 0 0
Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 0 0 0 0
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant 259 0 663 663
Total 259 663 663

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE

Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 207 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574
Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.




*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

ADDITIONAL AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels | Private | Public | Total
Residential 0* 2 0 2
Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 21** 48 0 48
Communication 0 0 0 0
Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant 4rxx 10 <1 10
Total 25 <1

Notes:

* Does not include 4 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 4 residential units on agricultural land.

*** Includes 1 parcel of public lands.

TABLE 4
ALTERNATIVE NO. 2

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16

Agriculture 713** 2,642

0 | 2,642




Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 1,319 | 3,005
Total 1,984

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

Item Pl\;?églg Private | Public | Total
Residential 0 0 0 0
Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 0 0 0 0
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 9 0 3 0
Vacant 259 0 663 663
Total 259 663 663




TABLE 4

(Continued)

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574
Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

ADDITIONAL AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels | Private | Public | Total
Residential 0* 3 0 3
Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 28** 64 0 64
Communications 0 0 0 0




Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant 6*** 10 2 12
Total
Notes:
* Does not include 6 residential units on agricultural lands. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.
** Includes 6 residential units on agricultural lands.
*** Includes 3 parcels of public lands.
TABLE 5
ALTERNATIVE NO. 3
BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)
Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0| 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total 1,984
Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.




** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 73* 324 0 324
Commercial 3 14 0 14
Agriculture 610** 2,130 0 | 2,130
Communications 1 0 306 306
Easements 277 102 0 102
Vacant 1447+ 1,651 | 1,298 | 2,949
Total 1,858
Notes:

* Does not include 238 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 238 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 7 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 7 parcels, totaling 15 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".




TABLE 5 - continued

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574
Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

ADDITIONAL AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem PI\;(r)égl]; Private | Public | Total
Residential 0 1 0 1
Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 6 13 0 13




Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant 0 0 0 0
Total
Notes:
* Does not include 1 residential units on agricultural lands. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.
** Includes 1 residential units on agricultural lands.
TABLE 6
ALTERNATIVE NO. 4
BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)
Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0| 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3005
Total 1,984
Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.




** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642
Communications 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total ,984
Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".




TABLE 6 - continued

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574
Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

TABLE 7
ALTERNATIVE NO. 5

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16

Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642




Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 1,319 | 3,005
Total ,984

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 5 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total 1,984

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.




** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility
easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in
transition".

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE

(in acres)
Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574

Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.




TABLE 8

ALTERNATIVE NO. 6

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total 1,984

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 6 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 62* 227 0 227
Commercial 0 0 0 0




Agriculture 454** 1,136 0 | 1,136
Communication 0 0 0 0
Easements 27*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,089**** 1,481 @ 1,250 | 2,731
Total 1,632 1,250

Notes:

* Does not include 176 residential units on agricultural lands. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres of agricultural lands.

** Includes 176 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 24 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

****Includes 560 parcels of public lands and 5 parcels totaling 8 acres of

"rural land in transition".

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574




Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

ADDITIONAL AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 11* 98 0 98
Commercial 3 14 0 14
Agriculture 162** 1,007 0 | 1,007
Communications 1 0 306 306
Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant S55%** 170 48 218
Total 2 354

Notes:

* Does not include 68 residential units on agricultural lands. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 68 parcels that have residential units on agricultural lands.

*** Includes 22 parcels of public lands and 1 parcel of rural land in

transition.




TABLE 9

ALTERNATIVE NO. 7

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total 84

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 7 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 73* 325 0 325
Commercial 3 14 0 14




Agriculture 616** 2,143 0 | 2,143
Communication 0 0 306 306
Easements 27*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,144 1,651 | 1,298 | 2,949
Total

Notes:

* Does not include 239 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 239 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 17 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility
easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in
transition".

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (In acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574




Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.
** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

TABLE 10
ALTERNATIVE NO. 8

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0| 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164*** 2,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total 84

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit

assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre

utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.




**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in
transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 8 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 73* 324 0 324
Commercial 3 14 0 14
Agriculture 603** 2,113 0 |2113
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 27*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,142%*** 1,646 | 1,298 | 2,944
Total 9

Notes:

* Does not include 119 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 119 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 17 parcels of undedicated ROW.

**** Includes 7 parcels of "rural land in transition” and 417 parcels in public

ownership.

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

Item No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0




Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20*** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574
Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

ADDITIONAL FLOOD AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels | Private | Public | Total
Residential 0* 1 0 1
Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 13** 30 0 30
Communication 0 0 0 0
Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant 2% 5 <1 5
Total <1

Notes:

* Does not include 2 residential units on agricultural lands. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 2 parcels that have residential units on them.

*** Includes 1 public parcel.




TABLE 11
ALTERNATIVE NO. 9

BASELINE LAND USE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 74* 342 0 342
Commercial 4 16 0 16
Agriculture 713** 2,642 0 | 2,642
Communication 1 0 306 306
Easements 28*** 102 0 102
Vacant 1,164%*** 1,686 | 1,319 | 3,005
Total 84

Notes:

* Does not include 260 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 260 parcels that have residential units on them, also one 40 acre
utility parcel that is actively farmed.

*** Includes 26 parcels of undedicated ROW and 2 - 40 acre parcels of utility

easements.

**** Includes 8 parcels, totaling 17 private acres, of "rural land in

transition".

ALTERNATIVE NO. 9 - LAND REQUIREMENTS (in acres)

ltem No. of Private Public Total
Parcels

Residential 0 0 0 0

Commercial 0 0 0 0




Agriculture 0 0 0 0
Communication 0 0 0 0
Easements 9 0 3 3
Vacant 259 0 663 663
Total 259 663 663

LAND USE — EXISTING AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 YEAR FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total
Residential 1* 17 0 17
Commercial 1 2 0 2
Agriculture 97** 499 0 499
Communications 0 0 0 0
Easements 1 <1 0 <1
Vacant 20%** 35 21 56
Total 553 21 574
Notes:

* Does not include 25 residential units on agricultural land. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural lands.

** Includes 25 parcels that have residential units on them.
*** Includes 8 public parcels and one undedicated ROW.

ADDITIONAL AREA ABOVE 1IN 10 FLOOD ZONE (in acres)

ltem No. of Parcels Private | Public | Total

Residential o* 4 0 4




Commercial 0 0 0 0
Agriculture 28** 62 0 62
Communication 0 0 0 0
Easements 0 0 0 0
Vacant 6*** 10 2 12
Total
Notes:
* Does not include 7 residential units on agricultural lands. Each unit
assumed to occupy 0.5 acres on agricultural land.
** Includes 7 parcels that have residential units on agricultural lands.
*** Includes 3 parcels of public lands.
|
TABLE 12
SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
ITEM ALTERN |ALTERNA|ALTERNA|ALTERNA|ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT
ATIVE1]| TVE2 TIVE3 | TIVE4 IVE 5 IVE 6 IVE 7 IVE 8 IVE 9
Physical Impacts -
Project
Implementation
Total
acreage 663 663 5,825 6,413 6,413 4,196 5,839 5,803 663
required
Fee Simple 663 663 663 1,514 6,107 4,196 303 3,790 663
Acquired* | (1,132) | (1,132) | (1,132) | (1,132) (1,132) (1,132) (1,132) (1,132) (1,132)
To be
Acquired (0) (0) (0) (382) (4,975) (3.064) (303) (2,658) (0)
Life Est. with
Flow. 0 (0) 0 245 0 0 0 0 0
Easements




Flowage
Easements

0

©)

4,693

4,654

306

4,404

2,013

Note: * For some alternatives
lands acquired to date exceed
actual needs

Total
residential
units
affected

41

514

353

319

Resident
occuped
units

1)

1)

1)

17)

(208)

(143)

1)

(129)

1)

Non-resident
units

©)

©)

()

(24)

(306)

(210)

©)

(190)

©)

Commercial
activities
affected

Agricultural
acreage
affected

2,642

1,175

900

Acres above
1in 10 yr.
Flood zone

574

574

574

574

574

574

574

574

574

Add. Ac.
above 1in 10
yr. Fld. Zone

60

79

14

1,643

36

78

Total

Ac.above 1 in

10 yr. FId.
Zone

634

653

588

574

574

2,217

574

610

652

Cost of
Alternative

$30.6
million

$33.9
million

$241.4
million

$132.0
million

$179.1
million

$143.9
million

$136.0
million

$142.2
miiion

$39.9
million

Land Use

Total Flood
Free Land
(in acres)

Residential

19

20

18

17

17

115

17

18

21

Commercial

16

Agricultural

547

563

512

499

499

1,366

499

529

561

Communicati

ons

306




Easements

<1

<1

<1

<1

<1

<1

<1

<1

<1

Vacant

66

68

56

56

56

242

56

61

68

Totals

634

653

588

574

574

2,045

574

610

652

Social
Impacts

Total owner-
occupied
population

853

853

853

853

853

853

853

853

853

Total
absentee
owner pop.
(est.)

1,253

1,253

1,253

1,253

1,253

1,253

1,253

1,253

1,253

Total
population
(est.)

2,106

2,106

2,106

2,106

2,106

2,106

2,106

2,106

2,106

Total owner-
occupied
households

208

208

208

208

208

208

208

208

208

Total
absentee
owner
hseholds
(est.)

306

306

306

306

306

306

306

306

306

Total
households
(est.)

514

514

514

514

514

514

514

514

514

Resident
population
displaced

70

853

586

529

Resident
households
displaced

17

208

143

129

Affected
absentee
owners

98

1,253

861

779

Affected
absentee
owner
hseholds

24

306

210

190

TABLE 12




continued

SOCIAL IMPACT
ANALYSIS -
continued

ANALYSIS OF
ALTERNATIVES

FUTURE AND
LONG TERM
IMPACTS

ALTERN

ITEM ATIVE 1

ALTERNA
TVE 2

ALTERNA
TIVE 3

ALTERNA
TIVE 4

ALTERNAT
IVE 5

ALTERNAT
IVE 6

ALTERNAT
IVE 7

ALTERNAT
IVE 8

ALTERNAT
IVE 9

Scenario 1 - No
Density
Constraints

LAND USE
CHANGES

Land Use
Conversions

635
acres*

Vacant to
Residental

635 acres*

635 acres*

635 acres*

205 acres

635 acres*

261 acres

635 acres*

Agricultural to
Residential

952 acres**

845 acres**

SOCIAL
IMPACTS

Impacted
Residential 1
Households

17

208

143

129

Impacted
non- res. 0
Households

24

306

210

190

ECONOMIC
IMPACTS

Project
"Footprint"
Area

Resid.
Agricul.
Annual

Income Lost

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,620,000

$1,130,000

$0

$890,000

$0

Non-Resid.
Agr. Annual
Income Lost

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,840,000

$1,650,000

$0

$1,310,000

$0

Resident $28,000

$28,000

$28,000

$480,000

$5,820,000

$4,000,000

$28,000

$3,610,000

$28,000




Relocation
Costs
Area Above 1in 10 yr.
Flood Zone
Resid.
Agricul.
Annual $0 $0 $0 N/A N/A $940,000 $0 $840,000 $0
Income Lost
Non-Resid.
Agr. Annual $0 $0 $0 N/A N/A $1,390,000 $0 $1,230,000 $0
Income Lost
Resident
Relocation $0 $0 $0 N/A N/A $0 $0 $0 $0
Costs
NOTES: * Based on a density of 3.65 acres / residential unit, **
Agricultural acreage removed from production
TABLE 12
continued
SOCIAL IMPACT
ANALYSIS -
continued
ANALYSIS OF
ALTERNATIVES
FUTURE AND
LONG TERM
IMPACTS
ITEM ALTERN |[ALTERNA|ALTERNA|ALTERNA|ALTERNAT |ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT | ALTERNAT
ATIVE 1 TVE 2 TIVE 3 TIVE 4 IVE 5 IVE 6 IVE 7 IVE 8 IVE 9
SCENARIO 2 - DENSITY
ORDINANCES ENFORCED
LAND USE
CHANGES
Land Use
Conversions
Vaqant to 45 acres | 45 acres | 35 acres 0 0 205 acres 35 acres 40 acres 45 acres
Residental
Agricultural to| 547 563 512 1380
Residential | acres** acres** acres** 0 0 acres** 499 acres 429 acres 561 acres
SOCIAL
IMPACTS




Impacted
Residential
Households

17

208

143

129

Impacted
non- res.
Households

24

306

210

190

ECONOMIC
IMPACTS

Project
"Footprint"
Area

Resid.
Agricul.
Annual

Income Lost

$0

$0

$0

$0

$2,620,000

$1,130,000

$0

$890,000

$0

Non-Resid.
Agr. Annual
Income Lost

$0

$0

$0

$0

$3,840,000

$1,650,000

$0

$1,310,000

$0

Resident
Relocation
Costs

$28,000

$28,000

$28,000

$480,000

$5,820,000

$4,000,000

$28,000

$3,610,000

$28,000

Area Above 1in 10 yr.
Flood Zone

Resid.
Agricul.
Annual

Income Lost

$540,000

$560,000

$510,000

N/A

N/A

$1,370,000

$490,000

$520,000

$550,000

Non-Resid.
Agr. Annual
Income Lost

$800,000

$820,000

$740,000

N/A

N/A

$2,010,000

$730,000

$770,000

$820,000

Resident
Relocation
Costs

$0

$0

$0

N/A

N/A

$0

$0

$0

$0

NOTES: * Based on a density of 3.65 acres / unit, **
Agricultural acreage removed from production




