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with affordable housing choices and transportation alternatives. We work to protect natural lands 
that cleanse and store fresh water needed for residents, agriculture and the environment, provide 
refuge for wildlife, and support abundant recreational opportunities for residents and visitors alike. 
Above all, we strive to give citizens a meaningful role in shaping the futures of their communities 
and state.  Founded in 1986, 1000 Friends of Florida is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit membership 
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www.1000friendsofflorida.org 
 
 

About the GeoPlan Center 
Established in 1984, Geoplan is a multidisciplinary GIS laboratory located in the University of 
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Geographic Information Systems, or GIS.  Under its auspices spatial analysis is conducted in 
support of a broad range of academic disciplines. 
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1.  Executive Summary 
 

The purpose of Florida 2070 is to explore alternative future scenarios for 
accommodating Florida’s projected 2070 population.  The project is a joint effort of the 
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, 1000 Friends of Florida and 
the University of Florida’s Geoplan Center.   
 
This report summarizes the methodology and results for three population distribution 
scenarios.  The first, 2010 Baseline, is a representation of the pattern of land use and 
associated population distribution for the year 2010.  This scenario provides a basis of 
comparison for the alternative future population distribution scenarios.  The second, 
2070 Trend, represents the land use pattern most likely to occur if 2070 population 
projections are met and counties continue to develop at 2010 gross development 
densities.  The third scenario, 2070 Alternative, represents a land use pattern that still 
accommodates the 2070 projected population with a more compact pattern of 
development and increased protected lands. 
 
The engine of change for Florida 2070 is population growth.  The population projection 
used was based on the most up to date (through 2040) medium range projection 
available from the Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR, 2015)1. 
It suggests that Florida’s 2070 population will be just shy of 15 million greater than in 
2010, for an estimated total of 33,721,828. 
  
Table 1 summarizes the acreage for all three scenarios and Figure 1 represents the 
results visually.  Of particular interest is the comparison of the 2070 Trend scenario and 
the 2070 Alternative. 
 
Table 1. An acreage comparison of Florida 2070 alternative population allocation 
scenarios. 
 

 
Baseline % of Land  Trend % of Land  Alternative % of Land  

Developed 6,275,000 18.17% 11,648,000 33.72% 9,777,000 28.30% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 9,269,000 26.83% 9,525,000 27.57% 13,339,000 38.62% 

Protected Agriculture 
924,000 2.67% 1,106,000 3.20% 3,120,000 9.03% 

Agriculture 
(croplands, livestock, 
aquaculture) 7,586,000 21.96% 5,422,000 15.70% 4,513,000 13.06% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 10,489,000 30.37% 6,842,000 19.81% 3,794,000 10.98% 

Total State Land Acres 34,543,000 100.00% 34,543,000 100.00% 34,543,000 100.00% 

Acres of Open Water 1,795,000 
 

  
   Total Florida Acreage 36,338,000 
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Figure 1. A comparison of land use acreages for three statewide scenarios 
 

2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 

   

         Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag      Agriculture      Other  

 

 
 Key observations from this study: 

 
1) Land is a finite resource. 
2) If gross development densities are increased there is sufficient land to 

accommodate projected population growth while also providing protection for 
agricultural lands and natural areas. 

3) Even with higher gross development densities it is possible to have a wide 
variety of housing types including single family residential. 

4) There are clear fiscal advantages to more compact development patterns.  
These include lower costs to the public for utilities, roads, drinking water, 
stormwater management and sewage treatment.  

5) Local governments are empowered with making land use change decisions and 
must consider the long view, because while the cumulative effect of small land 
use changes may seem minor in the short run, over time these incremental 
changes will shape the future landscape of Florida. 

6) Land conservation, through fee-simple acquisition and conservation easements, 
is essential to preserving natural and rural agricultural lands as Florida’s 
population grows. 
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2. Introduction 
 

The purpose of Florida 2070 is to explore alternative future scenarios for 
accommodating Florida’s projected 2070 population.  This report summarizes the 
methodology and results for three population distribution scenarios.   
 
The first scenario, 2010 Baseline, is a representation of the pattern of land use and 
associated population distribution for the year 2010.  It provides a basis of comparison 
for the alternative future population distribution scenarios.  The second, 2070 Trend, 
represents the land use pattern most likely to occur if 2070 population projections are 
met and counties continue to develop at 2010 gross development densities.  The third 
scenario, 2070 Alternative, represents a land use pattern that still accommodates the 
2070 projected population but uses a more compact pattern of development and 
increased protected lands. 
 
Sections three through six of this report explain the methodologies used to derive the 
2070 population projection, the 2010 Baseline representation, the 2070 Trend modeling 
and the 2070 Alternative modeling, respectively.  In section seven, results are 
presented, comparisons between the 2010 Baseline, 2070 Trend and 2070 Alternative 
are made, and observations are provided.    
  
The project is a joint effort of the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services, 1000 Friends of Florida and the University of Florida’s Geoplan Center.  A 
similar project called Florida 20602 was undertaken by 1000 Friends of Florida and the 
Geoplan Center in 2005-2006 but there are some significant differences between this 
latest effort and the previous one: 
 

1) Population projections have changed – projected 2070 population growth has 
decreased from the previous 2060 projections….but there are still nearly 15 
million additional residents projected for the state. 

2) 2060 looked at the 2005 pattern of land use and compared it to a Trend 
scenario for 2060.  Florida 2070 begins with the 2010 pattern of land use, and 
compares it to a Trend Scenario and an Alternative Scenario for 2070. 

3) Data inputs and modeling methodology were updated for the 2070 effort.  The 
most significant change to the Trend modeling methodology, other than the 
impact of new data, was the inclusion of productive agricultural soils as a 
criterion in the suitability analysis.  The soils data were provided by the 
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services through a study 
prepared by the Balmoral Group called Florida Statewide Agricultural 
Irrigation Demand (2015).3 

4) Florida 2070 includes an alternative future scenario, which was not included 
in the 2060 study.  

 

3. 2070 Population Projection 
 
As with the original Florida 2060 study, the engine of change for Florida 2070 is 
population growth.  In both studies, the population projections were based on the most 
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up to date (through 2040) medium range projection available from the Florida Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research (BEBR, 2015).1   
 
Of note is the decrease in projected population for 2070 when compared to 2060, 
despite the additional timespan captured in the projection (Refer to Figure 2 and Table 
2).  For Florida 2060, the 2005 population was subtracted from the projected 2060 
population to determine the additional population to be accommodated.  For this study, 
the 2010 population was subtracted from the projected 2070 population to determine 
the additional population to be accommodated.  The 2070 population projection is 
approximately three million less residents than the 2060 projection from the previous 
study. 
 
For Florida 2070, the same population projection is used for the two future population 
allocation scenarios, 2070 Trend and 2070 Alternative.  
  
The complete table of population projections developed for each county is found in 
Appendix 1. 
 
Figure 2.  A comparison of the population projections developed for Florida 2060 (Zwick 
and Carr, 2006)2 and Florida 2070 indicating a lower population in the more recent 
projection.  
 

0

10,000,000

20,000,000

30,000,000

40,000,000

Comparison of Florida 2060 and Florida 
2070 Population Projections

Florida 2060 Florida 2070

 
 
Table 2. A comparison of the population projections developed for Florida 2060 (Zwick 
and Carr, 2006) 2 and Florida 2070, indicating a lower population in the more recent 
projection and fewer additional people to be accommodated in the 2070 scenarios.  

Version Period 

Starting 

Population 

Ending 

Population 

Additional  
Population 

to be 

Accommodated 

2006 2005 - 2060 17,872,295 35,814,574 17,942,279 

2015 2010 - 2070 18,801,310 33,721,828 14,920,518 
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Florida 2070 results are mapped statewide and also for four geographic regions, the 
Panhandle, Northeast, Central and South.  A list of the counties included in each region 
can be found in the Regional Results section.   Table 3 and Figure 3 capture the 2010 – 
2070 population change figures for each region.  These data will be revisited in the 
results section where regional variations are discussed. 
 
Table 3. A comparison of projected 2010 – 2070 population change in four Florida 
Regions, Panhandle, Northeast, Central and South. 
 

 

2010 
Census 

2070 
Projection 

2010 2070 
difference 

% 
change 

Panhandle 1,407,886 2,110,976 703,090 50% 

NE 2,345,258 4,335,288 1,990,030 85% 

Central 8,111,847 15,601,747 7,489,900 92% 

South 6,936,319 11,673,817 4,737,498 68% 

Totals 18,801,310 33,721,828 14,920,518 79% 

 
 
Figure 3. A comparison of projected 2010 – 2070 population change in four Florida 
Regions, Panhandle, Northeast, Central and South. 
 

 

 
4. Mapping the 2010 Baseline 
 
The mapping and modeling undertaken in this study primarily used 30 meter x 30 meter 
(approximately ¼ acre) grid or cells.  Information from the Florida Geographic Data 
Library (FGDL)4 was used extensively for this project.  The FDGL County Boundaries 
data layer was used to map county boundaries including the delineation of the Florida 
coastline, the FGDL4 Open Water data layer was used to represent inland open water, 



 

Florida 2070   6 

the FGDL4 Interstates data layer was used for the statewide and regional maps, and the 
FGDL4 Major Roads data layer was overlaid on the regional maps.   
 
For the purpose of this study, lands were categorized into five groupings, with the data 
and methodology described below: 

 Developed  

 Agriculture (crop, livestock and aquaculture lands) 

 Protected (not in agriculture) 

 Protected (in agriculture) 

 Other (timber, mining and other miscellaneous lands) 
 
Developed -- The 2010 Property Appraiser data stored in FGDL4 were used as the 
information sources for mapping the 2010 pattern of land use.  The Department of 
Revenue land use codes used to identify developed properties are found in Table 4.  
Vacant platted parcels were included as part of developed lands.   
 
Table 4. Department of Revenue land use codes reclassified as developed. 
 

SINGLE FAMILY 

MOBILE HOMES 

MULTI-FAMILY 

CONDOMINIA 

COOPERATIVES 

RETIREMENT HOMES 

BOARDING HOMES (INSTITUTIONAL) 

MULTI-FAMILY LESS THAN 10 UNITS 

STORES ONE-STORY 

MIXED USE, I.E., STORE AND OFFICE 

DEPARTMENT STORES 

SUPERMARKET 

REGIONAL SHOPPING MALLS 

COMMUNITY SHOPPING CENTERS 

ONE-STORY NON-PROFESSIONAL OFFICES 

MULTI-STORY NON-PROFESSIONAL OFFICES 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICE BUILDINGS 

AIRPORTS, MARINAS, BUS TERMINALS, AND PIERS 

RESTAURANTS, CAFETERIAS 

DRIVE-IN RESTAURANTS 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

INSURANCE COMPANY OFFICES 

REPAIR SERVICE SHOPS 

SERVICE STATIONS 

AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR, SERVICE, AND SALES 

PARKING LOTS, MOBILE HOME SALES 

WHOLESALE, MANUFACTURING, AND PRODUCE OUTLETS 

FLORIST, GREENHOUSES 

DRIVE-IN THEATERS, OPEN STADIUMS 

ENCLOSED THEATERS, AUDITORIUMS 

NIGHT CLUBS, BARS, AND COCKTAIL LOUNGES 

BOWLING ALLEYS, SKATING RINGS, ENCLOSED ARENAS 

TOURIST ATTRACTIONS 
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RACE HORSE, AUTO, AND DOG TRACKS 

GOLF COURSES 

HOTELS, MOTELS 

LIGHT MANUFACTURING 

HEAVY MANUFACTURING 

LUMBER YARDS, SAWMILLS, PLANNING MILLS, 

FRUIT, VEGETABLES, AND MEAT PACKING 

CANNERIES, DISTILLERIES, AND WINERIES 

OTHER FOOD PROCESSING 

WAREHOUSES, AND DISTRIBUTION CENTERS 

INDUSTRIAL STORAGE (FUEL, EQUIP, AND MATERIAL) 

CHURCHES 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

PRIVATE HOSPITALS 

HOMES FOR AGED 

ORPHANAGES 

MORTUARIES, CEMETERIES 

CLUBS, LODGES, AND UNION HALLS 

SANITARIUMS, CONVALESCENT, AND BEST HOMES 

CULTURAL ORGANIZATIONS 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

COLLEGES 

PUBLIC HOSPITALS 

OTHER MUNICIPAL 

UTILITIES 

VACANT RESIDENTIAL 

VACANT COMMERCIAL 

VACANT INDUSTRIAL 

VACANT INSTITUTIONAL 

 
Agriculture (crop, livestock and aquaculture lands) -- These were identified using 
the 2015 agricultural lands data from the Florida Statewide Agricultural Irrigation 
Demand (FSAID) study (The Balmoral Group 2015)2.  These areas were not mapped, 
but are used in the comparative statistics. 
 
Protected Not in Agriculture – Protected lands include those acquired through fee 
simple purchase as well as natural, agricultural and working lands still in private 
ownership and protected by conservation easements.  To identify lands in the Protected 
Not in Agriculture category, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory Florida Managed Areas 
data layer (2010 version from FGDL)4 was used to represent these lands after the 2015 
agricultural lands were removed.   
 
Protected in Agriculture -- The 2015 agricultural lands found within the borders of the 
Florida Managed Areas data layer (2010 version) were identified as Protected Lands in 
Agriculture for the generation of comparative statistics.  
 
Other -- The spatial extent of the Other Lands category was determined by removing 
developed lands, protected lands not in agriculture, protected lands in agriculture and 
agricultural lands.  The Other Lands category includes timberlands, mining lands and 
other miscellaneous uses like unprotected natural areas. 
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5. Modeling the 2070 Trend Scenario 
 

Six major assumptions, tested and revised during the course of the study, were used to 
complete the 2070 Trend scenario.  The final assumptions are listed below with a 
description of each following.   
 

• Classification of developed, vacant, greenfield, agriculture and “other” lands 
• Gross development density 
• Population allocation process  
• Mask for infill/greenfields 
• Suitability surface for infill and greenfield development  
• County spillover (process for accommodating a county’s population should it not 

contain sufficient land) 
 
Classification of Developed, Vacant, Greenfield, Agriculture and “Other” Lands – 
The same land use categories used to prepare the 2010 Baseline Land Use Map were 
used to represent existing development in the Trend Scenario (Table 4).  Table 5 lists 
the land use categories classified as Infill/Greenfield used to create the Infill/Greenfield 
mask for the population allocation process.  

 
Table 5. Department of Revenue land use categories reclassified as infill/greenfield in 
the allocation process. 
 

CAMPS 

IMPROVED AGRICULTURE 

CROPLAND SOIL CLASS 1 

CROPLAND SOIL CLASS 2 

CROPLAND SOIL CLASS 3 

TIMBERLAND 

GRAZING LAND SOIL CLASS 1 

GRAZING LAND SOIL CLASS 2 

GRAZING LAND SOIL CLASS 3 

GRAZING LAND SOIL CLASS 4 

GRAZING LAND SOIL CLASS 5 

GRAZING LAND SOIL CLASS 6 

ORCHARD, GROVES, CITRUS 

POULTRY, BEES, TROPICAL FISH, RABBITS, ETC 

DAIRIES, FEED LOTS 

ORNAMENTALS, MISC. AGRICULTURE 

MINING, PETROLEUM, AND GAS LANDS 

ACREAGE NOT ZONED AGRICULTURE 

VACANT RESIDENTIAL 

VACANT COMMERCIAL 

VACANT INDUSTRIAL 

VACANT INSTITUTIONAL 

 
Gross Development Density (GDD) – This is a critical part of the modeling process to 
determine the rate at which new population is allocated on infill/greenfield lands. Simply 
put, it is the average number of people on every acre of developed land.  To calculate 
GDD, the known population is divided by the acres of developed land.  GDD for 2010 
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was calculated for each of Florida’s 67 counties with population data coming from the 
2010 census (US Census)5.  Each county’s population was divided by the sum of all 
parcel types found in Table 4.  For this project, it is assumed that 100% of a county’s 
population lives in developed areas and that the population is evenly distributed across 
the developed area.  The 2010 GDD values for each county are found in Appendix 2. 

      
Population Allocation Process – Table 6 lists the steps followed to allocate population 
for the 2070 Trend scenario, with more detailed explanations following. 
 
Table 6. Steps for population allocation for the 2070 Trend. 
 

1. Calculate the new population by calculating the difference between 
the 2010 population and projected 2070 population by county. 

2. Lands identified as developed in the 2010 Baseline were also mapped 
as developed in the Trend.  In addition, parcels that were built on 
between 2010 and 2015 were added to this category.   

3. Create a development suitability surface. 

4. Create a DRI/Sector Plans mask, excluding lands within the mask that 
could not be developed for other reasons (open water, major road 
rights of way, existing protected lands, mitigation banks, Miccosukee 
Indian Reservation lands in western Broward County, and lands in the 
Reedy Creek Development District). Allocate population to the lands 
remaining in the DRI/Sector Plan mask by applying the 2010 GDD for 
each county.  The most suitable lands within the mask as determined 
by the suitability surface (described below) are the first to have 
population allocated to them.  This allocation process is repeated until 
all DRI/Sector Plans in each county are used or all new population 
accommodated.  Subtract the population allocated to DRI/Sector 
Plans from remaining new population to determine infill/greenfield 
population.  (Note: the Taylor County Sector Plan was excluded from 
this process).   

5. Create an infill/greenfield mask using data from Table 5 and then 
exclude lands that could not be developed for other reasons (open 
water, major road rights of way, existing protected lands, mitigation 
banks, Miccosukee Indian Reservation lands in western Broward 
County, and lands in the Reedy Creek Development District).  Allocate 
the infill/greenfield population to the land remaining in the 
infill/greenfield mask by applying the 2010 Gross Development 
Density (GDD) for each county.  The most suitable lands within the 
mask as determined by the suitability surface (described below) are 
the first to have population allocated to them.  This allocation process 
is repeated until all population is accommodated or all infill/greenfield 
lands in each county are used. 

6. In the counties with insufficient land available to accommodate the 
projected population growth, distribute unallocated (spillover) 
population to adjacent counties as described below.   

 

Mask for Infill/Greenfield Development – The land that can be used for infill/greenfield 
development is selected from the 2010 property appraiser’s data for each county according 
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to the land use codes listed in Table 5.  Lands that cannot be developed for other reasons 
(open water, major road rights of way, existing protected lands (from FNAI’s Florida 
Managed Areas data set, 2016), mitigation banks, Miccosukee Indian Reservation lands in 
western Broward County, and lands in the Reedy Creek Development District) are 
excluded.   
 
Suitability Surface for Infill/Greenfield Development – A suitability surface is 
developed and applied in the process of population allocation for development.  The 
suitability surface is calculated for the entire state based on the criteria found in 
Appendix 3, with a weight given to each suitability criterion.  The higher the weight the 
greater the influence that criterion has in determining the suitability for development of 
each cell in the state.  

 
County Spillover – For counties that experience population spillover (i.e. insufficient 
land is available at the county’s development density to accommodate the projected 
population increase), spillover population is allocated based upon the percentage of the 
sum of the total 2070 population projection of the adjacent counties.  So if there is 
spillover population from Orange County, then Lake, Seminole, Brevard, Osceola and 
Polk counties receive their proportionate share of the spillover.  The infill/greenfield 
mask and suitability surface are used in this allocation process. 

 

6. Modeling the 2070 Alternative Scenario 
 
For Florida 2070, an alternative future population allocation scenario was developed to 
demonstrate the advantages of more compact development and greater land 
conservation.  Table 7 provides a comparison of four major modeling assumptions that 
differ between the 2070 Trend scenario and the 2070 Alternative scenario.  
 
Table 7.  Comparison of major modeling assumptions for 2070 Trend and 2070 
Alternative. 

 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative  

Redevelopment 
Areas 

No new population is 
accommodated within 
existing urban areas 

In all counties, some of the 
2070 population growth is 
accommodated through an 
increase in the densities of 
existing urban areas  

Development 
Densities 

New population to be 
accommodated is  allocated 
at each county’s 2010 gross 
urban density 

The remaining new population 
to be allocated after the 
redevelopment population is 
removed is allocated at a 
development density 20% 
greater than that used for the 
2070 Trend  

Protected lands 2016 Florida Managed Areas 
are included as protected   

In addition to 2016 Florida 
Managed Areas, 2015 Florida 
Forever project lands, and 
Florida Ecological Greenways 
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Network Priorities 1 & 2, are 
added to protected status  

Agricultural 
lands 

No agricultural lands are 
excluded from population 
allocation   

All irrigated agricultural lands 
(2035) on good soils 
(USDA/NRCS Capability 
Rating Excellent – Marginal) 
from FSAID, 2015 are 
excluded from population 
allocation 

 

Nine major assumptions, tested and revised during the course of the study, were used 
to complete the 2070 Alternative scenario.  The final assumptions are listed below with 
a description of each following.   

• Classification of developed, vacant, greenfield, agriculture and “other” lands 
• Gross development density 
• Population to be accommodated through redevelopment of existing urban areas 
• Population allocation process  
• Mask for infill/greenfields 
• Identification of additional natural areas for protection 
• Identification of agricultural lands excluded from population allocation 
• Suitability surface for infill and greenfield development  
• County spillover  

 

Classification of Developed, Vacant, Greenfield, Agriculture and “Other” Lands –
The same land use classifications used for the Trend 2070 scenario were used for the 
2070 Alternative scenario. 
  
Gross development density – The GDD used for the 2070 Alternative scenario was 
increased by 20% over the 2070 Trend GDD.  This increase was used as a 
conservative estimate of how development patterns can be made more compact. 
 
Population to be accommodated through redevelopment – The percent of each 
county’s projected population increase to be accommodated through redevelopment of 
existing developed areas was determined by calculating the ratio of 2010 developed 
land to lands available for development in each county (existing developed acres 
divided by all other land potentially available for development).  Based on the results, 
the counties were classified into six groups where counties with less available land for 
new development were assigned a higher redevelopment rate than those with abundant 
available land for new development:  50% redevelopment (3 counties), 30% 
redevelopment (8 counties), 15% redevelopment (6 counties), 3% redevelopment (14 
counties), 0% redevelopment (36 counties).  In order to represent a growth in the 
potential for new population to be accommodated by redevelopment, an additional 10% 
was added for each county resulting in the same six groups, but population percentages 
to be accommodated through redevelopment of 60% (3 counties), 40% (8 counties), 
25% (6 counties), 13% (14 counties) and 10% (36 counties).  Appendix 4 contains a 
table of the redevelopment percentages applied for each county.   
 
The population to be accommodated in infill/greenfield development for each county 
was reduced by the redevelopment percentages.  For example, since the 
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redevelopment percentage for Orange County was estimated to be 40 percent, the 
2070 population to be accommodated in Orange County was:  
 

2070 projected additional population less 40%, or  
1,504,705 – (0.4 x 1,504,705) = 902,823. 

 
Population allocation process – Table 8 lists the steps followed to allocate population 
for the 2070 Alternative scenario. 

 
Table 8.  Steps to allocate population for the 2070 Alternative scenario. 

 

1. Calculate new population – The same population figure is used for 2070 
Alternative as 2070 Trend. 

2. Lands identified as developed in the 2010 Baseline were also mapped as 
developed in the Alternative.  In addition, parcels that were built on 
between 2010 and 2015 were added to this category. 

3. Determine how much of each county’s new population will be 
accommodated through redevelopment of existing urban lands and 
subtract this number from new population to be allocated to DRIs/Sector 
Plans and infill/greenfields. 

4. Create a suitability surface to allocate development lands.  The same 
surface is used for 2070 Alternative as for 2070 Trend. 

5. Apply the DRI/Sector Plans mask used in the Trend, excluding lands 
within the mask that could not be developed for other reasons (open 
water, major road rights of way, existing protected lands, mitigation 
banks, Miccosukee Indian Reservation lands in western Broward County, 
and lands in the Reedy Creek Development District). Allocate population 
to the lands remaining in the DRI/Sector Plan mask by applying the 2010 
Gross Development Density (GDD) increased by 20 percent for each 
county.  The most suitable lands within the mask as determined by the 
suitability surface are the first to have population allocated to them.  This 
allocation process is repeated until all DRI/Sector Plans in each county 
are used or all new population was accommodated.  Subtract population 
allocated to DRI/Sector Plans from remaining new population to 
determine infill/greenfield population.  (Note: the Taylor County Sector 
plan was excluded from this process).   

6. Create an infill/greenfield mask using data from Tables 4 and 5, 
excluding lands that could not be developed for other reasons (open 
water, major road rights of way, existing protected lands, mitigation 
banks, Miccosukee Indian Reservation lands in western Broward County, 
and lands in the Reedy Creek Development District).  For the 2070 
Alternative, additional lands beyond those used in 2070 Trend were 
excluded from the infill/greenfield mask.  These included new protected 
lands and agricultural lands described below.  Allocate the infill/greenfield 
population to the land remaining in the infill/greenfield mask by applying 
the 2010 Gross Development Density (GDD) increased by 20 percent for 
each county.  The most suitable lands within the mask as determined by 
the suitability surface (described below) are the first to have population 
allocated to them.  This allocation process is repeated until all population 
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is accommodated or, all infill/greenfield lands in each county is used. 

7. In the counties with insufficient land available to accommodate the 
projected population growth, the unallocated (spillover) population is 
distributed to adjacent counties in same manner used in 2070 Trend.   

 
Mask for infill/greenfield development – The same Infill/Greenfield mask was used 
for 2070 Alternative as for 2070 Trend except that new protected lands and agricultural 
lands as described below were excluded from potential development. 
 
Identification of additional natural areas for protection – The acreage of protected 
natural areas (including lands acquired through fee simple purchase and by 
conservation easement) was increased by adding FNAI Florida Managed Lands (2016), 
lands included on the 2015 Florida Forever project list and priorities 1 and 2 of the 
Florida Ecological Greenways Network (2014 version).  These lands were excluded 
from development for the 2070 Alternative, demonstrating that the projected population 
growth can be accommodated while still setting aside natural areas to provide 
ecosystem services for the growing population.  
 
Identification of agricultural lands for protection – The project team agreed to 
exclude the 2035 irrigated agricultural lands on “good” soils (USDA/NRCS Capability 
Rating Excellent – Marginal from the data generated as part of the FSAID study) (The 
Balmoral Group, 2015) from the population allocation process.  
 
Suitability surface for infill/greenfield development – The same suitability surface 
used for 2070 Trend was used for 2070 Alternative.   
 
County spillover – The same process used for 2070 Trend was used for 2070 
Alternative.   

 
7. Mapping Agriculture and Protected Lands 
 
Existing and future agricultural lands in Florida 2070 were identified using data from the 
Florida Statewide Agricultural Irrigation Demand study (2015) conducted by The 
Balmoral Group for the Office of Water Policy, Florida Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services.  The following spatial representations were included in that study 
and were incorporated into Florida 2070: 
 

1) Crop, livestock and aquaculture lands of 2015 

2) Irrigated crop, livestock and aquaculture lands of 2015 

3) Anticipated crop, livestock and aquaculture lands of 2035 

4) Anticipated irrigated crop, livestock and aquaculture lands of 2035 

There were no data in the FSAID study about timberlands.  As a consequence, 
timberlands were lumped into the “Other” category along with mining lands and 
unprotected natural areas. 
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Two categories of agricultural land were identified in each of the three scenarios (2010 
Baseline, 2070 Trend and 2070 Alternative), Protected Agriculture and Agriculture 
Lands (crop, livestock and aquaculture), but the data used to identify lands in these 
categories varied among the scenarios (Table 9). 
 
 
Table 9. Data sources used to represent protected lands and agriculture lands in 
Florida 2070. 
 

 2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 

Protected 
Agriculture 

Lands in the 2010 
Florida Managed 
Lands data layer 
(from Florida Natural 
Areas Inventory via 
FGDL) and in the 
Crop, Livestock and 
Aquaculture Lands of 
2015 (FSAID). 

Lands in the 2016 
Florida Managed 
Lands data layer 
(from Florida Natural 
Areas Inventory via 
FGDL) and in the 
Crop, Livestock and 
Aquaculture Lands of 
2035 (FSAID). 

Lands in the 2016 
Florida Managed 
Lands data layer 
(from Florida Natural 
Areas Inventory via 
FGDL), or Florida 
Forever 2015 
project lands, or 
Florida Ecological 
Greenways Network 
priorities 1 and 2   
and in the Crop, 
Livestock and 
Aquaculture Lands 
of 2035 (FSAID)  

Agriculture 
(crop, livestock 
and 
aquaculture) 

2015 lands so 
identified through 
FSAID not in the 
Florida Managed 
Lands data layer. 

2035 lands so 
identified through 
FSAID not in the 
Florida Managed 
Lands data layer. 

2035 lands so 
identified through 
FSAID not 
overtaken by 
development and 
not included in the 
protected category 
defined above. 

 
Table 10 includes subtotals for the protected lands and the agriculture lands.  Each of 
these subtotals includes the acreage of protected agricultural lands. 
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Table 10. Subtotals for protected lands and agriculture lands in Florida 2070 scenarios. 
 

 
Baseline % of Land Trend % of Land Alternative % of Land 

Developed 6,275,000 18.17% 11,648,000 33.72% 9,777,000 28.30% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 9,269,000 26.83% 9,525,000 27.57% 13,339,000 38.62% 

Protected Agriculture 
924,000 2.67% 1,106,000 3.20% 3,120,000 9.03% 

Protected Subtotal 10,193,000 29.51% 10,631,000 30.78% 16,459,000 47.65% 

Agriculture (croplands, 
livestock, aquaculture) 

7,586,000 21.96% 5,422,000 15.70% 4,513,000 13.06% 

Agriculture Subtotal 
8,510,000 24.64% 6,528,000 18.90% 7,633,000 22.10% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 

10,489,000 30.37% 6,842,000 19.81% 3,794,000 10.98% 

Total State Land Acres 
34,543,000 100.00% 34,543,000 100.00% 34,543,000 100.00% 

 

8.  Results, Comparisons and Observations 
 
State and regional maps for the 2010 Baseline, 2070 Trend and 2070 Alternative 
include representations of developed, protected and other lands.  The visual 
comparison of these maps reveals significant differences among the three scenarios 
and among the four regions of the State.  Supporting tables and graphs assist with 
comparing the three scenarios and are particularly useful for comparing 2070 Trend 
with 2070 Alternative.  
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STATEWIDE RESULTS 
 

From the maps and comparative data it is clear that 2070 Alternative accommodates 
the projected population increase on significantly less land area – and results in much 
greater protection for agricultural lands and natural areas – than 2070 Trend. 

 
Figure 4.  A comparison of the state development scenarios.  
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Table 11. An acreage comparison of Florida 2070 state development scenarios.  
 

 
Baseline % of Land  Trend % of Land  Alternative % of Land  

Developed 6,275,000 18.17% 11,648,000 33.72% 9,777,000 28.30% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 9,269,000 26.83% 9,525,000 27.57% 13,339,000 38.62% 

Protected Agriculture 
924,000 2.67% 1,106,000 3.20% 3,120,000 9.03% 

Agriculture 
(croplands, livestock, 
aquaculture) 7,586,000 21.96% 5,422,000 15.70% 4,513,000 13.06% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 10,489,000 30.37% 6,842,000 19.81% 3,794,000 10.98% 

Total State Land Acres 34,543,000 100.00% 34,543,000 100.00% 34,543,000 100.00% 

Acres of Open Water 1,795,000 
 

  
   Total Florida Acreage 36,338,000 

      

 

Figure 5.  A comparison of land use acreages for state development scenarios 
 

2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 

   
         Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag      Agriculture      Other  

 

 

PANHANDLE REGION RESULTS 
 

The Panhandle is comprised of eighteen counties including Bay, Calhoun, Escambia, 
Franklin, Gadsden, Gulf, Holmes, Jackson, Jefferson, Leon, Liberty, Madison, 
Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, Taylor, Wakulla, Walton, and Washington counties.  It will 
remain the least developed region of the state regardless of the future scenario that 
plays out, with less than a million additional residents projected for 2070, roughly a 50% 
increase over 2010 (Table 3).  The primary difference between 2070 Trend and 2070 
Alternative is the increase in protected lands in the Alternative as a result of land 
classified as “Other” moving into protected status. 
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Figure 6.  A comparison of the Panhandle Region development scenarios.  
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Table 12. An acreage comparison of Panhandle Region development scenarios 

 

  
2070 

Baseline % of Land 2070 Trend % of Land 
2070 

Alternative % of Land 

Developed 989,000 11.78% 1,496,000 17.82% 1,372,000 16.34% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 2,269,000 27.03% 2,339,000 27.86% 3,924,000 46.74% 

Protected Agriculture 25,000 0.30% 25,000 0.30% 77,000 0.92% 

Agriculture 
(croplands, livestock, 
aquaculture) 762,000 9.08% 751,000 8.95% 706,000 8.41% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 4,350,196 51.82% 3,784,196 45.08% 2,316,196 27.59% 

Total Land Acreage in 
Panhandle 8,395,196 100.00% 8,395,196 100.00% 8,395,196 100.00% 

Open Water 121,734 
     Total Acreage in 

Panhandle 8,516,930 
      

 
Figure 7.  A comparison of land use acreages for Panhandle development scenarios 
 
     Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag      Agriculture      Other  

 

2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 

   
     Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag       Agriculture      Other  

 
NORTHEAST REGION RESULTS 

  
The Northeast Region is comprised of eighteen counties including Alachua, Baker, 
Bradford, Clay, Columbia, Dixie, Duval, Flagler, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Lafayette, Levy, 
Marion, Nassau, Putnam, St Johns, Suwannee and Union counties.  The population 
difference between 2010 and 2070 is just shy of 2 million people, an 85% increase 
(Table 3).  So it’s not surprising there is potential for a substantial increase in developed 
lands in 2070 Trend.  This increase is reduced in the 2070 Alternative due to the higher 
development densities.  As in the Panhandle, there is opportunity for a significant 
increase in protected natural areas and a modest increase in protected agricultural 
lands.  The “Other” land category becomes substantially reduced in the 2070 
Alternative.  The most dramatic changes are evident along the east coast and in Marion, 
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Lake and Sumter counties.  This is largely due to the significant population increase 
projected for these counties and their relatively low development densities.  
 
 
Figure 8.  A comparison of the Northeast Region development scenarios. 
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Table 13. An acreage comparison of Northeast Region development scenarios. 
 

 

2070 
Baseline % of Land 

2070  
Trend % of Land 

2070 
Alternative % of Land 

Developed 1,410,000 17.97% 2,704,000 34.46% 2,351,000 29.96% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 1,639,000 20.88% 1,708,000 21.76% 2,966,000 37.79% 

Protected Agriculture 23,000 0.29% 33,000 0.42% 140,000 1.78% 

Agriculture 
(croplands, livestock, 
aquaculture) 1,121,000 14.28% 899,000 11.46% 968,000 12.33% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 3,654,900 46.57% 2,503,900 31.91% 1,422,900 18.13% 

Total Land Acreage in 
Northeast 7,847,900 100.00% 7,847,900 100.00% 7,847,900 100.00% 

Open Water 279,310 
     Total Acreage in 

Northeast 8,127,210 
      

 
Figure 9.  A comparison of land use acreages for Northeast development scenarios  
 

2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 

   

     Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag      Agriculture      Other  

 
 

CENTRAL REGION RESULTS 
 

The Central Region is comprised of twenty-one counties including Brevard, Citrus, 
Desoto, Hardee, Hernando, Highlands, Hillsborough, Indian River, Lake, Manatee, 
Okeechobee, Orange, Osceola, Pasco, Pinellas, Polk, Sarasota, Seminole, St Lucie, 
Sumter, and Volusia.  The Central Region is projected to see the greatest absolute and 
relative increase in developed lands when compared with the other regions.  This is 
attributable to two factors.  First, the region’s population almost doubles between 2010 
and 2070 (Table 3), and second, the development densities used to project the 
population distribution are based on 2010 gross development densities and these are 
fundamentally lower in the Central Region than in the South, even in the 2070 
Alternative scenario.  This results in more land allocated to development.  There is the 
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potential for a substantial loss of agricultural land in 2070 Trend when compared to 
2010 Baseline and 2070 Alternative.  Many acres of crop, livestock and aquaculture 
lands likely will be lost without protection or financial incentives to keep the land in 
agricultural production.   

 

Figure 10.  A comparison of the Central Region development scenarios. 
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Table 14. An acreage comparison of Central Region development scenarios. 
 

 

 

2070 
Baseline 

% of 
Land 2070 Trend % of Land 

2070 
Alternative % of Land 

Developed 2,695,000 25.49% 5,097,000 48.21% 4,338,000 41.03% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 1,825,000 17.26% 1,891,000 17.89% 2,598,000 24.57% 

Protected Agriculture 
554,000 5.24% 657,000 6.21% 1,721,000 16.28% 

Agriculture 
(croplands, livestock, 
aquaculture) 3,714,000 35.13% 2,503,000 23.67% 1,877,000 17.75% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 1,785,068 16.88% 425,068 4.02% 39,068 0.37% 

Total Land Acreage in 
Central 10,573,068 100.00% 10,573,068 100.00% 10,573,068 100.00% 

Open Water 841,582 
     Total Acreage in 

Central 11,414,650 
      

Figure 11.  A comparison of land use acreages for Central development scenarios 
 

2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 
 

 

 

 

 

 
     Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag      Agriculture      Other  

 
 

SOUTH REGION RESULTS 
 
The South Region is comprised of ten counties including Broward, Charlotte, Collier, 
Glades, Hendry, Lee, Martin, Miami-Dade, Monroe, and Palm Beach.  The population is 
projected to increase by 68% between 2010 and 2070 (Table 3).  The most dramatic 
potential increases in development in Trend 2070 can be seen in the areas south of 
Lake Okeechobee, including in Palm Beach, Hendry and Glades counties, as well as in 
Lee and Collier counties.  Other than those counties, the high percentage of protected 
land in the South Region in 2010 (largely found in the Everglades/Big Cypress complex) 
has a significant impact on both the 2070 Trend and Alternative scenarios.  This, 
combined with the higher densities found even now in South Florida, means that there 
is a significantly smaller portion of new lands converting to development even in the 
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2070 Trend scenario.  South Florida also has a relatively high percentage of agricultural 
lands with the potential for these to continue in productivity even in the 2070 Trend 
scenario. 
 
Figure 12.  A comparison of the South Region development scenarios. 
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Table 15. An acreage comparison of South Region development scenarios 
 

 

2070 
Baseline % of Land 2070 Trend % of Land 

2070 
Alternative % of Land 

Developed 1,181,000 15.28% 2,351,000 30.43% 1,716,000 22.21% 

Protected (excluding 
agriculture) 3,536,000 45.76% 3,587,000 46.42% 3,851,000 49.84% 

Protected Agriculture 322,000 4.17% 391,000 5.06% 1,182,000 15.30% 

Agriculture 
(croplands, livestock, 
aquaculture) 1,989,000 25.74% 1,269,000 16.42% 962,000 12.45% 

Other (mining, timber, 
etc.) 698,836 9.04% 128,836 0 15,836 0.20% 

Total Land Acreage In 
South 7,726,836 100.00% 7,726,836 100.00% 7,726,836 100.00% 

Open Water 552,374 
     Total Acreage in South 8,279,210 
      

 

Figure 13.  A comparison of land use acreages for South Region development 
scenarios 

 

2010 Baseline 2070 Trend 2070 Alternative 

   

     Developed      Protected-no ag               Protected Ag      Agriculture      Other  
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Observations 
 

This study focuses on gross comparisons of alternative population distribution scenarios 
driven by clear and varied assumptions about development densities.  The single most 
important finding is that even modest increases in development densities can result in 
substantial savings of land.  These lands in turn could remain in agricultural production 
or be safeguarded to ensure viable ecosystem services on which humans depend.   
 
There are clear fiscal advantages to more compact development patterns.  These 
include lower costs to the public for roads, drinking water, stormwater management and 
sewage treatment.  This permits greater diversity of transportation options and can save 
individuals time and money otherwise spent commuting or waiting in traffic. Higher 
gross development densities do not mean that choice in housing type will be lost…in 
fact in some places it might mean that housing choice will increase.   
 
Local governments should consider the long view even when making decisions on small 
tracts.  The cumulative effect of multiple small land use changes will, over time, shape 
the future landscape of Florida.  
 
Here are some strategies that can help protect Florida’s agricultural, working and 
natural lands: 

 

Save Special Places 
 Protect vital conservation, agricultural and other working lands like those on 

Florida Forever and Florida Greenways lists 

 Support funding for greenways and corridors that protect wildlife habitat and 
provide recreational opportunities 

 Establish incentives and increase funding to help landowners conserve important 
agricultural lands and other working landscapes 

 Work to significantly lessen the impact of new development on Florida’s lands 
and waters 
 

Build Better Communities 
 Support infill and redevelopment in a manner that is sensitive to existing 

communities 

 When new areas are developed, give priority to those near existing communities 
and infrastructure 

 Promote a mixture of homes, shops, schools and offices within close proximity 

 Include a range of housing choices to ensure affordability 

 Design for multiple transportation options, including walking, biking and public 
transportation 

 Protect significant historic and natural areas within communities 
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10. Appendices   
 

Appendix 1. Table of projected population by county 2010 – 2070 
 

County 
BEBR 

Estimate Census Estimates 
             

and State 
April 1, 
2014 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2070 

2010 2070 
dif % chg 

                 ALACHUA      250,730 
                 Medium       

 
247,336 253,200 265,600 277,300 288,300 299,100 309,100 319,961 330,668 341,375 352,082 362,789 373,495 126,159 33.78% 

                 BAKER        26,991 
                 Medium       

 
27,115 27,400 29,300 31,200 33,000 34,700 36,200 37,781 39,408 41,035 42,662 44,289 45,916 18,801 40.95% 

                 BAY          170,781 
                 Medium       

 
168,852 172,500 181,200 189,300 197,300 205,000 211,800 219,414 226,912 234,410 241,908 249,406 256,904 88,052 34.27% 

                 BRADFORD     27,323 
                 Medium       

 
28,520 27,600 28,400 29,200 29,900 30,500 31,000 31,409 31,935 32,461 32,988 33,514 34,041 5,521 16.22% 

                 BREVARD      552,427 
                 Medium       

 
543,376 557,700 584,500 609,000 631,100 650,700 668,000 692,978 714,638 736,298 757,957 779,617 801,277 257,901 32.19% 

                 BROWARD      1,803,903 
                 Medium       

 
1,748,066 1,818,700 1,891,300 1,953,100 2,009,000 2,059,300 2,105,600 2,179,510 2,239,206 2,298,903 2,358,599 2,418,296 2,477,992 729,926 29.46% 

                 CALHOUN      14,592 
                 Medium       

 
14,625 14,600 15,100 15,500 15,900 16,300 16,600 16,964 17,326 17,688 18,049 18,411 18,772 4,147 22.09% 

                 CHARLOTTE    164,467 
                 Medium       

 
159,978 166,100 174,200 181,500 187,500 192,600 197,600 205,521 211,919 218,318 224,717 231,116 237,515 77,537 32.64% 

                 CITRUS       140,798 
                 Medium       

 
141,236 142,500 150,900 158,900 166,300 172,700 178,500 185,518 192,218 198,918 205,617 212,317 219,017 77,781 35.51% 

                 CLAY         197,403 
                 Medium       

 
190,865 201,800 224,600 247,000 268,400 288,300 306,100 327,081 347,171 367,260 387,350 407,439 427,529 236,664 55.36% 

                 COLLIER      336,783 
                 Medium       

 
321,520 343,200 376,100 406,900 435,400 461,700 487,300 517,966 546,310 574,654 602,999 631,343 659,687 338,167 51.26% 

                 COLUMBIA     67,826 
                 Medium       

 
67,531 68,400 72,000 75,500 78,600 81,200 83,600 86,748 89,620 92,492 95,363 98,235 101,107 33,576 33.21% 

                 DE SOTO      34,426 
                 Medium       

 
34,862 34,400 34,700 34,700 34,600 34,500 34,300 34,354 34,297 34,240 34,184 34,127 34,071 -792 -2.32% 

                 DIXIE        16,356 
                 Medium       

 
16,422 16,600 17,500 18,400 19,200 19,900 20,500 21,294 22,027 22,760 23,494 24,227 24,961 8,539 34.21% 

                 DUVAL        890,066 
                 Medium       

 
864,263 899,300 945,900 989,600 1,030,400 1,067,900 1,102,300 1,147,925 1,188,490 1,229,054 1,269,619 1,310,184 1,350,748 486,485 36.02% 

                 ESCAMBIA     303,907 
                 Medium       

 
297,619 305,900 310,500 314,700 318,600 322,000 324,900 330,909 335,271 339,633 343,996 348,358 352,720 55,101 15.62% 

                 
FLAGLER              

     Medium       
 

95,696 101,900 122,100 141,700 160,000 177,200 193,300 210,458 227,648 244,838 262,027 279,217 296,407 200,711 67.71% 
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April 1, 
2014 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2070 

2010 2070 
dif 

 FRANKLIN     11,794 
                 Medium       

 
11,549 11,800 11,900 12,000 12,000 12,100 12,100 12,257 12,341 12,426 12,510 12,594 12,678 1,129 8.90% 

                 

GADSDEN      48,096 
                 Medium       

 
46,389 48,400 49,200 50,000 50,800 51,400 51,900 53,175 54,036 54,898 55,760 56,622 57,484 11,095 19.30% 

                 

GILCHRIST    16,853 
                 Medium       

 
16,939 16,900 17,800 18,600 19,400 20,100 20,700 21,389 22,078 22,766 23,455 24,144 24,832 7,893 31.79% 

                 GLADES       12,852 
                 Medium       

 
12,884 13,000 13,600 14,100 14,700 15,100 15,500 16,005 16,474 16,944 17,413 17,883 18,352 5,468 29.80% 

                 GULF         16,543 
                 Medium       

 
15,863 16,500 16,900 17,200 17,400 17,700 18,000 18,411 18,743 19,076 19,408 19,741 20,073 4,210 20.97% 

                 HAMILTON     14,351 
                 Medium       

 
14,799 14,600 15,000 15,500 15,900 16,200 16,500 16,815 17,143 17,472 17,801 18,129 18,458 3,659 19.82% 

                 HARDEE       27,712 
                 Medium       

 
27,731 27,700 27,900 28,000 28,000 28,100 28,200 28,277 28,359 28,442 28,524 28,606 28,689 958 3.34% 

                 HENDRY       37,895 
                 Medium       

 
39,140 38,000 38,700 39,300 39,700 40,100 40,300 40,560 40,870 41,180 41,490 41,800 42,110 2,970 7.05% 

                 HERNANDO     174,955 
                 Medium       

 
172,778 177,300 194,900 212,100 228,400 244,000 257,600 272,635 287,684 302,732 317,781 332,830 347,879 175,101 50.33% 

                 HIGHLANDS    99,818 
                 Medium       

 
98,786 100,800 105,800 110,300 114,400 117,800 121,100 125,504 129,416 133,328 137,241 141,153 145,065 46,279 31.90% 

                 HILLSBRGH 1,301,887 
                 Medium       

 
1,229,226 1,328,200 1,463,200 1,586,400 1,697,600 1,796,200 1,883,100 2,016,564 2,128,422 2,240,280 2,352,138 2,463,996 2,575,854 1,346,628 52.28% 

                 HOLMES       20,025 
                 Medium       

 
19,927 20,100 20,500 20,900 21,200 21,400 21,600 21,992 22,289 22,587 22,884 23,181 23,478 3,551 15.12% 

                 INDIAN RIV. 140,955 
                 Medium       

 
138,028 143,200 154,500 165,300 175,700 185,600 194,600 204,663 214,510 224,357 234,204 244,051 253,898 115,870 45.64% 

                 JACKSON      50,231 
                 Medium       

 
49,746 50,300 50,800 51,200 51,600 51,700 51,800 52,415 52,764 53,113 53,461 53,810 54,159 4,413 8.15% 

                 JEFFERSON    14,597 
                 Medium       

 
14,761 14,700 15,000 15,400 15,700 16,000 16,200 16,483 16,755 17,027 17,299 17,571 17,843 3,082 17.27% 

                 LAFAYETTE    8,696 
                 Medium       

 
8,870 8,700 9,200 9,600 10,000 10,400 10,700 11,023 11,369 11,715 12,061 12,407 12,753 3,883 30.45% 

                 LAKE         309,736 
                 Medium       

 
297,052 317,300 356,600 395,300 432,600 466,400 497,300 533,928 568,747 603,567 638,386 673,206 708,025 410,973 58.04% 

                 LEE          653,485 
                 Medium       

 
618,754 670,400 758,300 845,900 928,600 1,004,000 1,073,900 1,157,542 1,236,218 1,314,894 1,393,571 1,472,247 1,550,924 932,170 60.10% 

                 LEON         281,292 
                 Medium       

 
275,487 284,100 298,300 311,200 323,800 335,800 346,400 359,532 371,734 383,935 396,136 408,338 420,539 145,052 34.49% 

                 LEVY         40,473 
                 Medium       

 
40,801 40,800 43,000 45,200 47,100 48,700 50,200 51,985 53,703 55,421 57,139 58,856 60,574 19,773 32.64% 

                 LIBERTY      8,668 
                 Medium       

 
8,365 8,700 9,200 9,700 10,100 10,600 11,000 11,467 11,917 12,368 12,818 13,268 13,718 5,353 39.02% 
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April 1, 
2014 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2070 

2010 2070 
dif % chg 

MADISON      19,303 
                 Medium       

 
19,224 19,300 19,500 19,700 19,700 19,800 19,900 20,050 20,166 20,281 20,396 20,511 20,627 1,403 6.80% 

                 MANATEE      339,545 
                 Medium       

 
322,833 345,700 377,300 406,900 434,300 460,700 485,000 515,176 542,801 570,426 598,051 625,676 653,301 330,468 50.58% 

                 MARION       337,455 
                 Medium       

 
331,298 341,600 373,800 405,000 434,700 463,100 488,100 515,986 543,640 571,294 598,948 626,601 654,255 322,957 49.36% 

                 MARTIN       148,585 
                 Medium       

 
146,318 149,800 157,300 164,300 170,200 175,400 179,800 186,809 192,686 198,562 204,439 210,316 216,192 69,874 32.32% 

                 MIAMI-DADE   2,613,692 
                 Medium       

 
2,496,435 2,643,800 2,796,800 2,944,400 3,090,200 3,220,700 3,343,700 3,503,576 3,646,040 3,788,504 3,930,968 4,073,432 4,215,896 1,719,461 40.79% 

                 MONROE       74,044 
                 Medium       

 
73,090 74,100 74,400 74,700 74,900 75,200 75,500 75,974 76,329 76,684 77,038 77,393 77,748 4,658 5.99% 

                 NASSAU       75,321 
                 Medium       

 
73,314 76,800 84,400 91,900 99,100 105,700 111,600 118,596 125,287 131,979 138,670 145,361 152,053 78,739 51.78% 

                 OKALOOSA     190,666 
                 Medium       

 
180,822 192,300 200,600 207,700 214,000 219,500 225,400 234,551 241,749 248,946 256,144 263,341 270,539 89,717 33.16% 

                 OKEECHOB  39,828 
                 Medium       

 
39,996 40,000 41,100 42,000 42,600 43,200 43,600 44,458 45,127 45,795 46,463 47,131 47,800 7,804 16.33% 

                 ORANGE       1,227,995 
                 Medium       

 
1,145,956 1,257,400 1,408,100 1,545,600 1,669,700 1,779,700 1,876,700 2,025,941 2,150,885 2,275,829 2,400,773 2,525,717 2,650,661 1,504,705 56.77% 

                 OSCEOLA      295,553 
                 Medium       

 
268,685 306,000 361,100 414,600 463,200 507,900 550,100 603,104 651,324 699,543 747,763 795,982 844,202 575,517 68.17% 

                 PALM BCH   1,360,238 
                 Medium       

 
1,320,134 1,377,300 1,463,900 1,543,200 1,615,100 1,678,700 1,736,500 1,819,705 1,891,244 1,962,783 2,034,322 2,105,861 2,177,401 857,267 39.37% 

                 PASCO        479,340 
                 Medium       

 
464,697 489,700 543,000 595,400 645,400 692,300 733,900 782,801 829,773 876,744 923,716 970,688 1,017,660 552,963 54.34% 

                 PINELLAS     933,258 
                 Medium       

 
916,542 941,200 948,800 956,600 964,100 971,500 978,500 991,288 1,000,637 1,009,986 1,019,335 1,028,684 1,038,033 121,491 11.70% 

                 POLK         623,174 
                 Medium       

 
602,095 634,600 693,100 750,200 805,800 856,100 901,100 956,530 1,008,413 1,060,295 1,112,178 1,164,061 1,215,943 613,848 50.48% 

                 PUTNAM       72,523 
                 Medium       

 
74,364 72,600 73,100 73,500 73,800 74,200 74,400 74,282 74,425 74,568 74,711 74,854 74,997 633 0.84% 

                 ST. JOHNS  207,443 
                 Medium       

 
190,039 214,800 253,400 290,900 325,000 356,500 386,100 422,846 456,531 490,216 523,901 557,586 591,272 401,233 67.86% 

                 ST. LUCIE  282,821 
                 Medium       

 
277,789 286,200 323,200 359,800 394,600 426,100 455,400 486,732 518,304 549,877 581,450 613,022 644,595 366,806 56.90% 

                 SANTA RSA   159,785 
                 Medium       

 
151,372 163,300 178,300 192,300 205,300 217,400 229,300 243,751 256,929 270,107 283,285 296,463 309,641 158,269 51.11% 
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April 1, 
2014 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2070 

2010 
2070 dif % chg 

SARASOTA     387,140 
               

  Medium       
 

379,448 390,500 412,900 433,600 452,800 469,500 484,300 505,072 523,374 541,676 559,978 578,280 596,582 217,134 
36.40% 

 

                 SEMINOLE     437,086 
                 Medium       

 
422,718 442,800 471,600 498,100 522,300 543,100 562,300 590,423 614,354 638,284 662,214 686,144 710,075 287,357 40.47% 

                 SUMTER       111,125 
                 Medium       

 
93,420 117,100 141,400 165,200 188,200 210,800 232,500 257,151 280,417 303,683 326,949 350,214 373,480 280,060 74.99% 

                 SUWANNEE     44,168 
                 Medium       

 
41,551 44,700 47,300 49,700 52,000 54,100 55,900 58,828 61,205 63,582 65,958 68,335 70,712 29,161 41.24% 

                 TAYLOR       22,932 
                 Medium       

 
22,570 23,000 23,600 24,100 24,700 25,200 25,600 26,194 26,715 27,236 27,758 28,279 28,800 6,230 21.63% 

                 UNION        15,647 
                 Medium       

 
15,535 15,900 16,400 16,900 17,400 17,900 18,300 18,804 19,279 19,754 20,229 20,704 21,178 5,643 26.65% 

                 VOLUSIA      503,851 
                 Medium       

 
494,593 507,800 528,300 547,000 563,900 578,800 592,000 611,745 628,524 645,304 662,083 678,862 695,641 201,048 28.90% 

                 WAKULLA      31,285 
                 Medium       

 
30,776 31,500 33,900 36,100 38,300 40,400 42,300 44,293 46,320 48,348 50,375 52,403 54,430 23,654 43.46% 

                 WALTON       59,793 
                 Medium       

 
55,043 61,300 69,400 77,300 85,000 92,300 98,600 106,745 114,183 121,621 129,060 136,498 143,936 88,893 61.76% 

                 WASHINGTN   24,959 
                 Medium       

 
24,896 25,200 26,200 27,200 28,000 28,900 29,600 30,473 31,305 32,138 32,970 33,803 34,635 9,739 28.12% 

                 FLORIDA      19,507,369 

               

  

18,801,310 19,789,600 21,236,400 22,600,600 23,872,500 25,027,700 26,081,400 27,480,297 28,728,603 29,976,909 31,225,215 32,473,521 33,721,828 14,920,518 44.25% 
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       Appendix 2.  2010 Gross development densities by county 
 

COUNTY  
GUD 

people/acre 

ALACHUA  1.91 

BAKER  1.62 

BAY  1.65 

BRADFORD  1.26 

BREVARD  3.15 

BROWARD  10.85 

CALHOUN  0.95 

CHARLOTTE  1.64 

CITRUS  1.04 

CLAY  2.19 

COLLIER  2.44 

COLUMBIA  0.89 

DESOTO  1.48 

DIXIE  0.60 

DUVAL  4.84 

ESCAMBIA  2.84 

FLAGLER  1.89 

FRANKLIN  0.88 

GADSDEN  1.07 

GILCHRIST  0.53 

GLADES  1.31 

GULF  0.67 

HAMILTON  0.26 

HARDEE  1.79 

HENDRY  1.17 

HERNANDO  1.87 

HIGHLANDS  1.35 

HILLSBOROUGH  4.73 

HOLMES  0.85 

INDIANRIVER  2.49 

JACKSON  0.74 

JEFFERSON  0.46 

LAFAYETTE  1.04 

COUNTY  
GUD 

people/acre 

LAKE  1.57 

LEE  2.66 

LEON  2.13 

LEVY  0.43 

LIBERTY  1.46 

MADISON  0.79 

MANATEE  3.09 

MARION  1.68 

MARTIN  2.79 

MIAMI-DADE  13.58 

MONROE  3.81 

NASSAU  0.80 

OKALOOSA  2.58 

OKEECHOBEE  1.10 

ORANGE  4.59 

OSCEOLA  2.61 

PALMBEACH  6.23 

PASCO  3.18 

PINELLAS  7.21 

POLK  2.45 

PUTNAM  0.58 

SANTAROSA  1.87 

SARASOTA  4.75 

SEMINOLE  6.47 

STJOHNS  1.73 

STLUCIE  2.82 

SUMTER  2.32 

SUWANNEE  0.48 

TAYLOR  0.74 

UNION  2.75 

VOLUSIA  2.16 

WAKULLA  0.84 

WALTON  0.71 

WASHINGTON  0.53 
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Appendix 3.  Development suitability criteria, rationale for use, and 
assigned weights.  
 

Urban Suitability Criterion Rationale for Use Weight 

Proximity to existing urban  
 areas 

 New urban development tends to occur  
 in close proximity to existing urban  
 development.  

27% 

Absence of wetlands  The presence of wetlands tends to  
 increase the cost of urban development, and 
/or is restricted by regulation. 

16% 

Absence of USDA/NRCS Soils 
classified as Excellent – 
Marginal (Type 1 – 4w) within 
FSAID 2035 Projected 
Agricultural Lands 

 There is an economic incentive to    
 convert poorer agricultural soils to urban   
 development before good agricultural soils. 

16% 

Road density  New urban development tends to occur  
 in areas of relatively higher road density. 

12% 

Proximity to coastline  The coast has historically been an  
 attractor for urban development. 

9% 

Approved Developments of  
Regional Impact and Approved 
Sector Plans (DRIs with airport 
and industrial uses will not be 
included since they are not 
intended for residential 
purposes) 
 

 Areas within approved DRIs and  
 Sector Plans are highly likely to develop.     
  
  
 

8% 

Proximity to major roads  Roads facilitate new urban development. 5% 

City/town influence  Major urban areas tend to accommodate  
 more additional population than do  
 smaller urban areas 

5% 

 Proximity to open water  Access to the view of water has  
 historically been an attractor for  
 development. 

2% 

  100% 
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Appendix 4.  Redevelopment percentages used for each county 
 

County 

Percent of New 
Population to be 
Accommodated 
Through 
Redevelopment 

ALACHUA 13 

BAKER 10 

BAY 10 

BRADFORD 10 

BREVARD 25 

BROWARD 60 

CALHOUN 10 

CHARLOTTE 40 

CITRUS 40 

CLAY 13 

COLLIER 13 

COLUMBIA 10 

DESOTO 10 

DIXIE 10 

DUVAL 40 

ESCAMBIA 13 

FLAGLER 10 

FRANKLIN 10 

GADSDEN 10 

GILCHRIST 10 

GLADES 10 

GULF 10 

HAMILTON 10 

HARDEE 10 

HENDRY 10 

HERNANDO 25 

HIGHLANDS 13 

HILLSBOROUGH 40 

HOLMES 10 

INDIANRIVER 13 

JACKSON 10 

JEFFERSON 10 

LAFAYETTE 10 

 
 
County 

Percent of New 
Population to be 
Accommodated 
Through 
Redevelopment 

LAKE 25 

LEE 40 

LEON 13 

LEVY 10 

LIBERTY 10 

MADISON 10 

MANATEE 13 

MARION 13 

MARTIN 13 

MIAMIDADE 40 

MONROE 60 

NASSAU 10 

OKALOOSA 13 

OKEECHOBEE 10 

ORANGE 40 

OSCEOLA 10 

PALMBEACH 13 

PASCO 25 

PINELLAS 60 

POLK 13 

PUTNAM 13 

SANTAROSA 10 

SARASOTA 25 

SEMINOLE 40 

STJOHNS 10 

STLUCIE 10 

SUMTER 10 

SUWANNEE 10 

TAYLOR 10 

UNION 10 

VOLUSIA 25 

WAKULLA 10 

WALTON 10 

WASHINGTON 10 
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