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1.0 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SEU IMPROVEMENTS  

1.1 Project Overview 

   

Over the past 15 months, the Wood team has reviewed documentation, evaluated processes, 

developed a financial model, and completed benchmarking of the current Stormwater 

Environmental Utility (SEU) practices to address potential improvements in operation, financial 

structure, and best practices. The assignment focused on rate structure, efficacy of credits, current 

maintenance practices, planning and inspections, as well as an evaluation of statewide stormwater 

utility practices. 

 

To complete the evaluation, the project began with a review of historical documents including 

ordinances and resolutions, resulting in a compilation of documents provided to the County in 

file-format that will provide a continuing resource for research on the SEU, its formation and 

changes over the past 30 years. Memorandum #1 combined with the cost of current services 

model (Task 3) and the benchmarking report (Task 7) provided the basis for development of 

findings and recommendations for improvements to the structure and services of the SEU.  

Included in the evaluation was a technical review of the credit structure, the impact of credits on
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annual revenue (Task 6), the efficacy of the rate structure set up in 1989, and the status and quality 

of digital data in the County’s Geographical Information System (GIS) to support a change in rates, 

rate structure, and assessment strategy (Task 8).  

 

Specific programs in development review and permitting (Task 4), along with county stormwater 

inspections (Task 5) were reviewed, to identify potential changes or improvements that may 

provide improved delivery of services to property owners and developers in the County. Findings 

were captured in various technical memoranda shared with the County for feedback and 

clarification.  

 

The Technical Memoranda summarizing approach and findings of the SEU analysis are included 

as Appendix A.  

 

2.0 SPECIFIC FINDINGS BY TASKS 3 THROUGH 8 

 

2.1   Task 3 - Cost of ESU Services 

 

A cost of service financial model was provided to the County to align the FY18 adopted budget 

to assessment revenues. Validation of the costs of operations and maintenance, customer service 

and capital projects provided a methodology to forecast future stormwater program expenditures. 

The spreadsheet tools provide the County a method to align revenue (assessment of fees) to 

actual expenditures to ensure the rate of assessment annually meets current and future needs.  

The spreadsheet tools are programable to provide a method to test assumptions in both the 

program changes and overhead factors, allowing for rate adjustments to be tested to provide 

sufficient revenues based on operational needs.   

 

Financial accounting of the revenues is tracked through Fund 440 Business Center 26 (formerly 

tracked under Business Center 07 Utilities, Business  Line 770), combining all three assessment 

charges into one Fund. The County historically has combined revenue sources into one fund which 

may not provide direct accounting of the actual expenditures by each assessment (customer 

service, countywide services, and operations and maintenance). Using a three-part rate structure 

requires a more transparent internal accounting of costs by annually evaluating actual 

expenditures to actual revenues, by assessment category.    

 

Specific Findings from Task 3 

 

➢ Revenue generation is flat; budgets for maintenance and operation of county 

infrastructure cannot be increased regardless of inflationary impacts. Revenue growth is 

plus or minus 1.5% in total revenue from year to year. 

➢ Rates have not been adjusted since FY08. An update, either to increase rates under the 

current assessment structure or to adopt a new assessment rate structure, requires a more 

detail cost-analysis. This should be prepared to provide a legal basis for the assessment 

rates or ad valorem tax.   



 

Page 3 

➢ Staff identified an inconsistency in operating/maintaining infrastructure that occurs for 

facilities that should be maintained by the HOA and those that should be maintained by 

the County. A more detailed review of policies and practices is helpful to understand where 

services are performed by the County on HOA-managed properties to address needed 

changes. A change in assessment rate structure will necessitate review of such policies.  

➢ Assumptions for preparing a financial forecast along with documentation of those 

assumptions was not provided. With the addition of this information, the cost model can 

be updated to prepare a future cost demand model. 

➢ Expenditure accounting is not aligned directly to each assessment revenue.     

 

2.2 Task 4 - Evaluate County Development Review and Permitting Processes 

 

The focus of this review of the development process addressed the impacts on the SEU and the 

communication between the database manager for the assessment master account file and the 

County development review staff. Specific areas of importance, relative to the SEU, in the 

development review and permitting process include the link to the SEU database, potential 

staffing needs, and inter-organization communication and coordination. In general, the 

development review staff is limited by resource availability to review new developments. The team 

of reviewers often have vacancies or limited staff time to complete development reviews in a 

timely manner. This operational area may warrant further review by the County to reduce review 

time and increase customer service capacity.  

The process to add parcels to the rate assessment database involves the SEU database manager 

for the master assessment account file, the Tax Office, and the Property Assessor. New 

developments or changes in parcel attributes is coordinated daily as change on parcels are 

recorded. Communication links for management of the SEU database occurs when the Property 

Assessor sends notice to the Tax Office that the property now exists, and the Tax Office updates 

its parcel coverage to include the development. Daily updates to the database are completed 

based on this communication.  

Presently, the County has a single full-time staff member responsible for entering data into the 

SEU database, coordinating with the Tax Office and the Property Assessor, verifying and assigning 

credit eligibility, and apply/calculating the assessment rate per parcel. This staff member is also 

responsible for the general maintenance of the SEU database and for report generation from the 

SEU database. At the time of evaluation, staffing backup was not available. Due to the complexity 

of the database management processes, backup support may not be the best option; additional 

staffing on a permanent basis may be needed.  

 

Specific Findings from Task 4 

 

➢ The review did not find a direct impact on SEU and the rate structure by the development 

review process, other than the time required to complete a review and the potential for 

lost revenue if a project is delayed in the review process. This was not identified as a key 

issue but an evaluation of staffing in development review may be warranted.  
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➢ There is not a direct link between the development review process and the database 

management staff.    

➢ SEU master account file database management is a full-time responsibility, and potential 

changes to the SEU rate structure may necessitate hiring of additional staff to manage the 

database. Staffing support will be addressed during the evaluation of rate structure 

changes. 

 

2.3 Task 5 - Evaluate County Inspection Procedures   

 

The purpose of this review was to examine available information regarding inspection procedures 

for stormwater credits, and how they are integrated into the County SEU methodology. The 

objective, scope, focus, frequency and internal use of inspections were evaluated. For SWFWMD 

O&M permitted facilities receiving stormwater credit, the County generally relies on SWFWMD 

routine inspections as reasonable assurance of adequate maintenance. For Non-SWFWMD O&M 

permitted facilities receiving stormwater credit, the County should perform an inspection at least 

once every 24 months. Based on interviews with County personnel, these Non-SWFWMD O&M 

permitted facilities are not inspected every 24 months. The County does not typically inspect 

private stormwater facilities unless a complaint is received from a resident or a tip is received from 

SWFWMD. Consideration should be given to clarifying inspection procedures and responsibilities 

for facilities which receive stormwater credit. 

 

If a facility receiving stormwater credits fails an inspection, the County will conduct a second 

inspection after 90 days to ensure that the facility is functioning as originally intended. If the facility 

fails the second inspection, the stormwater credits assigned to the facility will be revoked. 

 

Most County inspections pertain to the fulfillment of its Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

(MS4) Permit requirements. A review of County National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) MS4 permits shows an apparent increasing trend in the number of structures requiring 

inspection between 2014 and 2018. Discussions with the County revealed that an extensive GIS 

collection effort to inventory County structures was underway during this NPDES reporting period, 

and that the apparent increase in total structures is only an artifact of the inventory itself being 

updated. As of 2019, County GIS has collected 100% of the assets in the City of Sarasota and 99% 

in the County. The inventory should be consistent moving forward, providing an accurate 

benchmark for developing future trends. 

 

Specific Findings from Task 5 

 

➢ Inspection processes and documentation does not align with the historical record on 

credits for those facilities receiving assessment rate credits. 

➢ Increasing regulatory requirements for inspection of structures is a trend that is expected 

to continue. 
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2.4 Task 6 - Evaluate County Credits Management Processes and Systems 

   

Research on the history of SEU credit policy identified that in 1992 and codified by Ordinance 92-

024, a credit policy was established. In 1995, documentation shows that the policy was analyzed, 

and recommendations made. The changes discussed and analyzed in 1995 were attached to Rate 

Assessment Resolution 95-153. Over time, the policy was changed to remove the requirement 

that assessed property owners that applied for a credit if the property is served by a facility 

permitted by the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD). Such properties are 

automatically granted a 50% credit. This decision expanded the impact of the credit program to 

overall revenues. 

Credits are granted to 66,154 accounts that reduce revenue potential by $4.3 million annually.  

Almost all credits are granted automatically as of today, (total number of accounts are 

approximately 177,000, this number varies based on changes in parcel status from year to year). 

Property owners can apply for credits, following the procedures outlined in the original Credit 

Manual as amended in 1995.  

The Distribution of Credits by Property Class is Represented in Chart D-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of revenue generated over the past three years, based on data from FY17, FY18 and FY19 

are compared to the credit values awarded in those same years. Table D-1 summaries the revenue 

based on parcels with and without credits. 

 

  

Chart D-1 
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Table D-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Specific Findings from Task 6  

 

➢ Biennial inspection of regional facilities conducted by the SWFWMD occurs for such 

permitted facilities; the County does not complete a field inspection for the purpose of 

verification of the granted credit.  

➢ Inspections of facilities occur for other purposes as well (such as maintenance and 

complaints).  

➢ As new residential units are added to the parcel file by the creation of new subdivisions, 

the 50% credits for those meeting the SWFWMD regulations are automatically awarded. 

The property owner may not be aware that a credit was granted.   

➢ Maximo records do identify parcels that are receiving the credits, providing the ability of 

field operation managers to identify the appropriate service level response when customer 

requests are received.  

➢ The current mitigation policy indicates that the award of the credit is to private owners 

who operate and maintain private stormwater facilities. Verification of current services 

delivered to parcels receiving credits is a concern identified by County staff, to identify 

where inconsistencies in service levels may occur. 

➢ The Credit Manual has not been updated to incorporate amendments in mitigation policy 

that occurred in 1995 nor to incorporate the policy to automatically award 50% credit to 

properties in developments with permitted facilities (by the SWFWMD).  
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2.5 Task 7 - Comparison of SEU Practices to Other Comparable Florida SWU Best 

 Practices 

 

The benchmark data is summarized in Technical Memorandum #6. There are 21 Best Practices 

that range from increased public education and updates of the program progress that may be of 

value to the County for consideration in changes to the overall SEU operation. These include 

operational activities such as annual rate reviews and establishment of credits that support 

compliance with TMDLs/BMP implementation.   

Based on a review by County staff, adoption of recommended BMPs would take into consideration 

when final decisions are made regarding the overall methodology funding the SEU.  

Table E-1 lists Tier 1 Best Practices captured in the benchmarking process. These are potential 

“high benefit” best practices for the County’s consideration.  

Table E-1                                  

High Benefit Best Practices  Practice 

Achieve/Maintain Financial Sufficiency  1 

Prepare a Comprehensive 10-Year SWU Operations Plan 2 

Management of Internal Expectations 5 

Develop and Maintain a Relevant Web Page 7 

Achieve and Maintain Community Visibility 8 

Develop, Utilize and Update a Performance-Based Stormwater Credits Program 11 

Establish Quantitative Credits Criteria 12 

Develop and Use of Credits Caps 13 

Document and Periodically Update Credit Practices 14 

Periodically Update the Stormwater Ordinance  15 

Identify, Evaluate and Implement (as appropriate) Evolving Best Practices 17 

Modify the SWU Rate Structure to Address TMDL/BMAP Requirements 19 

Achieve and Maintain Adequate Maintenance Fleet Capacity 21 

 

Specific Findings from Task 7 

 

➢ Cost implications of each suggested Best Practice vary and some BMPs have the potential 

to impact overall cost of operation for the ESU.   

➢ Credit program changes can impact overall revenues, for example; and would be taken 

into consideration when adjusting or adopting a change in rate assessment structure.  

➢ Pinellas County has the most extensively developed stormwater utility among  comparable 

communities, based upon population, and the most recently implemented in the 

benchmarking analysis.  
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• The County’s primary stormwater management activities are carried out across 

numerous departments and are not consolidated under the leadership of the 

Pinellas County utility.  

• The utility interacts with the other departments providing appropriate 

coordination. Additionally, Pinellas County generated the second largest gross 

annual revenue of all utilities in this analysis.   

2.6 Task 8 - Potential Improvement of ESU Structure based on Current Impervious Area 

Task 8 is focused on evaluation of the data sources and assignment of fees taking into 

consideration the efficacy of the current rate structure, the accuracy of the impervious area (IA) 

assigned to non-residential parcels, and the accuracy of both IA and pervious area (PA) for parcels.  

As part of a potential evolution Sarasota’s stormwater program funding structure, Sarasota’s 

current Master Account File was analyzed and compared with available GIS and property assessor 

data. The objective was to determine the feasibility of maintaining or reworking the current 

stormwater utility billing rate structure.   

 

The current assessment rate structure for residential properties assign each residential parcel to a 

“small,” “medium,” or “large” parcel category based on lot size. As Table F-1 shows, over time the 

average lot size and the average building foot print has changed since 1989 adopted of this 

assessment rate structure.  

Table F-1 – Comparison of Building IA and Average Lot Size for SFR-Developed Parcels 

 

 

SFR-Developed Groups 

(based on Lot Size) 
# of Parcels 

Avg of Building  

Footprint IA (sq. ft) 

 

Average of Lot Size 

(sq. ft) 

Large 23,705 4,323 55,127 

Pre-1990 15,496 3,938 52,581 

1990 - Present 8,209 5,049 59,933 

Medium 49,154 2,954 10,577 

Pre-1990 33,731 2,684 10,570 

1990 - Present 15,423 3,543 10,591 

Small 32,740 2,262 6,545 

Pre-1990 16,656 2,022 7,004 

1990 - Present 16,084 2,509 6,070 

Grand Total 105,599 3,046 19,327 
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Additional analysis focused on the non-residential parcels and the correlation between the 

County’s geographical information system (GIS) data and the impervious area measurements 

found in the SEU’s master account files. Table F-2 captures the differences between the two 

datasets for 7,580 parcels. Impervious area data captured in the GIS system indicates that an 

updated GIS impervious area layer may provide better information for calculations of the rate 

assessment fees for this category of parcels.  

Table F-2 – Distribution of Differences Between GIS and MAF Impervious Measurements 
 

Total records 7,580 100% 

Null records 868 11% 

Records within 1k 1,693 14% 

Records within 5k 1,963 29% 

Records within 10k 976 15% 

Records within 25k 1,111 17% 

Records within 50k 400 6% 

Records within 100k 328 4% 

Records within 250k 202 3% 

Records within 500k* 36 0.9% 

                      * There are only 3 outlying values that exceed this range 

 

Specific Findings from Task 8 

 

➢ Data analysis indicates that the current Effective Impervious Area (EIA) for each class of 

properties, that was based on samples from 1988, does not reflect existing conditions due 

to change over time in lot size and built-upon area.  

➢ GIS data currently available for impervious area analysis has gaps in coverage as well as 

alignment errors. 

➢ Changing the current rate structure that is based on the analysis from the late 1980’s, 

requires improvement in the data sources available to calculate effective impervious area. 

➢ To maintain the current Rate Structure, there is documented evidence within the Tax 

Assessor’s data and the Building Footprint layer in GIS of a notable change in lot size and 

building footprint over the past 30 years within the residential stock within the County and 

City which may warrant an update of analysis of the EIA value.  

➢ Use of GIS tools as the basis of fee-assignment is well documented throughout the nation 

as a defensible methodology for assessment of fees. It is most efficient to analyze 

substantial amounts of data to assign fees for over 170,000 accounts in Sarasota’s billing 

system. The cost of data capture and processing continues to decline compared to the 

early days of GIS data development.  
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3.0 SEU STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Recommendations address key findings from the review of SEU structure, policy, and operational 

practices completed during the Study. They are referenced to the individual Tasks as well for 

consistency. There are general as well as specific recommendations for improvements in the policy 

and practices for the County’s consideration in updating the SEU assessment process, 

documentation of policy, and optimization of SEU administrative operations.   

3.1 Drivers for Change 

Since adoption of the SEU and the rate assessment structure in 1989, the national stormwater 

industry of local government operations and stormwater utility development, built a foundation 

of best practices that provide effective public policy in revenue generation, accounting and 

transparency, data management strategies to sustain billing account information, and alignment 

of costs to benefited properties.  

Management tools have evolved as well, with GIS data and database links that can be integrated 

into asset management systems and practices, to provide in-field digital tools, provide 

transparency of accounting to property owners, allow for annual assessment rate updates, and 

provide leadership with timely reports and policy assessments to ensure effective and efficient 

SEU oversight and accountability. Long-range planning is more predictable and can address 

changing regulations along with risk management strategies that target changing weather 

patterns.  

County staff recognizes the importance of updating the SEU management practices to support 

targeted operational outcomes. Revenue generation has stagnated which continues to challenge 

operations to find efficient and effective tools to accomplish growing needs and demands in 

stormwater management, for the County and the City of Sarasota.   

3.2 Key Drivers for SEU Update 

Stagnant growth in revenue indicates that new development is not providing additional revenue, 

which is often reflective of a rate basis that is no longer appropriate. (Technical Memorandum 5 

and Table D-1 above). Rates have not been updated for 10 years.  

Protection of coastal properties from sea level rise and weather pattern changes requires targeted 

best practices to address those properties adjacent to roadways of 10 feet or less above sea level.   

• This is a growing issue in coastal areas across Florida and the nation. Though this issue 

is outside the focus of this Study, it is a critical one and should be addressed through 

other funding methods. 

• Consideration of a Municipal Service Taxing Unit (MSTU) may provide the appropriate 

cost allocation and financial stability. An analysis of properties and areas affected can 

identify the boundaries that need a specific protection and risk management strategy.   
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Benchmark data indicates that SEU operation and policy may not be best practice when compared 

to other jurisdictions.  

• Though all jurisdictions tailor their program and policies to local conditions, a number 

of utility operational policies and practices are not jurisdiction-specific, such as 

establishing an annual assessment rate review and routine update of GIS-based data 

related to stormwater.  

• Technical Memorandum 6 documents opportunities for change that can address 

other drivers identified in this Section.  

Assessment structure based on 1989 property attributes, established by a sampling of properties 

in various residential categories, does not reflect actual changes in property development 

attributes in the County. (Technical Memorandum 7) 

• Impervious area calculations in the samples taken to set rates in 1989, do not reflect 

current data for actual property conditions. Average lot size and building foot print, as 

well as changes in parking and other amenities, indicate that residential and 

commercial lots have more impervious area today than those used in the technical 

analyses of 1989.   

• Property assessment data used by the SEU staff require updated tools such as 

integration with GIS, using current impervious area information to capture individual 

property attributes. (Technical Memorandum 7) 

Increasing regulatory requirements for water quality protection are anticipated including 

reduction of untreated areas draining to impaired waters, typically addressed in local stormwater 

management programs through investment in new treatment practices for surface water runoff 

or to address a reduction in sediment loading. Impaired waters are found throughout the County 

as captured by Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) data shown below. The 

shaded areas are drainage basins with water bodies not meeting water quality standards.  
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Financial credits, awarded automatically, undermine the intent of a credit or mitigation policy. 

Property owners receiving a credit on their stormwater fee, to reduce their assessment amount, 

need to be aware of the credit and the intended purpose. The County staff recognizes the award 

of these credits reduces the revenue potential for the SEU by approximately 20 percent, raising 

questions regarding the purpose and viability of the current structure which likely serves a limited 

purpose to motivate action by property owners. (Technical Memorandum 5) 

Assessment rates have not been updated since FY08. Revenue is not keeping pace with increasing 

complexity of stormwater management practices in operations and maintenance, reducing the 

capacity of the County to optimize resource effectiveness. (Table D-1 and Technical 

Memorandum 5) 

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS  

The following recommendations are based on the data and program of stormwater services 

reviewed in each Task of the study. The recommendations are targeted to address primary drivers 

outlined above. They reflect discussion and feedback from the County, with the goal of integrating 

best practices in SEU management, providing financial support for increasing complexity of 

stormwater management systems and operations, and sustaining SEU operations to maximize 

revenue while addressing multiple surface water quantity and water quality priorities.  
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4.1  Assessment Rate Policy 

1. Policy:  The County should update the utility data supporting assessment rates to 

address current property conditions. This requires an updated GIS-based dataset for 

impervious area. 

2. Policy:  The County should review and amend the SEU credit policy, historically 

founded in best practices to motivate and reward private investment in public surface 

water management systems.   

o Financial credits should not be “automatically” granted unless there is a public 

education and outreach program to advise property owners of their responsibilities 

and expectations of County services.  

o Credit policy should include a “renewal” process, to encourage proactive 

engagement by the property owners. The renewal period can vary based on types 

of stormwater system facilities included in the program. Green stormwater 

infrastructure systems may warrant a more frequent renewal period (3 years), while 

a stormwater basin may warrant a longer period between renewal (5 years).  

Requiring a renewal allows the County to have current data on private facilities 

performance as well as provides a method to raise awareness on private owner 

responsibilities for operation and maintenance of such facilities.  

o Alignment of credits per property and the maintenance services areas, through 

database management, would provide the Operations and Maintenance staff with 

maps and datasets that can assist in determining the appropriate service response 

to requests. This will reduce the potential for completing maintenance services on 

facilities that, by their credit status, should be maintained by the property owner 

or the Home Owners Association.  

o If an updated credit policy is established, routine inspection of structures and 

facilities included in the program should be established, using a Standard 

Operating Procedure (SOP) and provide t it to property owners.  An SOP should 

set forth the responsibilities of the County, identify whether reliance on the 

SWFWMD continues and the relationship between the County and the District, and 

defines the role and responsibility of the property owner/facility owner.  

3.  Policy:  The County should maintain a current assessment rate model that forecasts      

revenue and expenditure demand over a five to ten-year period. An assessment rate 

model should be reviewed annually including the process of reconciling actual 

expenditures to budgeted expenditures that will ensure the rate basis and structure 

are keeping pace with the cost of services funded. 

o The County should anticipate that rates will be adjusted on a routine basis.   
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o Policy can be set to do an annual rate review and adjustment or on some other 

periodic schedule.  

o The current operations and maintenance as well as planning and customer 

service assessment rate structures should be validated within an updated rate 

model to test sufficiency in revenue generation. A change in rate structure from 

the three primary assessments used today may be considered upon completion 

of an updated rate model.  

o An updated rate model should include documentation of all assumptions 

utilized in the model as well as policy assumptions that support future service 

level forecasts.  

o Accounting of revenue and expenditures should be done by alignment to the 

assessment rate structure. This provides a means of evaluating sufficiency in 

the revenue to meet long-term operational needs. If expenditures are less for 

one part of the rate structure (i.e., customer service, county-wide services, or 

operations and maintenance), a rate adjustment may be warranted.  

o Establishment of a capital reserve policy as one element of a rate algorithm can 

provide sufficient cash on hand for emergencies and for long-range capital 

planning for major repairs/retrofits. The County should consider, as part of an 

updated rate model, the use of a capital reserve to fund needed projects. There 

is an unmet need in capital investment estimated to be tens of millions in 

backlog. Financial planning through the use of a capital reserve, setting aside 

annually a portion of the overall revenues of the SEU provides a tool to forecast 

capital projects from year to year. 

4. Policy:  The County should update the rate basis from the 1989 process that used 

samples of various residential and non-residential properties. Shifting the rate basis 

from sample averages, categorized by lot size, to a lot by lot impervious area rate unit 

(such as 1000 square feet or some variation thereof) can improve the perspective of 

equity.  

 

o An outreach effort to property owners in making a rate change is critical. When 

changing the assessment rate structure, it is likely to impact property owners and 

requires a level of understanding to demonstrate purpose and outcomes, 

reinforcing principles of equity and fairness. 

o Changes in the process for funding a County project that increases or improves a 

level of service may be considered as well. Currently all properties within the basin 

served by the facility are assessed on an equal basis regardless of direct discharge 

to the new/improved facility. A rate basis review should include evaluation of the 

efficacy of this approach.    
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5. Policy:  The County should consider a review of development standards in coordination 

with water management strategies. 

 

o Continuing use of an “effective impervious area (EIA)” billing unit (EIA = impervious 

area less pervious area) may encourage more open space development within a 

non-residential property. This requires alignment with County development 

standards as well as public education.  

o Analysis of the property assessor’s data demonstrated that residential lot sizes are 

decreasing while impervious area per lot is increasing. This increase in density of 

development may generate more of the surface water runoff, requiring more 

treatment and long-term operation and maintenance of stormwater facilities.  

County development standards should align with surface water management 

practices to reduce development impacts.  

4.2   SEU Best Practices 

1. The County should maintain financial sufficiency through an update in the SEU rate 

structure, to include annual rate reviews, capital reserve financing, updated credit 

policy and process, completed GIS database and impervious area data layer, and 

accounting revenues to expenditures by the assessment rate structure. 

o By maintaining the current billing process of stormwater assessments included in 

the County tax collectors, a change in rate basis to impervious area requires a plan 

to maintain the GIS data. Periodic digital updates should be routine (every three 

years, for example).   

o Billing through the County Tax Collector is an annual process. The schedule for 

preparing the stormwater assessment role and updated ordinance should include 

defining the date upon which the user fees will be set (e.g., January 15 impervious 

area to be billed in November).  

2. The County should update and maintain an Operations Plan for the SEU and the 

supporting services. This provides the County with the ability to forecast and annually 

update the rate model. The purpose of an Operations Plan is sustainability of a 

program of stormwater services that meet current and future surface water 

management controls.  

3. The County should update the portion of the County webpage devoted to the SEU to 

include more interactive information, public outreach and education, operations and 

maintenance information, and capital planning. As the population relies on digital 

access for primary information, the County can benefit by making information readily 

available on services, utility information, and public engagement opportunities.  
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4. As identified in the Assessment Rate Policy discussion above, the County should utilize 

a performance-based credit program that encourages development practices and 

personal commitment to stormwater management across the County. As SEU 

Operations and Maintenance staff inspect facilities for other purposes, a digital record 

of the inspection should be captured in the SEU database to indicate the date and 

findings of an inspection. This supports policy on renewals or adherence to 

maintenance mandates as a basis of credit award.   

5. The County should maintain the GIS datasets and system inventory layers along with 

an updated impervious area layer, coordinating through the County central GIS data 

management system. The SEU should contribute to the cost of routinely updating the 

impervious data for the County including the City of Sarasota, to audit accounts, 

provide digital tools for Operations and Maintenance as well as countywide 

stormwater system planning, and dynamic customer service whereby property owners 

can obtain online data regarding their SEU accounts.  

6. The County should develop and maintain an SOP for inspections that includes 

inspection of private facilities and structures within an assessment credit program for 

stormwater fees as well as compliance inspections within the requirements of the MS4 

permit issued by the State. The Inspection program SOP should set forth the roles and 

responsibilities of each entity (owner, SWFWMD, and the County).  It should also 

address actions to be taken if an inspection results in a “fail” status of the 

structure/facility.  

4.3  Proposed Actions for Recommendation Implementation 

1. Update GIS tools immediately to capture complete Impervious Area data.  

2. Operations Plan for SEU: Develop a workplan for completion of a rate model and 

supporting tools to provide methods to update and maintain annual review of the rate 

model. The workplan should include a timeline for completion of the updated 

Impervious Area data and rate mode, as well as capture assumptions and decisions on 

rate assessment structure and basis.  

3. Brief the Stormwater Advisory Committee of the outcomes and recommendations of 

this Study and on the Operations Plan.  

4. Link detail on expenditures for stormwater management to the specific assessment 

revenue. This supports a new rate model and continuing analysis, over time, of revenue 

sufficiency, as expenditures are impacted by changing priorities and regulations.   

5. As part of a rate model development, determine policy on credits under changes in 

rate assessment structure. 



 

Page 17 

6. Prepare an updated Master Account File; analyze the changes occurring by property 

classification currently utilized to understand impacts across all property types. Use 

this analysis to inform County and City leadership of the impacts on property owners. 

o Working with the Property Assessor and the Tax Collector, test the integration of 

the new Master Account file with systems they use to support the billing of the 

stormwater assessments.  

o Prepare public outreach materials based on the analysis of impacts; determine key 

stakeholders to educate on changes.  

7. Develop a public communications plan to engage and inform property owners the 

changes in rate structure, policies, and implementation schedule.  

8. Prepare the necessary legal documentation (Rate Assessment Resolution, Ordinance) to 

implement the policies and SEU rate structure and coordinate with County leadership on 

public hearings and adoption.  


