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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: SUB-TASK 1.2—-POPULATION GROWTH
Overview of the South Miami-Dade Water shed Study and Plan

The South Miami-Dade Watershed, an approximately 370 square mile area located in the
southeastern portion of Miami-Dade County, is increasingly recognized as one of the
most critical watersheds in Florida. The Watershed plays a vital role in the heath of
Biscayne Bay as well as providing for the urban and agriculture needs of the County.

The South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan (SMDWSP) is a long-term land
planning and water resources study required by the Miami-Dade County Comprehensive
Development Master Plan. Divided into five mgjor task areas, the 26- to 30-month study
includes a wide-ranging look a South Miami-Dade County’s population growth;
infrastructure; land ownership, including agriculture, industrial and urban land uses,
pollution; water resources; wildlife; and natural areas.

The Study will formulate and analyze three potential land use scenarios. The impact of
each scenario on water resources, wildlife habitat, infrastructure, agriculture, the
economy and property rights will be evaluated. This evaluation will help form a fourth
“preferred” scenario.

The results of this collaborative study process will be the development of a Plan designed
to balance the various competing interests in South Miami-Dade — providing the
framework for a sustainable economy and environment through the year 2050. The Plan
will contain the policies, strategies and procedures necessary for implementing the
preferred scenario.

The Sub-task 1.2 Final Work Product (FWP) is part of seven inventory and baseline
information sub-tasks. This report and the other Task 1 reports provide baseline and
reference information necessary to complete the SMDWSP.

Sub-task 1.2 — Population Growth
Population Projections

The Sub-task 1.2 Population Growth FWP is based on the usage, formatting, evaluation
and extension of the County’ s population projections out to the year 2050. The Keith and
Schnars Team completed this research and analysis based on comments and reviews from
the Miami-Dade County DP&Z. In addition, the projections also consider comments
received by the Project Management Team (PMT), Watershed Study Advisory
Committee (WSAC) and Technical Review Committee (TRC). This FWP is
supplemented with additional background demographic information provided in the
Appendices. Appendix A: Additional Background Demographic History; Appendix B:
Watershed Study Area Square Miles, Population, Households and Housing Units by
Census Tract and Corresponding MSA; Appendix C: Projections of Watershed
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Populations per Census Tract; Appendix D: Projections of Watershed Households per
Census Tract.

Methodology

To achieve the necessary level of planning precision, the projections were completed at
the census tract level of geographic detail and were coded with their corresponding canal
and watershed drainage basin geo-references. This level of geographic detail will allow
the Study to precisely measure projected growth pressures and stressors attributable to
population and development in future tasks. The formulation of land use scenarios will
involve allocating the baseline projected populations at the census tract level (one set of
projections) to different sections of the Watershed Study Area based on redevel opment
opportunities, natural resources constraints, available vacant land and other factors.

The population projections presented in the Sub-task 1.2 FWP and the summary table
below include the Watershed Study Area's functiona population (permanent and seasonal
populations) and projections for Monroe County because of water resource demands
from Monroe County that impact the Watershed Study Area.

Final Results

The final results of the population projections are based on methods and projections
reviewed and sanctioned by Miami-Dade County. By 2005, the Watershed Study Area
number of households is projected to rise to 290,840 from 265,559 in 2000. The
corresponding permanent resident population for the Watershed Study Area would be
871,807 by 2005. By 2005, if both the Watershed Study Area's seasonal population and
Monroe County’s functional population are combined, the projected total functiona
population for the Areawould be 1,081,130. By 2025, the total population is projected to
be 1,161,016 and total functional population will be 1,387,482. By 2050, the total
population is projected to be 1,479,180 and the total functional population will be
1,725,184.

Watershed Study Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2025 2050
Projections - Using Miami-Dade
County Projections Data and
Assumptions

1) Population 790,835 871,807 952,779 1,033,751 1,161,016 | 1,479,180
2) Households 265,559 290,840 316,121 341,402 382,431 485,005
3) Average Household Size 2.98 3.00 3.01 3.03 3.04 3.05

4) Seasonal/Transient and
Special Populations

Seasonal Population (Average 44,442 46,218 47,993 49,769 53,320 62,197
Daily Overnight Visitors) for Peak
Month
Monroe County Functional 159,113 163,105 166,800 168,802 173,146 183,807
Projected Population
5) Total Functional Population 994,390 1,081,130 1,167,572 1,252,322 1,387,482 | 1,725,184
(1+4)

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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Watershed Study Area Projected Population and Households
1,600,000 1,479,180
1,400,000 H O Households
B Population
1,200,000 1007354 1,161,016
1,033,751
1,000,000 SRR
871,807
790,835
800,000
600,000 - P
361,9 382,4
400,000 2055 3508 316.T
200,000 -
2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2050

Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning. Projections extended
and allocated by E&E.

The Watershed Study Area projections are based on adopted Miami-Dade County
population projection methodologies. Using similar methods, the Keith and Schnars
Team extended the projections beyond 2025, out to 2050 in five-year increments.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Scope of Final Work Product

The Fina Work Product (FWP) presents projections of population levels for the
Watershed Study Area out to the years 2025 and 2050 in five-year increments. The
report dataset contains a level of detail that enables subsequent Watershed Study tasks to
use the projection levels as inputs for analysis and evaluation. Projections are presented
at the census tract and Minor Statistical Area (MSA) level of detail. In addition, the
projections for population and households are aggregated to the corresponding watershed
drainage basin. This FWP is supplemented with additional background demographic
information provided in the Appendices: Appendix A: Additiona Background
Demographic History; Appendix B: Watershed Study Area Square Miles, Population,
Households and Housing Units by census tract and Corresponding MSA; Appendix C:
Projections of Watershed Populations Per Census Tract; Appendix D: Projections of
Watershed Households Per Census Tract.

1.2 Purpose of Final Work Product

The purpose of the FWP is to present detailed population projections that can be
incorporated into subsequent SMDWSP tasks as inputs into analyses. Population and
household projections are critically important in determining the demands placed on
manmade and natura resources and public services within the watershed. Housing,
municipal services (utilities, water, police, education, fire etc.) and infrastructure capacity
are all based on expected population and household growth. Evaluating land uses and
development densities as well as stressors placed on natural systems are tasks that need to
consider future population demands.

Scope of Projections

Population projections are prepared for the entire Watershed Study Area (sum of 119
Census tracts) and the corresponding aggregated populations within the respective MSAs.
The broader MSA groups are used by the County to define planning tiers. Seasonal or
transient populations have also been considered in the population projections. The FWP
underlying database contains a sufficient level of detail wherein other team members,
agencies and committee members now have the ability to isolate census tracts as well as
aggregate these units to their corresponding MSAs, canal basins, or the Watershed.
Household and average household size projections corresponding to population growth
assumptions are aso part of this FWP.

Other Considerations

The population projections are being presented at the outset of the SMDWSP before
subsequent more detailed work on land use, natural systems and environmental stressors,
environmental sustainability, and economic growth projections have been completed.
The subsequent more detailed work in these other areas will influence how the projected
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populations and households will be distributed within the Watershed Study Area under
the various land use scenarios. These growth management tasks will form the basis for
the alternatives considered and contribute to the analytical process that leads to a
preferred alternative.

Methods

The methods used for the Study were based on the County’s use of logistic curve fitting
a the MSA level of detall. In addition, select other methods based on statistical
extrapolation methods and other share or shift share methods generaly accepted by
demographers for sub-area projections were also employed. The projections incorporate
research and information gathered from the DP&Z and comments provided by the PMT,
TRC and WSAC.

2.0 WATERSHED POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS
2.1 Background

Population and household projections are essential for developing sound growth
management aternatives for the Watershed Study Area. One of the chalenges
demographers face relates to lags in the reporting or release of key data that can provide
the most current assessment of the baseline, or launch year from which projections are
made. In order to plan for sustainable growth in the Watershed Study Area, long-term
population and household projections can guide how resources are effectively utilized.
Projections can also help identify key growth management priorities that can be
addressed through comprehensive planning initiatives and strategies.

It is also important to revisit population projections at regular intervals, at least every five
years. Taking a fresh look at projection assumptions and projected population levels is
necessary as new source data becomes available, and as key population growth drivers,
such as push and pull forces influencing net migration change over time.

The following sections will discuss the source data and methods used to arrive at the
projected population and households for the Watershed Study Area. The projections are
then presented at five-year intervals through the year 2050. The key assumptions relied
upon and the methods used are explained below.

2.2 Sour ce Data

The source data for the projections of population and households were obtained from
DP&Z. It should be noted that the data shown for 2000 in the projections section does
not coincide with the Census 2000 data reported and summarized above in select exhibits.
The County noted errors in the Census data and made corrections to select areas. These
adjustments were reflected in the data that were provided to the consultants.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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The data referenced for the population and household projections presented in this report
are from the following sources:

1.

10.

The U.S. Decennia Census for 1990 and 2000 provided by the Census Bureau's
American Fact Finder Database. Census tracts were identified that formed the
Watershed Study Area.

U.S. Census data for 1990 and 2000 at the tract level aggregated to the
corresponding MSAs as identified by the Miami-Dade County Department of
Planning and Zoning.

The Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning's population
projections for Miami-Dade County’s resident population for the years 1990 —
2025.

The University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research
projections for the Miami-Dade County population, 2002 — 2030.

The Monroe County Department of Department of Planning and Environmental
Resources projections for functional population and data for cruise ship
passengers and air passenger deplanements for Key West, monthly time series
(from 1995 to 2003) provided by the Monroe County Tourist Development
Council.

The Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning's report titled,
“Seasonal/Transient Population — Miami-Dade County, FL, December 1999."

The historical information was obtained from both the U.S. Census (Census 2000)
and Miami-Dade County's Department of Planning and Zoning adjustments to
2000 Census data.

Miami-Dade County provided the consultants with two projection dataset files
[Final 2015 Pop and Housing FSUTMS Dataset.xls and Final 2025 Pop and
Housing FSUTMS Dataset.x|s| that were evaluated and used for control purposes.
The data within these files was at the Traffic Analysis Zone level of aggregation.
The consultants first aggregated this data into the corresponding census tracts
using a cross reference or concordance table also provided by the County. The
next step was to select or isolate the census tracts that corresponded to the
Watershed Study Area.

The consultants were also provided with afile on development capacity on vacant
lands for the area South of Tamiami Trail. This data encompassed an area from
Brickell to the Urban Development Boundary (UDB). The data were provided at
the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level of aggregation and included information
on total acreage, and units for single-family and multi-family capacities. The
consultants aggregated this data into the corresponding census tracts for the
Watershed Study Area and compared the sums to the existing occupied housing
units reported for the Area for the 2000 Census as well as additional development
capacity data provided by the County.

The County also provided the consultants with housing data from the Real
Property File. This data from the Assessor's Office contained extracts made in
May 2003 and another made in November 2003. This data that included
population capacity, was also evaluated by the consultants and compared to the
Minor Statistical Areas (MSAS) that corresponded to the Watershed Study Area.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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11. The County’s revised or most recent projections provided at the TAZ level were
available for the select years of 2015 and 2030. The TAZ projections data was
also grouped into the corresponding census tracts by the DP&Z and allocated to
five-year increments and extrapolated (from 2030) by the consultants to 2050.

2.2.1 Watershed Study Area Data Aggregation and M anagement

Database applications (Microsoft Access) were used to aggregate the Watershed Study
Area's projected population and number of households from the census tract level to
larger or broader Study Area aggregations.

The Watershed population (either population level counts or the total number of
households) was calculated from:
1) A summation of the constituent census tracts data defining the
Watershed Study Area based on Study Area boundaries. It should be
noted that exact border delineations or alocations of populations
within tracts bisected by the Watershed Study Area boundary was not
attempted for this task. For this particular task this level of precision
was not deemed necessary.
2) A summation of the constituent MSAs data within the Watershed
Study Area with some tracts in the northern part of the Watershed
Study Arearepresenting only part of the complete MSA.
3) Use of the Watershed Study Ared's population percentage or share of
Miami-Dade County’s aggregate population data for cross reference
and control purposes.
4) A summation of census tracts, seasona transients data sets and
Monroe County’s projected functional population (permanent plus
transient).

2.3 Projection Frequency and Composition
2.3.1 Frequency

Projections were calculated using data measured in years. The projections were made in
five-year increments, from 2000 to 2050. For seasonal/transient specia populations,
monthly data were examined and evaluated by month and by year in order to determine
what seasonal trends were present. Long-term trends were determined by aggregating the
monthly data to years in order to remove seasonality and to place the data on the most
commonly used annual time frames. Both population and total households were
projected in the same manner.

2.3.2 Composition

The historic Hispanic population and household data were evaluated separately in order
to address key trends and to answer questions germane to this segment of the Watershed
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Study Area population. Because of the importance of the resident Hispanic population's
representation within the Watershed Study Area, as well as net migration trends that are
likely to continue in the short-term, some specific analysis of historic trends for this
population segment are provided. However, available estimated data sources for
seasonal/transient populations and the Monroe County were not disaggregated by race or
ethnicity. The projections were not developed or decomposed by race, sex or ethnicity.

24  Projection Method
2.4.1 Projection Method for Water shed Study Area (119 tracts)

The final method used in projecting the Watershed Study Area’ s population involved the
following procedures.
- The Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning provided a dataset
of population projections by census tracts for the years 2000, 2015 and 2030.
These point years were originally developed as TAZ level projections. The
County (DP&Z) summed these TAZ level point year projections into their
corresponding census tracts and minor statistical areas (MSA). The County’s
process for projecting population to the year 2030 is as follows:

- Project populations by MSAs. A logistic curve was developed for each
MSA based on the historic growth patterns and the estimated residential
capacity of each MSA (See DP& Z, Population Projections by MSA, p. 5);

- Sum MSAsfor County total;

- Compare MSA sum to independent County projection. This independent
projection is based on births, deaths, domestic in-migration, domestic out-
migration and net immigration;

- Adjust individual MSASs, so the total MSA sum equal's the independent
County projection; and

- Population which would normally go to more urban MSAs or other
builtout MSAs may be reassigned because no more residential capacity is
availablein that MSA.

Linear interpolation was used by the K&S team to estimate the five-year
increment or interval years in between the point estimates provided by the
County.

Extrapolating the projections from 2030 to 2050 involved extracting and applying
the implied growth rates obtained from the County’s projection method of fitting
logistic curves to the data at the MSA level of aggregation. The decelerating rate
of population growth, implied by the logistic curve plateau area region, was
applied to the interval years beyond 2030.

The rate of change for 2015-2030 was used to project population out to the year
2050, in five-year increments for census tracts.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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The same method of applying extracted logistic curve growth rates was used in
extending the projections of households from 2030 to 2050.

To determine the projected average household size projected population was
divided by projected households per individual census tract.

The procedure was conducted for each of the 119 census tracts corresponding to the
Watershed Study Area.

2.4.2 Projection Method for Miami-Dade County Seasonal/Transient

Research and data from Miami-Dade County was used to estimate the relevant share of
seasonal/transients population within the Watershed Study Area by referring to the MSAs
defining the Watershed Study Area.

2.4.3 Projection Method for Monroe County Data

Although certain service populations are located outside of the Watershed Study Area's
boundaries, these populations place resource demands on South Miami-Dade County and
should therefore be considered. Because South Miami-Dade County provides water and
other resources to support the Florida Keys, it was decided to also evaluate the seasonal
populations frequenting the Keys in order to understand future population demands on
water resources and other infrastructure. The Biscayne Aquifer is the groundwater
supply source for the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority (FKAA).  The wellfield
supplying water to Monroe County is located in a pineland preserve west of Florida City
within the Watershed Study Area.*

Monthly data relating to airline passenger deplanements and the number of cruise ship
passengers for Key West were also used to extend Monroe County's seasona projections
beyond 2015. The seasonal projections were combined with extended permanent resident
population projections to determine the functional population projections for Monroe
County out to the year 2050.

2.4.4 FactorsInfluencing Accuracy
The following factors can influence the accuracy of the population projections.

Time. For long-range forecasts, 5-year periods are more variable than those for 10-15
years, or 20 years or more. Most studies have focused on the time frame of 5 to 20
years for forecasting. On average, the forecast accuracy declines as the time horizon
increases. Very little is known about the accuracy of forecasting either for less than 5
years or beyond 25 years. This means that a forecast out to the year 2050 will have
some uncertainty associated with it.

! See 2003 Monroe County Public Facilities Capacity Assessment, p. 40.
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Type of Population. The errors are not the same for different age group populations
being estimated. Large errors (20% - 29%) can be found in the 0-14 and 65+ age
group forecasts because of the larger variability inherent in these populations. When
Mean Absolute Percent Change errors (MAPEs) are used as the accuracy
measurements, the individual age groups MAPEs are about 40% larger compared to
the total population group’s MAPE.

Sze of Population. The forecast errors decrease as the population size being projected
increases. In other words, accuracy improves as the population size increases, but
this phenomenon is also tied to the size of the geographic area where the population
lives. There appears to be an upper limit or threshold, after which the accuracy of the
forecast declines. On average, the following errors have been detected for 10-year
forecasts:

Tablel
Comparison of Projection Error Based on Population Size
Population Size/L evel Mean Absolute Percent
of Geography Change Error (MAPE)
States 4% - 8%
Counties 8% - 14%
Census Tract 15% - 21%

Source: Smith et al., State and Local Population Projections

While there is an effect of population size on the accuracy of the projections, there
does not seem to be an effect on the bias — whether the projection is too high or too
low, compared to the actual .

Population Growth Rates. Forecast errors are influenced greatly by growth rates of
the areas being projected. The errors are smallest for counties that are growing
sowly but surely, that possess a small, positive rate. As the growth rate deviates in
either direction from this center of gravity, the error will get larger, with the largest
errors occurring furthest away from the center.

Length of Base Period. A common rule of thumb is that the length of the base period
(that period which provides the historical data) should balance the length of the
forecast time period. In other words, if the forecast is for 10 years, then the base
period should be at least 10 yearslong. However, if the forecast is for 40 years or so,
there is no benefit in accuracy if the base period is extended 40 years also. If the base
period is too short, then short-run fluctuations may be incorrectly interpreted as long-
term trends in the forecasts. If the base period is too long, then forecasts may come
from historical trends that are no longer valid in the population. Base periods
between 10 and 20 years appear to be the most useful in determining projections with
reasonable accuracy. The current thinking is that for short-range projections (less
than 10 years), a matching short base period is satisfactory, but for long-range
projections, at least 10 years of base period is required for accurate results.
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Uncertainty. If the forecasts are being used for illustrative purposes only, then thereis
no uncertainty unless there is an error in the math. However, if the forecasts are
being used for planning or other estimation purposes, then there can be substantial
uncertainty.

Some methods for expressing uncertainty are the following:

Range of forecasts. In the most common method arange of forecasts is created by
using different assumptions for the cohort-component method. No explicit
measure of uncertainty can be provided by this range. Ranges usually understate
the amount of uncertainty, and the amount can be rather substantial. Ranges are
very helpful for observing the differences that occur due to changes in
assumptions.

Prediction Intervals with Satistical Model Fitting. If a probability interval is
desired for a forecast, whereby the forecast is expected to fall within the interval
with a specified probability, then a statistical model isfit to the data, or a measure
of variability is derived from the base period data. Autoregressive Integrated
Moving Average (ARIMA) models are the most common statistical models used
for forecasting purposes. The prediction intervals are valid only to the extent that
the underlying assumptions for the models are valid, and that the model fit is
acceptable.

Prediction Intervals Based on the Distribution of Past Errors. Using data from
past errors of appropriate projections prediction intervals can be calculated for the
current projection series. One can look at the errors and calculate prediction
intervals for the measure of accuracy that is being used for assessing the
projections.

Combination of Forecasts. Combining severa (4-5) forecasts into one final
forecast usually works better than using an individual forecast because there is
more information going into the final forecast when combinations are used.
Several forecasts are made with the same or different methods and then combined
in one of several ways to produce the final forecast. There is no agreement on
how to combine forecasts, and simple averaging is used extensively.
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2.4.5 Summary of Empirical Evidence on Population Forecasting Accuracy and Bias
Below isasummary of empirical evidence on population forecasting:

Forecast accuracy generally increases with population size;
Accuracy is best for places with low, steady, positive growth rates,
Accuracy declines as growth rates go high and positive, or negative in any
amount;
Average errors will vary with the launch year mostly for bias measurements,
Average absolute errors tend to grow steadily and linearly with the length of the
projection horizon;
A base period of 10 yearsis generally necessary and sufficient for ssmple methods
that project total population;

No single projection method is consistently more accurate than any other for
projections of total population;
There is no way to predict whether projections will be too high or too low;

Some reasonable ballpark estimates of mean absolute percent errors are provided
in Table 2;

Projections for very far future time frames are not able to provide highly accurate
forecasts; and

Despite their limitations, projections still provide one of the best tools for
planning intelligently for the future.

Table2
Typical M ean Absolute Percent Change Errorsfor
Population Projections by Level of Geography and Length of Horizon

Leve of | Length of Horizon (years

Geography 5 |10 |15 |20 |25 |30
State 3 |6 |9 |12 |15 |18
County 6 |12 |18 |24 |30 | 36
CensusTract | 9 18 |27 |36 (45 A4

Source: Adapted from Smith et al., State and
Local Population Projections, p 340
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2.5  Population Projection Results and Discussion

2.5.1 Permanent Resident Projected Population

The population projections for 20002050 are presented in Table 3 and graphically in

Figure 1.

Table3
Water shed Study Area Population and Household Projections
Average
Household

Y ear Population | Households Size

2000 790,835 265,559 2.98
2005 871,807 290,840 3.00
2010 952,779 316,121 3.01
2015 1,033,751 341,402 3.03
2020 1,097,384 361,917 3.03
2025 1,161,016 382,431 3.04
2030 1,224,649 402,946 3.04
2035 1,288,282 423,461 3.04
2040 1,351,914 443,975 3.05
2045 1,415,547 464,490 3.05
2050 1,479,180 485,005 3.05

Table 3 displays the projected Watershed population, number of households and average
household size out to the year 2050. By 2025 the projections show that 382,431
households and 1,161,016 persons will permanently reside in the Watershed Study Area.
By 2050 the projections show that 485,005 households and 1,479,180 persons will
permanently reside in the Watershed Study Area.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan
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Figurel

Watershed Study Area Projected Population and Households
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Figure 1 graphically depicts the population and household projections to the year 2025 in
five-year increments and aso shows the 2050 projection.

As shown in Table 4, the Watershed Study Areais expected to account for 39 percent of
the countywide population in the year 2050.

Table4
Comparison of Water shed Population Projections and
Countywide Population Projections

Y ear Water shed County Population Watershed asa
Population Per centage of the
County Total
2000 790,835 * 2,253,485 ** 35%
2025 1,161,016 * 3,019,785 ** 38%
2050 1,479,180 * 3,810,635 *** 39%
Sources:

*  Keith and Schnars Team

**  Miami-Dade County EAR October 2003

*** Final Report —Municipal and Industrial Water Use Forecast, Initial CERP Update —
Medium Population Projection

Because resource demands cut across jurisdictional boundaries, the population
projections consider other "functional” populations for this sub-task. The functiona
population considers the peak seasonal population combined with the permanent resident
population. South Miami-Dade County also supplies potable water to Monroe County.
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For this reason Monroe County was aso included within the projected total functional
population for the Watershed Study Area. In October 2002, the South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD) increased the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority (FKAA)
Water Use Permit (WUP) allocation. The WUP increases FKAA's potential withdrawals
to an average of 19.93 million gallons per day (mgd) and a maximum of 23.79 mgd. The
wellfield supplying water to Monroe County is located in a pineland preserve west of
Florida City within the Watershed Study Area. The groundwater extracted from the
wellfield is treated at the J. Robert Dean Water Treatment Facility in Florida City. After
treatment, the water is pumped via a 130-mile long pipeline to the Florida Keys.

2.5.2 Projected Watershed Study Area Populations by Watershed Drainage Basins,
Minor Statistical Areas (M SAs) and Census Tracts

Figure 2 shows the Watershed Study Areda's drainage basins. It is useful to group the
population and household projections by basin to show where expected population
growth will place development pressure on catchment areas. Households, as well as
being receptors, are also stressors that place demands on the Watershed' s water delivery
and water quality processes.

The future living arrangements of households around both lower and upper catchment
areas can be expected to influence water quality and delivery and environmental quality.
Tables 5 and 7 portray the distribution of projected households and population by
drainage basin. The picture or “story” suggested by the projected distribution of
households by drainage basin is based on DP&Z’s consideration of development
capacities adopted under the current 2015 Land Use Plan and take into account densities
expressed in residential dwelling units (DU) per acre. The land use scenario to be
developed in future tasks will closely evaluate the range of issues (water resources,
natural systems etc.) in distributing the projected populations within census tracts and
drainage basins, based on integrated water management planning principles.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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Figure 2
Water shed Drainage Basins and Census Tracts
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2.5.2.1 Projectionsby Drainage Basins

Population
Using currently adopted DP&Z methodologies, Table 5 shows the distribution of the

projected population by drainage basin while Table 6 shows the projected number of
households by basin. The population distribution may be similar to Scenario | required
by Sub-task 2.2. Scenario | requires the distribution of land uses based on current
approval processes and development trends.  The most populous drainage basin, C-2 is
located in the northern part of the Watershed, the upper catchment areas.

Table5
Projected Watershed Area Population by Drainage Basin

Cc-1 C- C- C- C- C-2 C-3 | Homestead | Model | Watershed
Y ear 100 102 103 111 Land Total
2000 | 132,618 | 209,740 | 22,000 | 65,995 | 4,796 | 265,685 | 84,355 38 5,608 790,835
2005 | 152,481 | 221,232 | 28557 | 79,640 | 6,491 | 288,581 | 85,608 67 9,150 871,807
2010 | 172,345 | 232,724 | 35,113 | 93,285 | 8,187 | 311,476 | 86,860 97 | 12,692 952,779
2015 | 192,208 | 244,216 | 41,670 | 106,930 | 9,882 | 334,372 | 88,113 126 | 16,234 1,033,751
2020 | 205,829 | 254,861 | 47,624 | 117,485 | 11,722 | 351,324 | 89,071 132 | 19,336 1,097,384
2025 | 219,450 | 265,505 | 53,578 | 128,040 | 13,563 | 368,277 | 90,028 137 | 22,438 1,161,016
2030 | 233,071 | 276,150 | 59,532 | 138,595 | 15,403 | 385,229 | 90,986 143 | 25,540 1,224,649
2035 | 246,692 | 286,795 | 65,486 | 149,150 | 17,243 | 402,181 | 91,944 149 | 28,642 1,288,282
2040 | 260,313 | 297,439 | 71,440 | 159,705 | 19,084 | 419,134 | 92,901 154 | 31,744 1,351,914
2045 | 273,934 | 308,084 | 77,394 | 170,260 | 20,924 | 436,086 | 93,859 160 | 34,846 1,415,547
2050 | 287,555 | 318,729 | 83,348 | 180,815 | 22,764 | 453,038 | 94,817 166 | 37,948 1,479,180
Shar e of Watershed Total by Basin (%):
2000 | 16.8% | 26.5% | 2.8% 83% | 0.6% | 33.6% | 10.7% 0.005% 0.7% 100.0%
2050 | 194% | 21.5% | 56% | 12.2% | 1.5% | 30.6% | 6.4% 0.011% 2.6% 100.0%

The reader is advised to examine Tables 5, 6 and 7 together with Figure 2. The last two
rows of Table 5 show the share of the total Watershed population, both current and future
for each basin. The projections show that basins C-1, C-102, C-103, C-111 and Model
Land are expected to accommodate a larger share of the population by 2050. Combined,
these basins will account for 41 percent of the Watershed's population by 2050,
compared to 29 percent in 2000. Table 6 shows the 2050 distribution of the Watershed
population by each basin’s share of the total and the location. The future distribution
takes into account the host community residential densities adopted under the Miami-
Dade County Comprehensive Development Master Plan, May 2001, as amended through
April 2001. Thisis one potential distribution of population and provides a starting point
for developing land use scenarios.
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Table6

Distribution of Projected (2050) Water shed Population

by Drainage Basin

Per cent Share of Total

Changein Share of

Basin L ocation Watershed Population | Watershed Population
2050 by Basin 2000 - 2050
cC-2 N 30.6% -3.0%
C-3 NE 6.4% -4.3%
c-1 N -to EW 19.4% 2.7%
Central

C - 100 NE 21.5% -5.0%
C-102 Central 5.6% 2.9%
C-103 S Central 12.2% 3.9%
C-111 SW 1.5% 0.9%
Homestead South 0.0% 0.0%
Model Land SE 2.6% 1.9%
Total: 100.0%

Table 6 shows that the drainage basins in the central and southern portions of the
Watershed Study Area are expected to accommodate a larger fraction of the area
population by 2050. This projected distribution represents the baseline expectation and
the land use scenario assessment (Task 3) will more closely evaluate the locational
implications of this distribution considering water quality, delivery and environmental
quality objectives.

Households
Table 7 shows the projected number of households by drainage basin. Both the

distribution of households and the future pattern of growth are the same as aready
described for Table 6.

Table7
Projected Watershed Area Households by Drainage Basin

cC-1]|c-10]| C- C- C- | €c-2 | C-3 | Homestead | Model | Watershed
Year 102 103 | 111 Land Total
2000 | 42,393 | 69,204 | 6,909 | 21,533 | 1,498 | 91,284 | 30,753 10| 1,975 265,559
2005 | 48,431 | 72,530 | 8,939 | 25,904 | 2,008 | 98,640 | 31,077 20| 3291 290,840
2010 | 54,469 | 75,857 | 10,969 | 30,275 | 2,518 | 105,996 | 31,400 30| 4,607 316,121
2015 | 60,507 | 79,183 | 12,999 | 34,646 | 3,028 | 113,352 | 31,724 40 | 5,923 341,402
2020 | 64,754 | 82,623 | 14,889 | 38,064 | 3,591 | 118,872 | 32,053 42 | 7,029 361,917
2025 | 69,002 | 86,062 | 16,779 | 41,481 | 4,155 | 124,392 | 32,382 44| 8134 382,431
2030 | 73,249 | 89,502 | 18,669 | 44,899 | 4,718 | 129,912 | 32,711 46 | 9,240 402,946
2035 | 77,496 | 92,942 | 20,559 | 48,317 | 5,281 | 135,432 | 33,040 48 | 10,346 423461
2040 | 81,744 | 96,381 | 22,449 | 51,734 | 5,845 | 140,952 | 33,369 50 | 11,451 443,975
2045 | 85,991 | 99,821 | 24,339 | 55,152 | 6,408 | 146,472 | 33,698 52 | 12,557 464,490
2050 | 90,238 | 103,261 | 26,229 | 58,570 | 6,971 | 151,992 | 34,027 54 | 13,663 485,005
Shar e of Watershed Total by Basin (%):
2000 | 16.0% | 26.1% | 26% | 81% | 06% | 34.4% | 11.6% 0.004% | 0.7% 100%
2050 | 18.6% | 21.3% | 54% | 121% | 1.4% | 313% | 7.0% 0.011% | 2.8% 100%
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2.5.2.2 Projectionsby MSA

Population
As shown in Table 8, projections were also grouped by MSAs and compared to groups

already reported within the EAR and planning level tiers.

Table8
Projected Population by Minor Statistical Area (MSA)
for the Watershed Study Area

MSA 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
5.1 9,278 9,411 9,545 9,678 9,772 9,866 9,960 10,054 10,148 10,242 10,336
53| 86,659 | 88,098 | 89,537 90,976 92,154 93,333 94,511 95,689 96,868 98,046 99,224
54| 80,813 | 82,118 | 83,423 84,728 85,738 86,747 87,757 88,767 89,776 90,786 91,796
55| 87,973 | 94,205 | 100,437 106,669 | 112,765 118,861 124,957 131,053 137,149 143,245 | 149,341
56| 35592 | 36,609 | 37,625 38,642 39,459 40,276 41,093 41,910 42,727 43,544 44,361
5.7 | 25578 | 27,266 | 28,955 30,643 32,459 34,274 36,090 37,906 39,721 41,537 43,353
58| 32,988 | 33,986 | 34,984 35,982 36,785 37,588 38,391 39,194 39,997 40,800 41,603
6.1 | 145,902 | 163,253 | 180,605 197,956 | 209,742 221529 | 233,315 | 245101 | 256,888 | 268,674 | 280,460
6.2 | 124,015 | 137,992 | 151,970 | 165,947 177,971 189,994 | 202,018 | 214,042 226,065 | 238,089 | 250,113
71| 42429 | 51,551 | 60,672 69,794 73,890 77,987 82,083 86,179 90,276 94,372 98,468
72| 36,175 | 42,740 | 49,305 55,870 62,265 68,660 75,055 81,450 87,845 94,240 | 100,635
73| 32,109 | 34,719 | 37,329 39,939 43,028 46,118 49,207 52,296 55,386 58,475 61,564
74| 45716 | 60,708 | 75,701 90,693 | 102,019 113,346 124,672 135,998 147,325 158,651 | 169,977
7.5 5,608 9,150 | 12,692 16,234 19,336 22,438 25,540 28,642 31,744 34,846 37,948

Total: | 790,835 | 871,807 | 952,779 | 1,033,751 | 1,097,384 | 1,161,016 | 1,224,649 | 1,288,282 | 1,351,914 | 1,415,547 | 1,479,180

By 2050, populations within MSAs 6.1 and 6.2 combined are expected to represent 36
percent of the Watershed' s total population compared to 34 percent in 2000. The share of
the total population is expected to rise to 11.5 percent in 2050, from 5.8 percent in 2000
in (MSA 7.4.) As mentioned, a host of other data and information from parallel tasks
(land use, natural systems, water modeling etc.) will also be evaluated against the
planning level expected baseline population projections shown in Tables 7 and 8, to
arrive at sustainable land use plans for these areas.

Households

By the year 2010, the projections show that the number of households can be expected to
rise by 19 percent to 316,121 from the 2000 level of 265,559, while the population is
expected to rise to 952,779 by 2010, a 22 percent increase from 2000. By 2010 the
projections imply arise in the average household size consistent with demographic trends
for the Watershed Study Area. Table 9 shows the distribution of the household
projections by MSA out to the year 2050.
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Table9
Projected Number of Households by Minor Statistical Area (M SA)
for the Watershed Study Area

MSA 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
5.1 3,511 3,546 3,582 3,617 3,650 3,682 3,715 3,748 3,780 3,813 3,846
53| 31,503 | 31,886 | 32,268 | 32,651 | 33,057 | 33,462 | 33,868 | 34,274 | 34,679 | 35085 | 35491
54| 28515 | 28,840 | 29,166 | 29,491 | 29,830 | 30,168 | 30,507 | 30,846 | 31,184 | 31,523 | 31,862
55| 30,772 | 32,721 | 34671 | 36,620 | 38,684 | 40,747 | 42,811 | 44,875 | 46,938 | 49,002 | 51,066
56| 11,988 | 12272 | 12555 | 12,839 | 13,112 | 13,386 | 13,659 | 13,932 | 14,206 | 14,479 | 14,752
57 8,250 8,741 9,232 9,723 | 10,311 | 10,899 | 11,487 | 12,075| 12,663 | 13,251 | 13,839
58| 11,098 | 11,362 | 11,626 | 11,890 | 12,158 | 12,425 | 12,693 | 12,961 | 13,228 | 13,496 | 13,764
6.1| 47,600 | 53,235 | 58,871 | 64,506 | 68,258 | 72,011 | 75,763 | 79515 | 83,268 | 87,020 | 90,772
6.2 | 39,350 | 43403 | 47457 | 51510 | 55239 | 58,967 | 62,696 | 66,425 | 70,153 | 73,882 | 77,611
71| 14041 | 17,005 | 19970 | 22934 | 24,257 | 25,579 | 26,902 | 28,225 | 29,547 | 30,870 | 32,193
72| 12,059 | 14,104 | 16,149 | 18,194 | 20,251 | 22,307 | 24,364 | 26,421 | 28,477 | 30,534 | 32,591
73| 10459 | 11,210 | 11,961 | 12,712 | 13,681 | 14649 | 15618 | 16,587 | 17,555 | 18,524 | 19,493
74| 14438 | 19,223 | 24,007 | 28,792 | 32,402 | 36,013 | 39,623 | 43,233 | 46,844 | 50,454 | 54,064
7.5 1,975 3,291 4,607 5,923 7,029 8,134 9,240 | 10,346 | 11,451 | 12557 | 13,663

Total: | 265,559 | 290,840 | 316,121 | 341,402 | 361,917 | 382,431 | 402,946 | 423,461 | 443,975 | 464,490 | 485,005

2.5.2.3 Projections by Census Tract

The projections by census tract are provided in Appendices C and D.
2.6  Seasonal/Transient Projections

2.6.1 Background, Relevant Data & Method

The following section describes the data and procedures that were used to project the
Watershed Study Area seasonal population.

Data and research compiled by the DP&Z were assembled and manipulated.? The
underlying dataset developed by the DP&Z relied on a study of sales tax data from the
State of Florida. The DP& Z evaluated differences in the monthly level of taxable salesin
excess of an established permanent resident baseline figure. Residual sales amounts
beyond the baseline were then attributed to purchases made by temporary non-residents.
The analysis was performed for the years 1980 to 1990, yielding a time series of 11 years.
Estimates of these visitor expenditures were then used to translate the taxable sales
figures into the number of visitors. The updated research by the DP&Z relied on survey
datafor the years 1990 to 1997.

The two datasets were spliced together and a time series analysis was performed. The
data was evaluated for seasonality and statistical tests were performed around mean peak
monthly values. The annual time series for the County was projected forward by first

2 See Seasonal/Transient Popul ation-Miami-Dade County, Florida-Research Section, Miami-Dade
Department of Planning and Zoning, December 1999.
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estimating a time trend equation with parameters using linear regression. The time trend
was estimated with linear regression based on regressing a time series of peak month
seasonal population values (1980 to 1997, 18 years) against time.

A constant share technique was then applied to the extended projections to estimate the
Watershed Study Areas share of the transient population. The constant share was
derived by examining the ratio of the sum of the relevant MSAs for the Watershed Study
Areato the total County's seasona population for the peak demand month.

It was decided not to make any adjustments for Hurricane Andrew's spike in seasonal
relief workers and other catastrophic event personnel reflected in the historic data for
1992. This decision was based on the view that at some point this sort of weather event
will recur. Therefore, treating the data points related to Hurricane Andrew as statistical
outliers would be discounting the impact of weather events on the seasonal/transient's
historic peak month time series trend line rate of growth.® This decision is responsive to
comments made by the TRC to consider the impacts of wet and dry years and hurricanes
on the population.

The following tables are based on historical data provided by the DP&Z and show a
comparison of the total seasona population (estimated for 1997) by the type of
accommodation for both the County and the Watershed Study Area. The data displayed
in Table 10 represents an average number of overnight visitors on any given day for the
peak month. The peak month is referenced because resource requirement planning is
based on peak demand. Table 10 demonstrates that the majority of seasonal visitorsto the
Watershed Study Area (on any given day of the peak month) would most likely stay in
hotels and nonresident households, followed by family, friends and trailer
parks/’campgrounds. Campsites, marinas and trailer parks as well as private homes of
friends are relatively more popular within the Watershed Study Area compared to the
County as awhole, astypes of accommodations.

Table 10
Miami-Dade County and Water shed Study Area's Share of Seasonal/Transient
Population for Peak Month in 1997 - By Type of Accommodation

Water shed
Miami- | % of | Watershed | % of asa % of
Dade Total Area Total Miami-
Type of Accommodation MSAs MD MSAs WA Dade Cty.
Hotels, Motels, & Rooming
1 | Houses 65,971 44.4% 11,579 33.8% 17.6%
2 | With Family & Friends 19,761 13.3% 8,454 24.7% 42.8%
Trailer Park, Marinas &
3 | Campgrounds 8,321 5.6% 4,890 14.3% 58.8%
4 | Nonresident Households 54,531 36.7% 9,304 27.2% 17.1%
5 | Tota Visitors 148,584 | 100.0% 34,227 | 100.0% 23.0%
Source: Miami-Dade County, " Seasonal/Transient Population”, Dec. 1999
Note: Study Arearelevant transient MSAs encompass MSAs5.1- 7.5
3 Anoutlier is an unusually small or large data value.
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Table 11 shows the distribution of seasonal visitors by MSA group ranges within the
Watershed Study Area. The bulk of seasonal visitors to the Watershed Study Area come
to the Northeast and Southern parts of the Watershed. It is acknowledged that the
distribution portrayed in Table 11 is dated and does not reflect new developments or
accommodations such as new hotels and housing stock. However the data is useful for
reference and estimation purposes.

Table 11
1997 Distribution of Average Daily Overnight Visitors by Type of Accommodation
within M SA for Watershed Study Area - (Based on 1997 Peak M onth)

North SE
NE Central NW Central | Southern

Type of Accommodation 51- 53 54-58 |61-62| 71-72 | 7.3-75 | Total:
Hotels, Motels, & Rooming

1 | Houses 8,141 1,012 449 1,977 | 11,579

2 | With Family & Friends 2,856 2,337 1,917 656 688 | 8,454
Trailer Park, Marinas &

3 | Campgrounds 139 210 1,872 2,669 | 4,890

4 | Nonresident Households 3,678 1,374 910 256 3,086 | 9,304

5| Tota Visitors 14,814 4,933 2,827 3,233 8,420 | 34,227

Source: Miami-Dade County, "Seasonal/Transient Population”, Dec. 1999
Note: Study Arearelevant transient MSAs encompass MSAs 5.1 - 7.5

Table 12 shows the projected annual seasonal populations for the Watershed Study Area
out to the year 2050. Seasonal populations do not remain with the Watershed Study Area
for the entire year. Seasonal population represents the number of seasonal residents and
visitors to the Watershed Study Area on any given evening throughout the year on
average, based on the peak month.
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Table12
Watershed Study Area M SAs
Projected Annual Seasonal Population
(Average Daily Overnight Visitors) for Peak Month

Average Daily
Year | Overnight Visitorsfor
Peak Month
1997 34,227
2000 44,442
2005 46,218
2010 47,993
2015 49,769
2020 51,544
2025 53,320
2030 55,095
2035 56,871
2040 58,646
2045 60,422
2050 62,197

The projections shown in Table 12 demonstrate that on any given evening during a peak
month, the number of seasonal visitors to the Watershed Study Area is expected to rise to
46,218 in 2005 and to 62,197 by 2050.

2.7 Monroe County Population Placing Resour ce Demands on the Watershed Study
Area

As mentioned above, South Miami-Dade County provides water resources to support
Monroe County. In October 2002, the South Florida Water Management District
increased the FKAA Water Use Permit (WUP) allocation. The WUP increases FKAA's
potential withdrawals to an average of 19.93 million galons per day (mgd) and a
maximum of 23.79 mgd. The wellfield is located in a pineland preserve west of Florida
City within the Watershed Study Area. The groundwater extracted from the wellfield is
treated at the J. Robert Dean Water Treatment Facility in Florida City. After treatment,
the water is pumped via a 130-mile long pipeline to the Florida Keys.”

Because of these resource demands that cut across jurisdictional boundaries, the
population projections must consider other "functional” populations as part of the
planning exercise. The functional population considers the peak seasonal population
combined with the permanent resident population.

* See 2003 Monroe County Public Facilities Capacity Assessment, p. 40.
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2.7.1 Data, Method, and Results of Seasonal, Permanent and Functional
Population Projections for Monroe County

Water supply for Monroe County residents and visitorsis provided by the same source as
Miami-Dade utilities. Therefore, population projections for Monroe County are relevant
to the SMDWSP. Datarelevant to analyzing both the permanent and seasonal population
for Monroe County was assembled. Monroe County's permanent and seasonal historic
and projected data was obtained from 1990 to 2015 in five-year increments.” The historic
data points were interpolated between years and an annual historic time series was
created.

The Keith and Schnars Team also obtained data from the Monroe County Tourist
Development Council on airline passenger deplanements in Key West and the number of
cruise ship passengers. These time series were reviewed and it was found that the airline
passenger datawas very stable over time. However, the number of cruise ship passengers
has been trending upwards since rebounding from September 11, 2001, above and
beyond previous ranges. The historic time series for seasonal population was then plotted
against the peak monthly data observations for both air and cruise ship passengers
combined.

Figure 3 shows the linear relationship and equation that was ultimately used to project the
peak seasonal population for Monroe County. The equation does not account for the
relationship between peak seasonal population and auto visitors to Monroe County but
was used because it reflected recent data on trendsin cruise ship activity.®

To project seasonal population beyond the years provided by Monroe County, the
equation in Figure 3 was used. Both arline deplanements to Key West and the number
of cruise ship passengers were projected separately and then combined as one
independent variable. Time trend equations were fitted to each separate time series using
linear regression.

To project the resident permanent population beyond 2015, the last year projected by
Monroe County, atime trend equation was fitted to the historic and projected time series
using linear regression. The two projected times series, both seasonal and permanent,
residents were then combined into one projection for the functional population out to the
year 2050.

® See lbid., p. 15.
® The data was available in monthly format from 1995 to through July of 2003. The year 2003 was then
annualized and used in the regression.
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Figure 3

Monroe County, FL - Scatter Plot of Seasonal Population versus Peak Month Key West Air
and Cruiseship Passengers
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Monroe County's assumptions and expectations for a leveling off or flattening in the
permanent resident projected population in 2015 were incorporated into the extended
projections. The 2015 population projection was extended to 2050 by estimating a trend
line using the logarithmic functional form. Table 13 shows the results of the projections
for peak seasonal, permanent resident and combined functional populations for Monroe
County out to 2050.

Table 13
Monroe County, Florida
Seasonal, Permanent and Functional Population Projections

Seasonal Permanent Functional
Y ear Projection Projection Projection
1990 70,493 78,855 149,348
1995 71,266 82,990 154,256
2000 73,491 85,622 159,113
2005 74,800 88,305 163,105
2010 76,474 90,326 166,800
2015 78,148 90,654 168,802
2020 79,822 91,000 170,822
2025 81,497 91,649 173,146
2030 83,171 92,214 175,385
2035 84,845 92,714 177,559
2040 86,519 93,162 179,681
2045 88,193 93,568 181,761
2050 89,867 93,940 183,807

Source: Monroe County and consultant calculations. 2003 Monroe
County Public Facilities Capacity Assessment, p. 15.
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2.8 Homestead Air Reserve Base

In 1990, the Homestead Air Reserve Base (HARB) had a reported total military related
population of 14,277 persons. This population was comprised of 6,534 military
personnel (4,467 active duty military, 1,566 reservists, and 479 trainees), 5,506
dependents of active duty military personnel, and 2,187 civilian employees, including
appropriated fund personnel, non-appropriated fund personnel, federal credit union
employees and contractors.” In 1993, a year after Hurricane Andrew, the HARB was
downsized and the population dropped dramatically.

The base is now home to the 482nd Fighter Wing, Air Force Reserve. The wing
maintains and operates Homestead Air Reserve Station within the Homestead and Florida
City vicinity of the Watershed Study Area. The 482nd Wing is afully combat-ready unit
capable of providing F-16C multi-purpose fighter aircraft, aong with mission ready
pilots and support personnel, for short-notice worldwide deployment. The Wing presently
has more than 1,500 members, including approximately 1,200 reservists, of which 250
are full-time reservists, in addition to 300 full-time civilians.®

Over the course of the study period, the Keith and Schnars Team will monitor and report
on developments at the HARB that could appreciably influence the Watershed Study
Areds population. The Keith and Schnars Team will periodically check on any
developments that could possibly impact the area population during the Study’s tenure.
The distribution of population on the HARB will be consistent with the current plan
being implemented by the County Manager’ s Office.

3.0 CONCLUSION

Table 14 summarizes the data presented in this report and focuses on key years over the
long-term planning horizon. The population projections task first reviewed additional
demographic information for the Watershed that is necessary for appreciating how past
trends could possibly influence the areas projected population and number of
households.  Projections were also developed out to the year 2050 for the Watershed
Study Area population and number of households. Specia seasonal/transient populations
have also been projected including an extenson of Monroe County's functiona
popul ation because these populations influence resource demands.

" Homestead AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS, p. 3-4.
8 http://www.global security.org/military/agency/usaf/482fw.htm
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Table 14
Water shed Study Area Projections Summary

2000 2005 2015 2025 2050
1) Population 790,835 | 871,807 | 1,033,751 | 1,161,016 | 1,479,180
2) Households 265,559 | 290,840 341,402 382,431 485,005
3) Average Household Size 2.98 3.00 3.03 3.04 3.05
4) Seasonal/Transient and Special Populations
Watershed Seasonal Population (Average 44,442 46,218 49,769 53,320 62,197
Daily Overnight Visitors) for Peak Month
Monroe County Functional Projected | 159,113 | 163,105 168,802 173,146 183,807
Population
5) Total Effective Population (1 + 4) 994,390 | 1,081,130 | 1,252,322 | 1,387,482 | 1,725,184

Table 14 shows that by 2025 the Watershed will have 382,431 households, 1,161,016

persons and an average household size of 3.04 persons.

Combining the seasond

populations who will frequent the Watershed Area and the Monroe County functional
population will result in a projected effective population of 1,387,482 persons by 2015.
By 2050, the Watershed will have 485,005 households, 1,479,180 persons and an average
household size of 3.05 persons. The functional population will result in a projected
effective population of 1,725,184 persons by 2050.
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ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND DEMOGRAPHIC HISTORY
Population and Households by Minor Statistical Area (MSA)

This section of the report provides additional information that will pertains to TRC
comments relating to household size and composition. The Watershed is comprised of
119 census tracts that aggregate to 14 MSAs. The tract aggregations for MSAs 5.1, 5.3
and 5.4 only reflect portions (roughly eight percent, 74 percent and 64 percent) of the
respective total populations of these MSAs because the MSAs are split by the Watershed
Study Area.

Some additional demographic background will be presented at the MSA summary level
so that the reader is aware of which census tracts correspond to their respective MSAs
and where the MSAs are located in relation to the Watershed Study Area. Figure 1
illustrates the location of the MSAs within the Watershed Study Area. The detailed
appendices showing tract level information also show which census tracts correspond to
their respective MSAs. In addition, summary tables and figures showing MSA data are
presented with alocation reference column next to the MSA code (i.e,, N, S, W, etc.).
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Households and Average Household Size

Table A.1 provides a comparison of the number of households comprising the Watershed
Study Area and the proportion of Hispanic households. The Census defines "household"
to include all the people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence.
Household size is defined as the total number of people living in a housing unit.
Hispanic households are defined as those that contain a householder who is Hispanic or
Latino. Table A.1 demonstrates that the Watershed Study Area contains about one-third
of al households in Miami-Dade County, the majority of who are Hispanic. The ratios
are similar for the proportion of Hispanic households within the Watershed Study Area
vis a vis the County's total number of Hispanic households. However, there are
differences in average household size. The share of total Hispanic households is
expected to rise over time in Miami-Dade County consistent with population trends.®
Table A.1 shows that average household size is larger among Hispanic households within
the Watershed Study Area.

TableA.1
Census 2000 Summary
Household Characteristicsin Miami-Dade and Water shed Study Area
Other
Water shed Census

Census Tracts Miami-Dade

Tracts (MD) County
Households (HH)
Total Households 263,515 513,259 776,774
Hispanic Households 151,027 286,484 437,511
Hispanic as % of Total 57.3% 55.8% 56.3%
Average Household Size
All Households 3.04 2.83 2.90
Hispanic Households 3.29 2.96 3.07

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Tables P15. Households, P15H.Hispanic
or Latino Householder. P17.Average Household Size, P17H. Average Household Size (Hispanic or Latino
Householder), H3 Occupancy Status Housing Units.

® The share of the County's Hispanic population is projected to rise to 64.3% by 2010 from 57.3% in 2000.
See Table 1.1-3 Population Projections by Race & Hispanic Origin, Miami-Dade County, Florida: 1950-
2010, p. 1-32, Adopted 2003 Evaluation and Appraisal Report, Comprehensive Devel opment Master Plan,
Miami-Dade County, Florida, October 2003.
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Watershed Study Area by Size (Square Miles), Population and Households by M SA

Table A.2 summarizes the distribution of the relevant area data and shows population by
MSA and density. For some MSAS, the Watershed Study Area only contains afew of the
constituent census tracts. These areas are noted in the table. Table A.2 also shows a
geographic reference column necessary to orient the data to a particular area within the
Watershed Study Area. The Watershed Study Area south of Eureka Drive was classified
as South and the area between Tamiami Trail and Eureka Drive was classified as North.
This description is dlightly different than the terminology used by the County to describe
planning level tiers that coincide with the Watershed Study Area (See Figure A.1).

The bulk of the Watershed Study Area population and households are concentrated in the
Northwest within MSAs 6.1 and 6.2. About one-fifth of the population and households
are concentrated in the southern portion of the Watershed Study Area below Eureka
Drive that contains 79 percent of the area. Appendix B provides a breakdown of the
square miles, population, households, average household size and housing units by
census tract.

TableA.2
Water shed Study Area - Size, Population and Households - Census 2000
Population Total
Geo | Square | % of Sq. % of Density Households

MSA Ref Miles Miles Population Pop. Pers/Sg.M (HH) % of HH

5.1\a NE 11 0.3% 10,273 1.3% 9,476 3,511 1.3%
5.3\b NE 14.6 4.0% 84,856 | 10.5% 5,803 31,503 12.0%
54\c NC 15.3 4.1% 88,384 | 11.0% 5,794 28,515 10.8%
5.5 NC 17.1 4.6% 80,111 | 10.0% 4,693 30,836 11.7%
5.6 NE 15.3 4.1% 32,484 4.0% 2,127 11,799 4.5%
5.7 NE 9.1 2.5% 25,346 3.1% 2,774 8,250 3.1%
5.8 NC 6.7 1.8% 35,040 4.4% 5,208 10,943 4.2%
6.1 NW 36.3 9.8% 156,625 | 19.5% 4,320 47,600 18.1%
6.2 NW 42.0 11.4% 125,812 | 15.6% 2,995 39,330 14.9%
7.1 SE 18.9 5.1% 41,644 5.2% 2,209 13,869 5.3%
7.2 SW 427 11.6% 39,273 4.9% 919 12,129 4.6%
7.3 SW 12.6 3.4% 32,367 4.0% 2,567 9,707 3.7%
7.4 SE 34.2 9.3% 48,265 6.0% 1,413 13,784 5.2%
7.5 S 102.5 27.8% 4,330 0.5% 42 1,739 0.7%
Total: 368 100% 804,810 | 100% 2,185 263,515 100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Notes: \a Study Area population represents 8.4% of total MSA 2000 population (123,002)
\b Study Area population represents 71% of total MSA 2000 population (120,073)
\c Study Area population represents 86.5% of total MSA 2000 population (102,200)
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Key Household Differences

Table A.3 highlights some key household size and characteristic distinctions that can
potentially influence the projected populations and the number of households within the
Watershed Study Area.

TableA.3
Water shed Study Area Households and Average Household (HH) Size by M SA-
Census 2000
% of All HHs Average
% of Total Hispanic Average Hispanic
Total Total Hispanic | Hispanic | HHsasa% | Househo | Household

MSA Loc | Households HH HHs HHs Total HHs Id Size Size
5.1 NE 3,511 1.3% 3,181 2.1% 90.6% 2.91 3.00
5.3 NE 31,503 | 12.0% 18,395 12.2% 58.4% 2.63 2.71
5.4 NC 28,515 | 10.8% 22,411 14.8% 78.6% 3.00 3.17
5.5 NC 30,836 | 11.7% 14,892 9.9% 48.3% 2.65 3.02
5.6 NE 11,799 4.5% 3,354 2.2% 28.4% 2.79 3.30
5.7 NE 8,250 3.1% 1,995 1.3% 24.2% 3.05 3.52
5.8 NC 10,943 4.2% 2,052 1.4% 18.8% 3.18 3.69
6.1 NW 47,600 | 18.1% 39,418 26.1% 82.8% 3.26 3.36
6.2 NW 39,330 | 14.9% 23,965 15.9% 60.9% 3.14 3.36
7.1 SE 13,869 5.3% 4,579 3.0% 33.0% 3.12 3.52
7.2 SW 12,129 4.6% 5717 3.8% 47.1% 3.22 3.48
7.3 SW 9,707 3.7% 3,508 2.3% 36.1% 3.32 4.05
7.4 SE 13,784 5.2% 7,158 4.7% 51.9% 3.63 3.92
7.5 S 1,739 0.7% 402 0.3% 23.1% 2.43 3.17
Total: 263,515 | 100% | 151,027 100% 57.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data, Table P15. HOUSEHOLDS[1] - Universe:
Households, Table P17. AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE [1] - Universe: Households, P17H. AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE
(HISPANIC OR LATINO HOUSEHOLDER) [1] - Universe: Households with a householder who is Hispanic or Latino

On average, across the Watershed Study Area, households that are classified as having a
Hispanic or Latino householder account for 57 percent of al households in the watershed.
About 42 percent of the Hispanic households are concentrated in MSAs 6.1 and 6.2 in the
Northwest. An additional 37 percent are concentrated in the Northeast and North Central
MSAsof 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5.

This proportion of Hispanic out of total households (HH) varies by MSA as Table A.3
shows and ranges from 61 to 90 percent in the NW/NE (MSA 6.1, 6.2, 5.1) to under 30
percent for some MSAs adjacent to the Bay and in the North central part of the
Watershed Study Area (5.6, 5.7, 5.8). If the population and number of households
continue to shift in favor of Hispanic mgjorities, it can be expected that larger households
will become a more common characteristic of the Watershed Study Area. This
observation is stated with the caveat that this past trend may or may not persist over the
very long-term.*°

19 Observers have noted that after September 11th immigration patterns have the potentia to change as
different immigration policies and security measures are implemented in the U.S. and as a greater number
of South Americans choose Western Europe over North America as a relocation destination.
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Net Migration Relevant Data and I nformation
Distribution of Population by Hispanic Origins

In order to gain more insights concerning the composition of households throughout the
Watershed Study Area, the following section summarizes population origins across the
Watershed Study Area by MSA. The following tables can be compared and cross-
referenced to the average HH size data displayed in Table A.3 so that additional
household composition characteristics can be placed in both a geographic and cultural
context.

Figure A.2 highlights the diversity and rich cultural mix that is typical of the Watershed
Watershed Study Area. Figure A.2 also compares the non-Hispanic and main Hispanic
groups by MSA. In combination with other exhibits, Figure A.2 can be used to draw
inferences about internal movements within the County as some households have moved
to newer subdivisions from more traditional neighborhoods. For example, some
relatively more established Cuban populations concentrated along SW 8th Street in
MSAs 5.1 and 5.3 have migrated westward and south (to MSAs 6.1, 6.1, 7.2) to newer
homes that have only recently been constructed in the last several years.

This type of western intra-Watershed Study Area migration among certain populations is
also apparent in other exhibits that will be displayed below. Some relatively more recent
subdivisions are also comprised of relatively more recent populations. Figure A.2 shows
that the "Other Hispanic or Latino" share of total MSA population is comparatively larger
in MSAs 6.1 and 6.2 compared to other MSAs. Other Hispanic groups are more evenly
dispersed across the MSAs than is the Mexican origin population that is concentrated in
the southern Watershed Study Areas. Figures A.2, A.3 and A.4 were developed to
address TRC comments concerning the impact on household demand of internal
movements within the County as well as household composition and tenure.
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FigureA.2

Watershed Area Breakdown of Population by Origin Per MSA (% share of total population per MSA,
Census 2000)
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, QT-P9. Hispanic or Latino by Type: 2000, Data Set: Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1)
100-Percent Data

Immigration

The first part of the population growth task historical review demonstrated that net
migration is the most important and variable component of annual changes in population
in the Watershed Study Area. In order to address TRC comments concerning both
internal movements within the Watershed Study Area and immigration patterns and
arrivals, special Census data was assembled. The following exhibits summarize
information on residency in 1995 by MSA for the Watershed Study Area. The source of
this data is the U.S. Census 2000 Summary File 4 (SF 4) Sample Data, Table PCT49,
Residence in 1995 for the Population 5 Y ears and Over-State, County, and Place Level.

Figure A.3 plots the population per MSA on the left axis, located elsewhere in 1995.
“Located elsewhere” means that these persons were abroad. Abroad includes those
individuals whose previous residence was in a foreign country, at sea or on the U.S.
Island Areas (Guam, U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa). For the Watershed Study
Area, the overwhelming maority of these persons, 99 percent (56,748/56,996), were
located in another country in 1995.

The right axis shows the proportion or percent of these "abroad" populations as a share of
the total population for that particular MSA. On average, the percent of the population in
the Watershed Study Area located abroad in 1995 was 7.7 percent, sightly less than 9.4
percent for Miami-Dade County and greater than Florida's ratio of 3.9 percent. Severd
MSAs had abroad populations in 1995 that exceeded 9 percent (5.1, 5.5, 6.1, 7.3). Only
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two MSAs had ratios that were close to the state average (5.8 and 7.1). MSAs 5.8 and
7.1 are areas with non-Hispanic majority populations (Figure A.2).

FigureA.3

Population Per MSA Located Elsewhere in 1995 - Census 2000 Sample Data
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau
PCT49. RESIDENCE IN 1995 FOR THE POPULATION 5 YEARS AND OVER -- STATE, COUNTY, AND PLACE LEVEL [26] -
Universe: Population 5 years and over, Data Set: Census 2000 Summary File 4 (SF 4) - Sample Data

Domestic Migration

The comparison of residency location in 1995 can also be used to assess internal
movements both to the Watershed Study Area from other parts of the County as well as
from other states and regions across the United States. According to the Census 2000
Sample data, 51.2 percent of the Watershed Study Area's population was located in the
same house in 1995. This compares to ratios of 50 percent for Miami-Dade and 49
percent for Florida. Of the 48.8 percent of the Watershed Study Area population who
were in a different residence in 1995, 31 percent were within the County while 7.5
percent were residents of a different county within the United States on average. By
MSA, theseratios vary.

Figure A.4 shows that for the Watershed Study Area in the NW (MSA 6.2, including the
Kendall West area and Tamiami relevant tracts) about half of this population were not
residents of these particular areas in 1995 but mostly came from other areas within the
County. About one quarter of the MSA 7.5 population in the South apparently came to
the Watershed Study Area from outside the County between the years 1995 and 2000.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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FigureA.4

Breakdown of Watershed Area Population Located in Different City or Town (All
Within U.S. in 1995-Census 2000 total relevant pop = 283,845)
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Because of the demands placed on land usage and the Watershed environment over time,
background information on the number of Watershed Study Area households, housing
units and select characteristics will be reviewed in this section. This section will also
review the differences in living arrangements normalized to space or acres across the
various census tracts comprising the Watershed in 2000.

Table 4 provides a breakdown of select characteristics of households and housing units
within the Watershed Study Area compared to the entire County. Under the Census
reporting, the number of households is equivalent to the number of occupied housing
units. The table highlights the demands for housing that is apparent for the Watershed
Study Area households. The Watershed Study Area has a relatively higher share of
occupied units in relation to the County. Fewer housing units are available to
accommodate the number of Watershed Study Area households compared to other areas.

South Miami-Dade Watershed Study and Plan Keith and Schnars - Ecology & Environment Inc.
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TableA.4

Census 2000 Summary
Housing Characteristicsin Miami-Dade
County and the Watershed Study Area

Water shed Other Miami-
Census Census Dade
Tracts Tracts County
(MD)
Housing Units
Total 276,077 576,201 852,278
Occupied 263,515 513,259 776,774
Occupied as % of Total: 95.4% 89.1% 91.1%
Vacant 12,562 62,942 75,504
Vacant as % of Total: 4.6% 10.9% 8.9%
Housing Units per HH 1.048 1.123 1.097

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Tables P15. Households, H3 Occupancy Status Housing Units.

In terms of housing stock or units, Table A.4 shows that the Watershed Study Area
accounts for 32 percent of all units in Miami-Dade County of which a lesser relative
proportion (4.6 percent) are vacant. There are fewer available housing units per
household within the Watershed Study Area. On average, across all of the census tracts
that comprise the MSASs, owner occupied units account for 70 percent of total occupied
housing units in the Watershed Study Area. There is not much variation in this ratio with
the exception of MSA 7.3 where renter occupied units are in the majority (53 percent).

Population Density and Occupied Housing Units per Acre (Housing Density)

In order to compare population density across the various census tracts to the type of
housing units available to accommodate this population (in 2000), the scatter plot
contained in Figure A.5 was created. Figure A.5 organizes the population and housing
unit density datain away that highlights differences in housing arrangements and density
across Census tracts within the Watershed Study Area. Population density rises with
more intense forms of housing arrangements and development such as multi-family tract
townhouses. Population density is lower per square mile within areas characterized by
single-family detached units. Figure A.5 provides a way of grouping the data at the
census tract level that can then be used to interpret average relationships across tracts.

Figure A.5 plots the population density (persons per square mile) onthe'Y or vertical axis
against the number of Occupied Housing Units per Acre on the X or horizontal axis.
Each point or dot on the chart represents values associated with a particular census tract.
Square miles were converted to acres using the one-square mile equal to 640 acres
conversion value. Labels for select places or neighborhoods within the Watershed Study
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Area are also attached so that the reader can reference and envision the population and
housing unit density for that particular area.

For example, the Goulds neighborhood has an average population density of 1,401
persons per sguare mile and 0.64 housing units per acre. This neighborhood is
characterized by detached single-family homes. Moving aong the fitted line in a North
Easterly direction are census tracts that are more densely populated and crowded in terms
of the number of housing units per acre. In the Northwest border areas of the Watershed
Study Area boundary, parts of Tamiami and Kendall West have between 14,000 - 16,000
persons per square mile living in housing characterized by 7.5 and 8.0 units per acre.
These areas reflect multi-family row types of units and townhouses.

FigureA.5

Watershed Study Area - Scatter Plot of Population Density (persons/sq. mile) and Housing
persons/sq. mile Units per Acre for All Census Tracts
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population and Occupied Housing Units Census Tract data for 2000
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Figure A.6 examines the same data after converting square miles to acres and relating
population per acre to units. Figure A.6 shows that across the Watershed Study Area
Census tracts, adding one additional housing unit per acre at the margin, increases
population density by three persons per acre on average. Figures A.5 and A.6 can be
used to classify the type of housing units built since the last Census by understanding
what sort of population density is most likely associated with these types of structures
and living arrangements across the region.

Figure A.6
Scatter Plot of Population per Acre versus Occupied Housing Units per Acre for Watershed
Persons Per Acre Study Area Census Tracts
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Comment on Recent Construction Activity Since 2000

It should be noted that the Keith and Schnars Team are well aware of new housing units
being put in place since the 2000 Census. For example, it has been reported that
thousands of units have been built in the Homestead area in recent years and would not
be captured by the exhibits in this section. While the data in this report may not reflect
development activity occurring between 2000 and 2003, it nevertheless reveds the start
of certain trends related to higher density living arrangements.

As new data becomes available, the baseline snapshot provided in this report can be used
as a backdrop with which to group or categorize newer types of developments. Figure
A.5 shows a concentration of tracts clustered between various group ranges around the
regression line. For example, one cluster is visible for population densities of 4,000-
6,000 persons/square mile and 2.3 occupied units per acre. This cluster corresponds to
between six to ten persons per acre as Figure A.6 illustrates.
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Occupied Housing Unitsby Year Built
Owner Occupied Units

The Census 2000 aso reported information on the breakdown of the housing stock
vintage or tenure of occupied units by year built. The datais parsed into decade intervals
before the 1990s, while the 1990s are split up into narrower divisions.

Figure A.7 summarizes this information for the Watershed Study Area at the MSA level.
This data is rolled up from the underlying census tract level detail. Although the
comparison does not consider recent units built in the last few years, the chart does reveal
the start of certain trends that were captured by the last Census.

Figure A.7 demonstrates that the North Eastern and Northern portion of the Watershed
Study Area are comprised of predominantly older vintage housing. For example, almost
80 percent of the owner occupied housing units for the census tracts evaluated within
MSA 5.1 were built between 1939 and 1959. The occupied housing unit stock in 2000 is
relatively newer as one moves West and South within the Watershed Study Area. About
one half of owner occupied unitsin MSA 6.2 were constructed in the 1990s, while about
40 percent of MSA 7.5's units were built during that period. The proportion of total
owner occupied units built in the 1990's is represented by the sum of the violet, magenta
and pale yellow sections of the MSA bars.

FigureA.7

Watershed Study Area - Distribution of Owner Occupied Housing Units-Tenure by
Year Structure Built per MSA
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Appendix B - Page 1
Watershed Study Area Square Miles, Population, Households and Housing Units by MSA and Tract

Population Householids |Househn|d Size Housing Units

Census | Square Density Total Hispanic  Hisp Pop./ Total Hispanic Hisp HHS  [Average Awg. Hispanic Occ. Units

Mo, WS4, Tract Miles | (perfsg milel | Population | Population  Total Pop. Households  Households | Total HH |HH Size HH Size Total | Occupied  Unoccupied  per Acre
1 a1 a6 0.50 8426 4,245 371 87.4% 1,490 1,320 88.6% 283 292 1,534 1,490 44 462
2 51 &M 0.58 10,357 5028 5458 90.6% 2,02 1,861 92.1% 298 3.07 2 066 2021 45 5.44
3 53 H9M 0.51 8352 4.2 3,560 84.3% 1,491 1277 85.6% 277 287 1529 1,491 33 4.61
4 53 5902 052 8,262 4260 3734 87 7% 1,325 1,174 88.6% 3.08 3.19 1,349 1,325 24 4.02
5 53 5303 0.54 9630 5232 4 525 86.5% 1,631 1,440 88.3% 317 3.28 1,656 1631 25 468
5 53 5904 0.55 8,423 4 604 3,865 83.9% 1,533 1,299 84.7% 3.00 3.14 1570 1533 37 438
7 53 BO.O 083 6571 6418 4594 76.6% 2,111 1592 75.4% 3.01 325 2,185 21 74 3.53
g 53 BO.O2 1.12 4848 5417 4 255 78.5% 1,719 1,316 76.6% 3.03 329 1,782 1719 B3 240
9 53 B1M 0.83 5,108 50458 3,218 B3.7% 1,952 1,253 53.2% 252 265 2077 1,952 a5 3.75
10 53  B1.02 1.55 3 B56 4728 2,747 43.0% 2,408 1,069 44.4% 237 267 258 2408 250 243
1" 5.3 B2 1.15 8312 9480 £ 408 BE.9% 5247 3,354 F3.9% 1.83 1.94 5578 5247 3 7.1
12 5.3 72 0.35 8,221 2508 162 56% 1,060 47 4.4% 274 311 1,207 1,060 147 4.68
13 5.3 74 1.54 4047 5,244 2863 45.9% 2,495 1,051 42.1% 250 279 2p03 24595 105 253
14 53 75 076 3553 2 BB6 1,350 a0.3% 979 461 47.1% 264 2.98 1,032 979 53 202
15 53 7502 0.51 5425 2,754 330 12.0% 1 - 0.0% 2.00 0.00 1 1 - 0.oo
16 53 7503 0.21 6421 1,380 427 30.9% 395 172 43.2% 2.14 2.30 418 398 20 289
17 53 7B 0.54 4 589 2B70 1,508 A6.5% 345 a02 53.1% 2.81 314 74 346 28 276
18 53 7B.02 1.60 5408 5676 4,345 a0.1% 3,524 1651 46.9% 248 271 3B43 3524 119 3.43
19 53 7B.03 0.45 5 564 3426 633 18.5% 1,197 253 21.1% 2.84 246 1,249 1,197 a2 3.80
20 53 79 0.9z 3,797 3,504 1,405 40.1% 1,443 434 33.3% 2.4 3.00 1518 1453 o] 246
21 54 7702 283 2,154 5,091 3,868 63.5% 2,21 1,317 59.3% 273 312 2,300 224 79 1.23
22 54 85M 1.06 5222 545593 4877 74.0% 2,103 1,491 70.9% 31 341 2,134 2103 H 3.10
23 54 8502 0.96 5013 4830 3,40 70.4% 1,591 1,083 63.1% 3.02 329 1612 1,591 21 258
24 54 8601 1.07 4849 5,181 4,145 80.0% 1,497 1,177 78.6% 3.45 3.70 1,530 1,497 33 218
25 54 86.02 1.14 5,764 6543 4,902 74.9% 1,981 1,485 75.0% 327 346 2026 1,981 45 273
2 5.4 a7 1.72 5 968 12,005 9,164 76.3% 3477 2550 74.5% 341 370 3524 IAFT 47 3.15
27 54 8.0 [IR=E] 9072 9,005 7 552 85.6% 2,832 2577 91.0% 3.13 319 2883 2832 a1 445
25 54 8303 1.05 5471 5,750 5957 85.2% 2,128 1,996 93.8% 317 319 2172 2128 44 317
29 a4 G804 0.es 7 B35 7 A7E g,707 §3.5% 2478 2288 91.1% 3.04 3.10 2521 2479 42 3.80
an 54 8302 098 7 A53 7441 F,363 85.6% 2570 2274 88.5% 2.88 2493 2R03 2570 33 4.10
Ell 54 8304 1.08 1677 1813 457 26.9% 476 112 23.5% 221 2.2 G30 476 214 069
32 54 8305 087 10 609 10,295 8,764 85.1% 3,563 3 87.3% 288 294 364 3563 101 574
33 540 10111 0.41 10,256 4218 2681 63.6% 1,597 939 58.8% 264 297 1671 1597 74 5.07
34 55 7703 1.70 5011 8A25 4,795 a6.2% 3,902 1955 a0.1% 218 254 4114 3m02 212 358
35 55 7803 2.00 5088 10,201 4,951 48.8% 4,310 1876 43.5% 235 273 4 554 4310 244 3.36
36 55 8405 253 2545 5436 3,004 46.7% 2,245 57 42.6% 2.85 326 2310 2245 52 1.39
37 55 8407 1.59 4877 7748 4 555 53.3% 2 BRS 1478 55.4% 288 3.24 2757 2FE9 83 262
34 55 G409 2.06 2412 5,184 1,885 36.4% 1,595 a01 31.7% 272 3.23 1976 1,595 73 1.44
349 515 g4.1 1.01 6,376 6415 3,361 52.4% 2421 1,112 45.9% 265 311 24592 241 1 3.76
40 55 8411 1.27 f.814 8h/32 5,265 £1.0% 3,736 2201 63.9% 231 247 3889 3736 163 4.61
4 55  B412 1.01 G 657 6,752 4,155 61.5% 2470 1,460 59.1% 250 2.84 2B55 2470 185 3.81
42 55 B413 057 13,188 7A15 4 G5 62.5% 3,168 1,832 57.8% 236 265 3297 3,169 128 8.69
43 55 B4.14 1.78 4,130 7 341 3124 42.6% 2,358 910 38.6% 31 3.48 2399 2359 40 207
44 55  B415 1.55 3457 5357 1,720 32.1% 1,654 a10 30.8% 324 364 1671 1654 17 1.67
45 56 76.04 1.38 4079 1 E] 2175 38.7% 2602 877 33.7% 213 2.44 2p78 2p02 76 295
46 56 7801 0.s2 956 a76 163 18.6% 245 46 18.7% 3.35 391 253 246 7 0.42
47 56 7802 377 2,308 §,704 26RO 30.6% 2,816 764 27.1% 3.08 358 2857 2816 g1 1.17
45 56 7902 1.06 2568 3,157 955 31.5% 1,293 337 26.1% 243 3.01 1,367 1,293 74 1.80
49 1] a0 457 1,164 5275 2,108 40.0% 1,989 706 35.5% 265 3.18 2130 1,989 141 068
a0 56 a1 358 2476 8853 2170 24.5% 2853 624 21.9% 3.08 365 2912 2853 59 1.25
a1 57 82Mm 3.30 2526 8,337 2292 27.5% 2747 671 24.4% 3.03 350 2796 2747 49 1.30
52 57 8203 3.00 2763 8,291 2,118 255% 2723 623 22.9% 3.04 3.43 2777 2723 54 1.42
a3 57 8204 284 3074 g8718 2 5B8 29.5% 2,780 701 25.2% 3.07 362 2858 2780 78 1.53
a4 58 8303 1.73 4 957 8600 1401 16.3% 2642 381 14.4% 325 371 2814 2p42 172 238
55 55 8304 1.57 4718 7 357 357 5.2% 2,347 g2 3.5% 3.11 3.91 2 A58 2347 111 2.34
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Watershed Study Area Square Miles, Popul H holds and Housing Units by MSA and Tract
Population Households Household Size Housing Units

Census | Square Density Total Hispanic  Hisp Pop./ Tatal Hispanic Hisp HH/  |Average Avg. Hispanic| Oce. Units

Mo. MSA | Tract Miles [ (perfsg.mile)  Population | Population  Total Pop. Households | Households | Total HH - |HH Size HH Size Tatal OQccupied | Unoccupied | per Acre
56 58/ 8305 1.30 4116 5,368 1,750 326% 1900 549 289% 280 316 2,0m 1900 101 228
a7 5.8 8306 1.18 6157 7288 2,192 30.1% 2254 593 26.3% 321 3.69 2333 2254 79 295
58 5.8 8307 0.94 6786 §387 1,761 27 6% 1,800 447 24.8% 3153 3.96 1,854 1,800 a4 299
k] 6.1 101.24 277 809 2242 1,687 75.2% 581 448 771% 373 3.94 606 581 25 0.33
B0 6.1 101.46 11.34 1297 14710 11,536 78.4% 3558 3353 942% 356 357 3,565 3558 o7 0.49
61 6.1 101.47 059 9553 5623 49058 87.3% 1697 1573 92.7% 331 334 1735 1697 35 4.50
62 6.1 101.458 0.55 10115 5582 4815 86.3% 1,782 1529 85.8% 312 3.26 1,834 1,782 52 5.05
63 6.1 101.49 0.63 11,077 £ 952 6225 89.6% 2237 2090 93.4% 3.10 312 2302 2237 65 5.57
bd 6.1 10148 0.43 16,387 7004 6,379 N.1% 2392 2287 956% 2493 284 2461 2392 5] 8.74
65 6.1 101.51 1.21 4 465 5416 4,765 85.0% 1,461 1375 94.1% 366 3.65 1,487 1,461 26 1.8
66 6.1 101.52 1.04 6603 £.852 5,430 79.2% 1934 1569 81.1% 3% 3153 1,950 1934 16 2.91
67 6.1 101.53 4.28 2037 6719 6,749 77.A% 2603 2079 79.9% 3.34 3.42 2588 2603 g5 0.95
[5iE] 6.1 101.54 396 2705 10719 8,742 81.6% 2954 2538 85.9% 362 3.67 3,021 2954 67 1.16
B3 6.1/ 101.55 0.56 18371 10 369 8,448 81.5% 3.4m 25 82.4% 305 316 35593 3401 192 941
70 6.1 101.56 0.60 18,048 10,754 g.250 76.7% 3523 2 660 75.5% 3.05 3.27 3685 3523 162 9.24
71 6.1 10157 289 2436 7039 5,394 76.6% 1978 1565 79.1% 3.86 3.63 2038 1978 61 1.07
72 6.1 101.58 0.97 10,043 9740 7 865 80.7% 2902 2,451 84.5% 335 344 2945 2902 43 4.68
73 6.1/ 101.59 082 10429 8557 6,385 F47% 2599 2056 70.9% 295 322 3,082 2899 183 0.52
74 6.1 1016 0.72 9245 6650 4,184 62.9% 2332 1410 60.5% 284 3.08 2446 2332 114 5.07
75 6.1 10161 0.96 2418 9077 7428 g1.8% 2718 2334 85.9% hes) 341 2,764 2718 46 4.41
76 6.1 10162 0.50 11,071 5497 4528 82.4% 1,767 1510 85.5% 3.10 317 1,808 1,767 39 5.96
77 6.1/ 101.63 052 12,504 6,500 5,363 82.5% 2202 1865 047% 295 303 2,264 2202 62 6.62
78 6.1 101.64 0.91 9450 8623 6,130 71.1% 2679 1525 71.9% 319 345 2743 2679 64 4.59
79 6.2 101.14 4.80 1542 6730 5357 61.4% 2203 1,393 63.2% 336 3.582 2,286 2203 g3 0.77
a0 6.2 10165 292 1510 4413 3,196 72.4% 1,294 972 75.1% 341 3153 1,376 1,294 g2 0.69
a1 6.2 10166 1.02 9 446 9 598 6,319 65.8% 3,003 1947 64.8% 319 3.40 3136 3,003 133 4.62
a2 6.2 10167 26 4813 12 869 8,245 E4.1% 4285 2R02 B0.7% 300 329 4511 4285 226 250
g3 6.2 10165 1.14 11,181 12 693 g552 67.4% 3756 2525 67.2% 3F 3.60 3885 3756 129 8.17
g4 6.2 10169 0.85 9152 7 766 4639 59.7% 2853 1641 a7.5% 266 2.858 3,062 2853 209 5.25
g5 6.2 1017 13.57 a02 10,890 6,110 56.1% 3293 1,808 54.9% 3.30 3.53 3473 3293 180 0.35
a6 6.2/ 101.71 309 1,163 3593 1,608 44.8% 1.064 465 437% 338 363 1,092 1064 28 0.54
a7 6.2| 101.72 322 1927 £.201 4530 73.1% 1733 1,295 74.9% 358 3.69 1,821 1733 fala] 0.84
a5 6.2 10173 204 9,093 16 547 13,678 73.7% 5119 3799 74.2% 362 3.76 5,368 5119 249 3.92
a9 6.2 101.74 0939 5912 5880 348 558.1% 2Mmz2 1,153 57.3% 292 313 2108 202 93 316
a0 6.2 10175 1.03 6550 6778 3,360 49.6% 2299 1032 44.9% 294 33 2367 2289 68 3.47
N 6.2 101.76 079 6,819 5419 3,488 E4.4% 2,141 1332 BE22% 253 271 2,362 2,141 2 4.21
92 6.2 10177 314 2068 6,499 3451 53.1% 2134 1071 50.2% 3.04 337 2215 2,134 g1 1.06
93 6.2 101.78 1.03 5753 5936 2824 47 6% 2,141 927 43.3% 277 3.09 2250 2,11 109 3.24
94 71 105 329 1578 5192 967 18.6% 1,500 267 17.8% 335 3.65 1,598 1,500 93 0.71
95 7.1 108.02 E.10 494 3014 585 19.4% 804 145 18.0% 363 421 838 804 32 0.21
9B 7.1 106.04 0939 5047 4998 1,279 256% 1553 3583 21.4% 3.05 3.682 1,694 1553 41 261
97 7.1 106.05 562 2,041 11 464 4 646 40.5% 4293 1713 39.9% 262 275 4517 4293 224 1.19
95 7.1 106.06 1.25 5089 §379 213 34.7% 2068 590 28.5% 3.08 3.74 2120 2,068 52 2.58
99 7.1 106.07 1.60 6,631 10 5597 4,822 45.5% 3551 1811 426% 298 327 3,707 3581 156 347
100 7.2 10201 963 181 1742 a18 47 0% 570 248 43.5% 3.03 3.40 870 570 300 0.03
101 7.2| 10203 1.45 6773 9829 5,049 a1.4% 2 G658 1,367 51.2% 367 3.80 2797 2 GBS 129 2.87
102 7.2 102.04 1.40 4185 5 867 3807 59.8% 1595 a1 57.0% 366 3.99 1,660 1595 62 1.78
103 7.2 10205 057 8954 5103 291 a7.0% 1,352 766 56.7% 360 375 1,374 1,352 22 371
104 72| 102.06 1.46 5489 8,012 4,030 50.3% 3029 1582 52.2% 264 261 3,228 3029 199 324
105 7.2 103 2344 7 7432 2544 34.2% 2455 734 29.9% 296 3.47 2p45 2455 190 0.16
106 7.2 104 4.75 271 1,288 364 28.3% 457 109 23.9% 297 ke 457 457 30 0.15
107 7.3 111 523 2429 12,708 M7 42.6% 3969 1526 35.4% 312 3.56 4,304 3969 335 1.19
108 730 112m 455 1033 4,703 1,594 339% 1390 379 27.3% 338 4.15 1,482 1390 92 0.48
109 7.3 11202 137 5483 7514 4,436 59.0% 2110 1,005 47 6% 351 4.35 2,260 2,110 150 241
110 7.3 113 1.45 5121 7442 2501 336% 2238 598 26.7% 328 4.09 2657 2238 419 241
1 7.4 107.02 435 85 383 186 48.6% 9 9 100.0% 467 4.67 9 9 - 0.00
112 7.4 107.03 2.06 3695 7624 3,865 50.7% 2046 1017 49.7% 365 3.88 2193 2,046 147 1.85
13 7.4 107.04 17.81 444 7914 3,861 48.8% 2174 97 44.9% 364 4.00 2,369 2,174 195 0.19
114 7.4 108 230 3767 8675 3958 45.6% 2485 1010 40.6% 3.42 3.85 3215 2485 730 1.63
115 7.4 109 092 858 308 4,005 63.5% 1832 1034 56.4% 3.44 3.94 1,967 1832 135 311
116 74 110.01 1.43 4705 6717 4247 63.2% 2171 1,344 61.9% 3.09 3.20 2283 2,171 112 2358
17 74 11003 075 6057 4 558 3,261 71.5% 1,187 861 725% 383 3.94 1,226 1,187 39 2.47
118 74 110.04 454 1341 6,086 3378 55.5% 1880 906 48.2% 329 386 1,983 1330 109 0.65
119 7.5 114.01 10253 42 4,330 1,337 30.9% 1739 402 23.1% 2.43 317 1,964 1739 225 0.03
Total / Awg. (Surn of 119 tract 365.30 804 810 474 945 59.0% 3515 151,027 57.3%] 3.04 3.29 276,077 23515 12 562 1.12
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Appendix C - Page 1
Projected Watershed Populations by Census Tract (Sorted by MSA)

Basin MSA  Tract 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
1 -3 5.1 58.01 5343 5,442 5542 5641 5716 5,791 5,866 5,541 6,016 5,091 6,166
2 C-3 4.1 a6 3535 3,969 4,003 4,037 4,056 4075 4,094 4,113 4,132 4,151 4,170
3 |C-3 53 74 703 7,181 733 7481 7 B97 7712 7528 7544 g,059 8,175 5,291
4 C-3 53 79.01 4073 4,187 4,300 4,414 4510 4 B07 4,703 4799 4,896 4592 5,088
5 |C-2 8.3 76.03 3355 3E71 3586 4,302 4 639 4575 5,312 4,649 5,585 B,322 5,659
B |C-2 53 76.02 9 B&E 9725 9793 9,562 9,894 9525 9557 9585 10,020 10,052 10,084
7ioC-3 53 76.01 2725 2747 2770 2792 280 28N 2820 2529 2839 2848 2857
g |C-3 53 75.03 1067 1,163 1259 1,355 1,460 1 565 1,670 1775 1,880 15985 2,090
9 |C-3 53 75.01 2754 2776 2798 2,520 2832 25844 2856 2868 2,880 2892 2504
10 |C-3 8.3 72 297 3,150 3464 3,737 4,036 4,334 4 633 459352 5,230 09,529 5,528
11 |C-3 53 55.04 4282 4,314 4345 4,377 4,350 4404 4417 4430 4,444 4 457 4,470
12 C-3 53 58.01 4125 4,154 4183 4,212 4224 4237 4,249 4,261 4274 4286 4,298
13 |C-3 8.3 76.02 a 4 3 2 3 ) B 7 9 10 1
14 C-3 53 59.03 4 658 4694 473 4767 4,782 4798 4813 4528 4,844 4,859 4574
15 C-3 53 62 13,481 13,567 13 654 13,740 13,787 13,533 13,880 13927 13,973 14,020 14,067
16 |C-3 53 B0.01 5580 5595 6,039 6,084 6,103 B,121 6,140 B,159 B177 5,156 6,215
17 |C-2 53 60.02 4812 4847 4882 4917 4532 4945 4 5963 45978 4,994 5,009 5,024
18 |C-3 8.3 61.01 5 455 4525 5 565 4,605 5622 4639 5 656 9673 4,650 8,70v 4,724
19 |C-3 53 61.02 6571 6,519 6 BEG 6,714 6,735 B 755 6776 B 7597 6817 B 838 6,559
20 -3 53 59.02 3712 3,740 3767 3,795 3,807 3520 3832 3544 3857 3,869 3,881
21 |.-2 a.4 g5.01 7525 §,003 g,052 g,160 8,203 3,247 g,290 3,333 8,377 3,420 g,463
2 |C-2 5.4 858.04 6,807 6,979 7152 7,324 7470 7h15 7,761 7207 8,052 8,198 8,344
23 |.-2 4.4 101.11 4 594 4,764 4,833 4,903 4,543 4993 5,033 4,083 5,128 8,173 5,218
24 |C-2 5.4 §9.05 2579 10,056 10,133 10,210 10,2458 10,285 10,323 10,351 10,328 10,436 10,474
25 C-2 5.4 89.02 767 7,248 7329 7410 7 A58 7507 7 555 7 603 7 B52 7,700 7,748
6 |C-2 a.4 §5.03 6,129 6,427 6,726 7024 7317 7B 7,504 3,197 g.491 3,784 a.077
& jC-2 5.4 86.02 5856 5572 6,089 6,205 6,295 B 386 6476 & 566 B B57 B 747 6,537
28 -2 5.4 89.04 1126 1,167 1,207 1,248 1,290 1,332 1,374 1416 1,458 1,500 1,542
28 |C-2 5.4 868.01 429 4,379 4 A57 4 555 4538 4722 4 805 4588 4572 5055 5,138
o jc-2 5.4 85.02 4 Bad 4,756 4849 4,841 5012 5,083 5,154 5,225 5296 5,367 5,438
31 |C-2 a.4 g5.01 5526 4572 6,019 6,065 5,056 5,107 6,128 5,149 6,170 5,191 6,212
32 |C-2 5.4 77.02 6207 6,278 6,350 6421 6,452 B 542 6,603 B BE4 6,724 B,785 6,546
I3 -2 5.4 g7 10,042 10,115 10,189 10,262 10,250 10,318 10,346 10,374 10,402 10,430 10,458
34 |C-2 4.5 g4.13 8,784 9,085 9,356 9 686 9,565 10,243 10,5622 10,501 11,078 11,358 11,637
35 C-100 5.5 84.14 7 B35 75934 8233 8,532 8,803 9073 9,344 9B15 9,885 10,156 10,427
¥k C-2 5.5 84.12 7037 7B 8,306 8,240 9863 10,786 11,709 12632 13,555 14478 15,401
37 C-100 55 g4.11 9047 9,366 9585 10,004 10,323 10,642 10,961 11,280 11,529 11918 12,237
38 C-100 5.5 84.1 7526 8,216 8507 8,797 9,057 9317 Q577 9557 10,097 10,357 10,617
39 |C-2 4.5 g4.07 7783 7,580 g.117 0,284 3,406 0528 8,650 8,772 g,894 9016 9,138
40 (C-100 55 84.05 BE12 6,595 7378 7,761 8,259 8758 9256 9754 10,253 10,751 11,248
41 C-2 55 78.03 11976 14,362 16,749 19,135 20828 22522 24215 25908 27 B02 29295 30,988
42 |C-2 8.5 77.03 10572 11,528 12,483 13,439 14,635 15,638 17,037 13,236 19,436 20 B35 21,534
43 C-100 5.5 84.15 5209 5,268 5327 5,386 5413 5440 5 467 5494 5521 5,548 5575
44 C-100 4.5 g4.09 539 5,829 6267 6,705 7210 7714 8,219 3,724 9228 9733 10,235
45 |C-2 56 79.02 3590 3,749 3807 3,566 3,506 3545 3,588 4025 4,064 4,104 4,144
46 C-3 56 g0 6241 6,341 6,440 6,540 6,609 B G785 6,747 B 516 5,885 B 954 7023
47 C-100 8.6 78.02 g.842 9,067 9293 9,518 9 656 9,554 10,022 10,150 10,355 10,526 10,694
483 C-2 56 78.01 790 804 g17 831 839 847 855 863 871 a79 887
48 C-2 56 76.04 7116 7576 8035 8,495 8921 9,348 9774 10,200 10,627 11,053 11,479
50 (C-100 56 g1 8913 2073 9232 9,352 9,498 9604 2710 9516 9522 10,028 10,134
51 (C-100 57 82.01 8503 8,534 9,165 9,496 9,790 10,085 10,379 10673 10,9658 11,262 11,556
52 |C-100 8.7 §2.03 8510 9,025 954 10,086 10,585 11,115 11,644 12,173 12,703 13,232 13,761
53 (C-100 57 52.04 g 565 9407 10,249 11,091 12,083 13,075 14,067 15,059 16,051 17 043 18,035
54 C-1 5.8 83.03 7835 8,329 8822 9,316 9 466 9615 9765 9915 10,064 10,214 10,364
55 C-100 5.8 53.04 5,500 7,046 7292 7,538 7,791 7 JE5 3,173 3,391 3,605 3,018 4,031
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Projected Watershed Populations by Census Tract (Sorted by MSA)

Basin MSA Tract 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
5 |C-100 58 8305] 5799 5867 | 595 6,003 6035 6,066 6098 6,130 B.161 6,153 6225
5 |C-100 58 8306] 6807 6905 7,003 7,101 7 460 7,820 8179 8,538 8898 9,257 9516
58 |C-1 58 8307] 5747 5839 | 5952 6,024 6.073 6,122 B.171 6,220 6,259 6,318 B,367
59 |c-2 61 | 10147 5104 5275 |  5M6 5517 5759 5,900 6,042 6,104 6325 6,457 6,609
B0 -2 61 10158 9071 9533 999 10,457 10,877 11,206 11,718 12,136 12,555 12975 13,385
Bl C-2 B1 | 0146 10086 15400 20714 26 128 29,351 D75 35,999 39,301 42545 45 5AB 49291
B2 |C-2 B1 | 10124 1808 2221 2534 3,047 3578 4,108 4639 5,170 5700 B.231 6762
B3 C-100 61 | 10164 8,113 8367 | 8560 8934 9,161 9,367 9514 9,841 10,087 10,294 10521
B4 |C-2 61 | 10163 6633 6693 | 6,753 6813 6539 6,564 6,890 6916 B.941 6,957 6993
B |C-2 B1 | 10162 5348 5526 5705 5,863 6032 6,180 6329 6478 6626 B.775 6924
86 |C-2 61 | 10161 6,153 6440 | 6778 8,015 9,258 8,500 5743 5,956 10228 10,471 10,714
67 -2 B1 | 10153 8723 9086 9450 9,813 10,147 10,481 10815 11,149 11,483 11817 12,151
B -2 61 | 10157  BA49 7E03 | 8756 8910 11,702 13,495 16,287 17,079 18872 20 564 20 456
B9 |C-100 B1 | 10156 10980 11,196 11412 11,628 11,881 12,134 12387 12,640 12,893 13,148 13,399
70 |c-2 B.1 1015 7,060 7068 | 7,076 7,084 7,064 7045 7025 7,005 6986 £.956 6946
71 |c-2 B1 | 10148 5273 5449 | 55 5,802 5,950 6,057 B.245 6,393 B.540 6,658 B53
72 C-100 ] 1016 6909 7,146 | 7,363 7,620 7,821 8,023 8224 8,425 8627 8,528 5,029
73 |c-2 B1 | 10149  B575 6899 | 7222 7 546 7733 7919 8,108 8,293 8479 8,556 853
74 C-100 61 | 10155  10G00 11,029 11458 11,867 12,124 12,360 12,587 12,834 13,070 13,307 13,544
75 -2 B1 | 10151 4455 5433 G412 7,340 5471 9,552 10,633 11,714 12,785 13,676 14,957
76 -2 B1 | 10152  56% 5841 6047 5,252 5479 6,505 6782 5,959 7135 7312 7489
77 |c-2 B1 | 10153 9394 12453 15511 18570 19729 20 589 22048 23207 24 367 25526 26585
78 |C-2 B1 | 10154 9532 12575 15617 18,660 19,538 21017 22195 23373 24 552 25730 26508
79 |c-1 B2 | 10171 3469 3952|443 4919 5538 B.158 B.777 7,396 8016 8635 8254
B0 |C-100 B2 | 10174 5965 B575 | 7,164 7,754 8,750 9,746 10742 11,738 12,734 13,730 14726
61 |C-100 62 | 10175 7,013 7663 | 6,352 9,022 9736 10,450 11,164 11,678 12,582 13,306 14,020
B2 |c-100 62 | 10178) 6266 6714 7,163 7 511 7843 6,074 6,306 8,538 6,769 9,001 9233
B -1 B2 | 10173 16476 17540 18503 19,667 20,359 21,050 21742 22,434 23125 BA17 24 509
B4 C-1 B2 | 10172 5809 B3 A67 9,196 9914 10,632 11,350 12,058 12766 13,504 14222
8 |C-100 B2 | 10177 6669 8524 | 10379 12,234 13,085 13,896 14727 15,558 16,389 17,220 18,051
8 |C-100 62 | 10169 9503 9995 10,486 10978 11,367 11757 12,148 12535 12925 13314 13703
& C-100 B2 | 10168 11984 | 12323 12,662 13,001 13,266 13,531 13,796 14,061 14326 14,591 14,556
8 |C-1 B2 | 10167 13537 | 13983 | 14,429 14,875 16,036 17,198 18,359 19,520 20682 21543 23004
89 C-100 62 | 10166 9478 10564 11548 12,733 13,967 15,201 16435 17 669 16,903 0,137 21,571
0 -1 B2 | 10185 4290 B3 9432 12,083 14,258 16,423 18,588 20,753 22918 25063 27 248
g1 c-1 B2 | 10114 6723 6423 6923 7,023 7,082 7,142 7,201 7 260 7320 7379 7438
@ C-100 62 | 10176 5200 B741 | 7263 7,524 8,308 8791 8275 8,759 10242 10,726 11210
B |C-1 B2 1017 10612 | 12747 | 14862 17017 18,481 19,948 21410 22674 24,339 25 803 27 267
9 (C-102 7.1 105 4573 5316 6,060 6,803 7 561 8,360 5,138 9916 10,695 11,473 12251
% C-1 71 | 10607] 11194 11427 | 11,659 11,892 12,047 12,202 12,357 12512 12,667 12,822 12977
9% C-1 71 | 10606 B,104 6296 | 6467 6679 6,847 7014 7,182 7,350 7517 7,585 7553
@ |c-1 71 | 10605 12537 | 16055 19572 23090 24 501 26,712 28523 30,334 32,145 33,956 35,767
% |C-100 71 | 10604 5480 5523 6567 5510 5619 5527 5636 5545 5,653 5,562 5571
99 C-1 71 10602 2541 B934 137 15,720 16,356 18,071 19,247 20,423 21598 D774 23850
100 |C- 103 72 103 7,11 7691 | 8271 8,851 9,470 10,088 10,707 11,326 11,944 12,563 13,182
101 c-1 72 | 10204 4809 5648 | 6,468 7327 8,163 5,040 5,89 10,752 11,609 12 465 13321
102 C-102 7.2 104 1309 3647 | 5985 8323 10271 12219 14,167 16,115 18,083 0011 21859
103 C-1 72 | 10208 8,161 9695 | 11,229 12,763 14,577 16,390 18,204 20018 21831 23545 25 459
104 [C-102 72 | 0200 2001 2674 | 3.3 3,999 4553 5,168 5782 6,376 B.571 7,565 8,159
105 C-1 72 | 10205 4053 4211 4368 4526 4,663 4,799 49% 5,073 5209 5,346 5483
106 C-1 72 10208 872 9174 9528 10,081 10,508 10,936 11,363 11,790 12218 12,645 13072
107 [C-103 73 13 7515 7EN 177 7 534 7,900 7 955 8,031 6097 5162 5.228 5294
108 |C- 103 73 111) 12850 13551 | 14253 14,954 16,081 17 207 18334 19 461 20587 21714 22541
109 [c-11 73 | 11201  47% BA91 | 8,167 9,882 1722 13,563 15,403 17,243 19,084 20,924 22764
110 [C- 103 73 | 11202 6948 7055 7,162 7,269 73% 7,382 7439 7,496 7552 7 509 7 66
111 c-103 74 | 11004 5997 | 12670 19,344 26017 28678 31740 34 01 37 462 40,324 43,185 46 046
112 [C-103 74 | 11003 3953 4001 4050 4058 4,110 4,123 4135 4,147 4,160 4,172 4,184
13 [c-103 74 | 11001 6759 7905 9,050 10,196 11,862 13,520 15,194 16,660 18,526 20,192 21 58
114 [C-103 74 109 5352 6428 6504 6,580 5,682 6,803 6915 7,027 7.138 7 250 7,362
15 [C-103 74 08 BAI0 12717 | 16924 21131 25167 29,203 33239 7275 4131 45,347 49,383
116 |C- 102 74 | 10704 7542 8843 | 10,144 11,445 12,768 14,132 15475 16,818 18,162 19,505 20848
117 |Homestead | 7.4 | 107.02 ] &7 o7 126 132 137 143 149 154 160 166
118 C- 102 74 | 10708 6565 8077 | 9568 11,100 12,350 13,680 14970 16,260 17 550 18,840 20,130
119 Modelland | 7.5 | 11401 5508 5,150 | 12,592 16,234 19,336 22438 25540 28542 31744 34 546 37 848

Total (Surn of 119 tracts) JO0835 871807 | 952779 1,033,751 1,097 384 1,161,016 1,224 640 1,288 282 1351914 1415547 1479180
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Projected Watershed Households by Census Tract (Sorted by MSA)

Basin MSA  Tract 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
1 |C-3 a1 53.01 2021 20580 2078 2107 2,134 2,160 2,187 2214 2,240 2267 2,254
2 C-3 a1 56 1,450 1457 1,503 1,510 1,516 1,522 1,528 1,534 1,540 1,546 1,552
3 |C-3 5.3 74 2458 2539 2581 2522 2 FB1 27 2,740 2779 2518 2,858 2857
4 C-3 L5 79.01 1453 1,489 1,524 1,560 1,596 1,631 1,667 1,703 1,738 1,774 1810
5 C-2 5.3 76.03 1,197 1,300 1,403 1,506 1,623 1,741 1,858 1,975 2,093 2210 23
E |C-2 5.3 76.02 3524 3535 3545 3556 3566 3576 3,586 3596 3,606 3616 3626
7 |C-3 L) 76.01 346 249 952 955 955 981 984 987 R 973 976
g C-3 L] 72.03 397 431 465 433 a37 a7k 614 652 691 729 767
9 |C-3 5.3 75.01 979 933 986 290 993 997 1,000 1,003 1,007 1,010 1013
10 C-3 [ 72 1,060 1,152 1,245 1,337 1,442 1,548 1,653 1,758 1,864 1,968 2074
1 C-3 L) 99.04 1,533 1,535 1542 1847 1,551 1,085 1,088 1,563 1,567 14571 14875
12 C-3 5.3 59.01 1,491 1,495 1,500 1,504 1,508 1,511 1,515 1518 1,522 1526 1,530
13 |C-3 5.3 75.02 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
14 C-3 L5 59.03 1631 1638 1,641 1,646 1,651 1,655 1,660 1,665 1,665 1674 1679
15 |C-3 L] B2 9,247 9,263 5,280 5,256 5,311 5,326 5,341 5,356 5,371 5,386 5,401
16 C-3 5.3 60.01 211 2117 2124 2130 2136 2,141 2,147 2153 2,158 2,164 2170
17 |C-2 L) B0.02 1,719 1,724 1.729 1,734 1,739 1,743 1,748 1,753 1,757 1,762 1,767
13 C-3 L] 51.01 1,952 1,985 1,994 2,000 2,005 2,011 2,016 2021 2,027 2032 2037
19 |C-3 5.3 B1.02 2408 2415 2423 2430 2437 2443 2,450 2457 2463 2470 2477
20 |[C-3 [ £9.02 1,325 1,329 1,333 1,337 1,341 1,344 1,348 1,352 1,355 1,358 1,363
21 |[C-2 9.4 93.01 2832 2847 2,063 2578 2,852 2,506 2,520 2534 2,945 2962 25976
22 C-2 5.4 83.04 2479 2531 2582 2634 2BE5 2735 2,786 2837 2887 24938 25989
23 |C-2 5.4 101.11 1557 1612 1,625 1,643 1,657 1672 1,686 1,700 1,715 1,729 1,743
24 |C-2 8.4 g9.05 3,563 3A75 34587 3559 3B 3622 3,634 3646 3,657 3665 3681
25 |C-2 2.4 99.02 2570 2587 2605 2522 2635 2554 2570 2 BB6 2,702 2718 2,734
2B |C-2 5.4 83.03 2128 220 233 2405 2505 2604 2,704 2804 2903 3,003 3,103
2 |C-2 5.4 a6.02 1,281 2Mma 2038 2067 2096 2,126 2,155 2184 2,214 2243 2272
28 |C-2 9.4 39.04 478 452 a09 525 a2 560 &77 584 612 B29 B4d6
29 C-2 5.4 86.01 14597 14519 1,542 1,564 1,591 1,618 1,645 1672 1,629 1,726 1,753
30 |C-2 5.4 85.02 1,591 1614 1636 1,659 1,682 1,705 1,728 1,751 1,774 1,757 1,820
31 |[C-2 9.4 35.01 2,103 2110 2117 2124 2,13 2,138 2,145 21582 2,188 2,166 2173
32 C-2 5.4 7702 221 2237 2252 2268 2289 2,309 2,330 2,351 2,371 2392 2413
33 |C-2 5.4 a7 3477 3486 3454 3503 3511 3518 3527 3535 3,543 3551 3559
34 |C-2 L) g4.13 3,169 3,263 3,358 3452 3,551 3,649 3,748 3,547 3,945 4,044 4,143
35 C-100 L) g4.14 2510 2559 2672 2753 2837 2592 3,006 3,090 3,175 3,288 3,343
3k |C-2 515 84.12 2470 2E77 2883 3,090 3,409 3,728 4047 4 366 4 685 5,004 5323
37 C-100 L) a84.11 3,268 3,389 3471 3572 3685 3,798 3EN 4024 4137 4,250 4,363
35 C-100 L) 4.1 2738 2824 2509 2595 3,052 3,168 3,285 3,342 3,428 34815 3602
32 C-2 515 84.07 2669 2712 2755 2798 2538 2579 2919 2959 3,000 3,040 3,080
40 C-100 515 84.05 2248 2375 2503 2F30 2514 2,599 3,183 3,367 3,552 3736 3820
41 |C-2 L) 73.03 4312 o047 6,782 6517 7,049 7 581 8,113 8,645 9177 9,708 10,241
42 C-2 515 7703 3902 4233 4 565 4 896 5,328 5,760 6,192 6624 7 056 74858 7820
43 C-100 515 84.15 1654 1663 1,671 1,680 1,688 1,696 1,704 1,712 1,720 1,728 1,736
44 C-100 L) a4.08 1832 1967 2,102 2257 2402 2568 2733 2898 3,084 3229 3,334
45 |C-2 a6 79.02 1,293 1,307 1,322 1,336 1,349 1,363 1,376 1,388 1,403 1416 1,429
46 C-3 56 a0 2179 2,203 27228 2252 2275 2297 2,320 2,343 2,365 2,388 2411
47 C-100 1] 78.02 25814 2,869 25823 2578 3,050 3,083 3,135 3187 3,240 3,292 3,344
48 |C-2 a6 73.01 246 249 251 254 256 288 261 263 266 263 270
49 C-2 56 76.04 2603 2757 2910 3064 3,214 3,365 3515 3665 3816 3 966 4116
50 C-100 1] g1 2853 2887 281 2555 25587 3,020 3,052 3,084 3117 3,148 3,181
51 C-100 a7 g2.01 2747 2835 25923 301 3,108 3,199 3,293 3,387 3,481 3575 3669
52 C-100 a7 52.03 2723 2871 3,020 3,168 3,341 3513 3,586 3,889 4,031 4,204 4377
53 C-100 57 g82.04 2780 3035 3289 3544 3,865 4,187 4 508 4,829 5,151 5472 5793
54 |C-1 5.8 83.03 2842 2783 2535 3,082 3,131 3,179 3,228 3477 3,325 3,374 3423
55 C-100 8.5 53.04 2436 24510 2555 2558 2,733 2,508 2,882 2,586 3,031 3,105 3,179
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Projected Watershed Households by Census Tract (Sorted by MSA)

Basin MSA  Tract 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
56  |C-100 5.8 §3.05 1,966 1976 1,986 1,996 2,005 2014 2023 2,032 2,041 2,050 2,089
57 |C-100 5.8 §3.06 2,284 2,271 2,289 2,306 2427 2,549 2570 2,791 2913 3,034 3,185
58 C-1 5.8 §3.07 1,800 1816 1,831 1,847 1,861 1876 1,850 1,904 1919 1933 1,947
88 -2 B.1 101.47 16897 1,744 1791 1,838 1,584 1529 1575 20 2088 2112 2158
60 C-2 6.1 101.58 2,502 3,030 3,158 3,286 3417 3,547 3578 3,509 3,539 4,070 4,201
61 c-2 6.1 101.46 3,204 5,184 7,164 9,144 10,210 11,277 12,343 13,409 14 476 15,542 16,608
62 |C-2 6.1 101.24 5581 712 843 974 1,147 1,321 1,454 1,667 1,841 2014 2,187
63 |C-100 6.1 101.64 2579 2,754 2,528 2903 2576 3,048 3121 3,154 3,266 3,339 3412
64 C-2 6.1 101.63 2202 220 227 2225 2233 2240 2245 2256 2263 227N 2278
B5 |C-2 6.1 101.62 1,767 1816 1,864 1913 1,960 2,008 2,085 2,102 2,150 2,197 2,244
66 |C-2 6.1 101.61 2,718 2,798 2578 2958 3,036 3,115 3,193 3,271 3,350 3,428 3,506
67 |C-2 6.1 101.58 2,599 3,001 3,104 3,206 3312 3419 3525 3631 3,738 3,544 3,950
B8 |C-2 6.1 101.57 1978 2,319 2 F61 3,002 3,569 4,135 4,702 5,269 5,535 5,402 5,969
6% C-100 6.1 101.56 3523 3a70 3B17 3 a4 3743 3822 350 3580 4,058 4,135 4217
/0 |C-2 6.1 101.5 2,392 2,383 2,373 2,364 2,357 2,350 2,343 2,336 2,329 2322 2,315
71 c-2 6.1 101.458 1,782 1,832 1,881 1931 1979 2,028 2076 2,124 2,173 2,221 2,269
72 C-100 6.1 101.6 2,332 2,399 2467 2534 2500 2 FBS 2,731 2,797 2,862 2,528 2,994
73 |C-2 6.1 101.49 2237 2,334 2,430 2527 2,589 2550 2,712 2,774 2,535 2,897 2,589
74 C-100 6.1 101.55 3401 3816 3hB3Z 3,747 3821 3894 39658 4,042 4,115 4,185 4 263
A |C-2 6.1 101.51 1,461 1,768 2075 2,382 2727 3073 3418 3,763 4,109 4,454 4,799
B |C-2 6.1 101.52 1,934 1,993 2,083 2,112 2,171 2,229 2,288 2,347 2,408 2,464 2,523
77 |C-2 6.1 101.53 2557 3525 4,893 5,861 6,223 6,585 6,547 7,309 7B 8,033 8,395
8 |C-2 6.1 101.54 2,554 3,548 4,54 5935 6,305 6575 7 045 7415 7,788 8,155 8,525
Fi- e 6.2 101.71 1,064 1,200 1,336 1472 1,655 15837 2020 2203 2385 28658 2791
g0 |C-100 6.2 101.74 1974 2,154 2,333 2513 2,530 3,146 3,463 3,780 4,096 4413 4,730
g1 C-100 6.2 101.75 2,299 2,500 2,702 2903 3,132 3,362 3,591 3,520 4,080 4,279 4,508
g2 |C-100 6.2 101.78 2,082 2,183 2,313 2,444 2517 2,591 2 F64 2737 25N 2,584 2557
83 C-1 6.2 101.73 4,545 5,115 5,385 5 655 5,585 6,056 6,256 5,456 6557 6,557 7087
g4 C-1 6.2 101.72 1,733 2047 2360 2574 2880 3,086 3292 3493 3,704 3910 4,116
85 |C-100 6.2 101.77 2,134 2,716 3,297 3,879 4,141 4,404 4 FBE 4,928 5,191 5,483 5,718
86 |C-100 6.2 101.69 3,234 3,373 35N 3 650 3,772 3,595 4,017 4,139 4,262 4,384 4,506
g7 |C-100 6.2 101.658 3,786 3,532 3,508 3,984 4,062 4,140 4,218 4,296 4,374 4,452 4,530
88 C-1 6.2 101.67 4,351 4,457 4,563 4 569 5,039 5,408 5,778 5,148 6517 6,587 7,257
gy C-100 6.2 101.66 3,003 3316 3 B30 3,543 4321 4,700 4078 4,456 5835 6213 5591
90  C-1 6.2 101.65 1,284 2,051 2,807 3,564 4,286 4,547 5639 6,331 7022 7714 3,406
9 C-1 6.2 101.14 2,203 2,219 2,234 2,250 2,266 2,282 2,298 2,314 2,330 2,346 2,362
92 |C-100 6.2 101.76 2213 2,391 2,570 2,748 28915 3,082 3,249 3416 3,583 3,750 3897
93 C-1 6.2 101.7 3,195 3,551 4,506 5,162 5,597 6,032 B 467 5,902 7,337 7772 8,207
a4 C-102 7.1 105 1,464 1,694 1523 2,153 2403 2m52 2902 3,152 3401 3Ba1 3590
95 C-1 7.1 106.07 3631 3,580 3,730 3.779 3827 3574 3522 3,870 4,017 4,065 4,113
96 C-1 7.1 106.06 2068 2,19 2,171 2222 2,278 2,333 2,389 2,445 2,500 2,556 2512
97 |C-1 7.1 106.05 4,321 5,446 6,571 7 B85 8,270 g,544 9418 9,952 10,566 11,140 11,714
98 |C-100 7.1 106.04 1,781 1,783 1,785 1,787 1,789 1,792 1,784 1,796 1,789 1,801 1,803
98 C-1 7.1 106.02 776 2283 3,790 5,297 4,690 5,034 6477 6,870 7 264 7 a7 §,0a0
100 |C-103 72 103 2,455 2539 2,524 3,008 3,218 3,429 3539 3,549 4,060 4,270 4,480
101 C-1 72 102.04 1,545 1,801 2,054 2,307 2574 2,542 3,109 3,376 3544 35N 4,178
102 |C-102 72 104 472 1,241 2,009 2778 3426 4,075 4723 5,371 6,020 6 568 7,316
103 C-1 72 102.03 2,541 2,993 3,446 3,898 4,452 5,006 5,560 6,114 6 568 7222 7,776
104 C-102 72 102.01 =t jai=ia) 1,067 1,270 1,456 1,641 1827 2013 2195 2384 2570
105 C-1 72 102.05 1,352 1,385 1,439 1,482 1526 1571 1615 1,659 1,704 1,748 1,792
106 C-1 72 102.06 3,029 3,170 3,310 3,451 3,598 3,744 3,591 4,038 4,184 4,331 4478
107 |C-103 73 113 2,530 2,549 2,569 2,588 2509 2529 2550 2571 2591 2,712 2,733
108 |C-103 73 111 4,189 4,360 4,561 4,762 5,128 5,495 5,561 6,227 5,594 6,560 7,326
0 c-1M 73 112.01 1,493 2008 2518 3,023 359 4,155 4718 a.2a1 5,845 5,405 5971
10 |C-103 73 112.02 2272 2,293 2,313 2,334 2,352 2,371 2,389 2407 2426 2,444 2482
111 |C-103 7.4 110.04 2,045 4,401 6,756 9,112 10,146 11,180 12,214 13,248 14,282 15,316 16,350
12 |C-103 7.4 110.03 1279 1,286 1,283 1,300 1,303 1,307 1,310 1,313 1,317 1,320 1,323
113 |C-103 7.4 110.01 2,189 2,507 2,585 3,203 3731 4,258 4,786 5,314 5,541 6,369 5,597
114 C-103 7.4 108 1573 1,552 1,991 2,000 2033 2067 2,100 2133 2167 2200 2233
115 |C-103 7.4 108 2561 3,587 5,13 5,339 7543 8,746 9,550 11,154 12,357 13,561 14,765
16 |C-102 7.4 107.04 2,298 2597 3,095 3,454 3521 4,348 4,775 5,202 5629 6,056 5,483
117 Homestead 7.4 107.02 10 20 30 40 42 44 46 48 a0 52 a4
18 |C-102 7.4 107.03 2013 2,443 2574 3,304 3683 4,063 4,442 4,821 5,201 5,580 5,589
119 Model Land i< 114.01 1575 329 4 607 5523 7028 g,134 9240 10,346 11,451 12857 13 B63
Total (Sumn of 119 tracts) 265559 280840 316121 341402 361917 | 382431 402946 423461 443575 | 464490 485,005




