
From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Rebecca Jetton (Rebecca.jetton@deo.myflorida.com); Powell, Barbara;

 "AARON.DUNLAP@DEO.MYFLORIDA.COM"; Ana Richmond (ana.richmond@deo.myflorida.com); Bill Killingsworth
 (bill.killingsworth@deo.myflorida.com)

Cc: Kruse, Mark; Penrod, Peter; Heekin, Jack
Subject: 9/29/15 Administration Commission Agenda
Date: Monday, September 21, 2015 4:01:38 PM
Attachments: AC Agenda.pdf

Attached is the 9/29/15 Administration Commission Agenda.

Barbara Leighty
Office of the Governor
Office of Policy & Budget
Transportation & Economic Development
Room 1801, The Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001
850-717-9491
barbara.leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us



ADMINISTRATION COMMISSION 
AGENDA 

 
September 29, 2015 

 
Attachments to the items below can be accessed through the following link: 

http://www myflorida.com/myflorida/cabinet/adcom/20150929 index html  
 

1. Approval of the minutes of the June 23, 2015, meeting. 
 

See meeting transcript at:  http://www.myflorida.com/myflorida/cabinet/mart.html  
 

2.  Request authorization to: (1) publish a Notice of Proposed Rule Repeal of 17 Rules 
within Rule Chapter 28-24, Florida Administrative Code; and (2) file for final rule 
repeal if no request for public hearing is received as a result of the notice.   

   
The Commission is required to adopt rules pursuant to subsection 380.06(2)(a), Florida 
Statutes, to provide statewide guidelines and standards for developments required to 
undergo development of regional impact (DRI) review.  The Department of Economic 
Opportunity (Department) assists the Commission, as the State Land Planning Agency, in 
fulfilling this responsibility.  As such, Commission staff requested the Department to 
complete a review of the Commission’s DRI rules in accordance with the continued rule 
review direction of the Legislature and Executive Order.  As a result of the review, 17 
rules within Chapter 28-24, Land Planning – Part II Developments Presumed to be of 
Regional Impact, were identified for repeal as they have been superseded by Legislative 
action and determined to be obsolete.  Rules identified for repeal consist of the following:  
 
 28-24.003, Electrical Generating Facilities and Transmission Lines 
 28-24.004, Hospitals 
 28-24.005, Industrial Plants and Industrial Parks 
 28-24.006, Mining Operations 
 28-24.008, Petroleum Storage Facilities 
 28-24.009, Port Facilities 
 28-24.017, Hospitals 
 28-24.018, Industrial Plants and Industrial Parks 
 28-24.019, Mining Operations 
 28-24.021, Petroleum Storage Facilities 
 28-24.022, Port Facilities 
 28-24.026, Hotel or Motel Development 
 28-24.029, Industrial Plants, Industrial Parks and Distribution, Warehousing or 
   Wholesaling Facilities 
 28-24.030, Port Facilities 
 28-24.033, Port Facilities 
 28-24.034, Port Facilities 
 28-24.036, Port Facilities  
 
A rule matrix identifying each rule and reason for repeal, and a draft Notice of Proposed 
Rule Repeal are provided. 
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  Back-Up: 
 

Rule Matrix 
Draft Notice of Proposed Rule Repeal. 

 
3. Consideration of the Department of Economic Opportunity’s 2014 Florida Keys 
 Area of Critical State Concern Annual Report. 
 

The Department of Economic Opportunity’s (Department’s) 2014 Florida Keys Area of 
Critical State Concern Annual Report is before the Commission pursuant to section 
380.0552, Florida Statutes.  The Report addresses the annual review of progress of 
Monroe County, the City of Marathon, and the Village of Islamorada in completing 
certain Work Program tasks set forth in Commission rules.   
 
In accordance with subsection 380.0552(4), Florida Statutes, the Department completed a 
comprehensive review of all related statutory and rule requirements, evaluated 
information submitted by local governments and state agencies and made findings and 
recommendations on the progress of the local governments in accomplishing all required 
Work Program tasks.  The Department recommends the following actions:    
 
1) Accept the 2014 Annual Report for Monroe County, the City of Marathon, and the 

Village of Islamorada; 
2) Continue the Florida Keys Area of Critical State Concern designation in order to 

complete the Work Program requirements; 
3) Accept the Department’s recommendation that substantial progress toward 

accomplishing the strategies of the Work Program have been achieved for Monroe 
County, the City of Marathon, and the Village of Islamorada;  

4) In order to comply with the 2012 directive from the Administration Commission, the 
Department asks that the Administration Commission consider the following two 
options: 

a. Continue to work with the City of Key Colony Beach regarding issuance of 
development orders. 

b. Initiate rulemaking workshops to amend the City of Key Colony Beach’s 
Comprehensive Plan to establish a building permit allocation system for the 
City in accordance with the Administration Commission directive; or 

5) Accept the Department’s recommendation to initiate rulemaking workshops for a 
Vacant Lot Retirement and Hotel Unit Allocation Rule that would allow the creation 
of transient units. 
 

  Back-Up: 
 
  2014 Florida Keys Area of Critical State Concern Annual Report. 



From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Kruse, Mark; Heekin, Jack; Penrod, Peter; McLanahan, Holli
Cc: Benbow, Kathryne
Subject: AC and FLWAC Case Status Report
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 1:43:10 PM
Attachments: Case Status Report 8-25-15.xlsx

The updated Case Status Report is attached for your information.
Holli: Please print a copy for CK’s use.
Thanks.
Barbara

Barbara Leighty
Office of the Governor
Office of Policy & Budget
Transportation & Economic Development
Room 1801, The Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001
850-717-9491
barbara.leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us
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 CASE NO. PARTIES
DEADLINE/

CASE STATUS COMMENTS

ACC-14-001
Katie Pierola and Greg Geraldson vs. 
Manatee County and Robinson Farms, Inc.

Final Order approved and issued on 
5/5/15.  Greg Geraldson filed an appeal of 
the Final Order on 5/11/15.  Index and 
record on appeal filed with 2nd DCA on 
8/19/15.

Greg Geraldson appealed the AC decision approving a 
comprehensive plan amendment (reclassifying 20 
acres of land for maximum development of 38 acres).  
The appeal was filed with the 2nd DCA.  The record of 
the proceeding will be filed in the next two weeks.

ACC-15-002

Midbrook 1st Realty Corporation vs. Martin 
County and 1000 Friends of Florida, Inc.; 
Martin County Conservation Alliance; 
Treasure Coast Environmental Defense 
Fund, Inc., d/b/a Indian Riverkeeper; Town of 
Jupiter Island; Town of Sewall's Point and 
City of Stuart

DOAH Recommended Order received on 
6/2/15.  Notice of Prohibited Parties issued 
on 6/9/15.  Exceptions and Responses 
have been filed.  Timeframe to address 
the proceeding is generally within 90 days 
of the issuance of the Recommended 
Order.   Pending Parties request for 
hearing.

The Martin Co. proceeding involves a DOAH 
Recommended Order (RO) finding a plan amendment 
not in compliance with 163, FS.  The RO was received 
on 6/2/15.  The challenge basically addresses lack of 
appropriate data and analysis to support the plan 
amendment.  Specific areas of dispute: challenging the 
county’s methodology for determining need for future 
residential development; the real estate markets ability 
to provide adequate choices for permanent and 
seasonal residents; the limitation on commercial and 
industrial lands; conflicting policies; guidelines and 
principals for balanced development; voting 
requirements; and other miscellaneous allegations. 
The timeframe to address the proceeding is generally 
within 90 days of the issuance of the Recommended 
Order.

 2013 Florida Keys ACSC Annual Report Under review.

2013 Florida Keys ACSC Annual Report:
- In a pending status waiting for resolution of an issue 
addressing the annual development unit allocation for 
the City of Key Colony Beach.  DEO staff continue to 
work on this issue.
- DEO working on concepts for the next report.

ADMINISTRATION COMMISSION (AC) 
CASE/PROJECT STATUS REPORT

Comprehensive Plan Amendments
Chapter 163, FS

Area of Critical State Concern (ACSC) Reports
Section 380.0552, FS  
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 CASE NO. PARTIES
DEADLINE/

CASE STATUS COMMENTS

PAB-13-006

Broward County Board of County 
Commissioners vs. Broward County Property 
Appraiser

4th District Court of Appeal (DCA) 
affirmed the Order Granting a Writ of 
Mandamus on 12/10/14 in related 
proceeding.   BOCC submitted a Notice to 
Invoke Supreme Court Discretionary 
Jurisdiction on 2/26/15 for consideration 
by the 4th DCA.  Supreme Court received 
request in 03/15.  Pending at Supreme 
Court (verified on 8/19/15).

Broward County Property Appraiser's appeal:
- Dispute relates to funds for health care costs 
($700,000).  
- FS are silent on the time frame for AC consideration. 
- Review by the AC is discretionary. 

PAB-14-002

Broward County Board of County 
Commissioners vs. Broward County Property 
Appraiser Appeal filed on 10/8/14. 

Broward County Property Appraiser's appeal:
- County alleges that Property Appraiser was able to 
function on last year's County approved budget, so 
DOR must have approved an excessive budget for 
2014.  
- Budget should be reduced as positions addressing 
extended medical leave in 2014 are no longer needed.
- Workload has decreased due to the real estate 
market around the state.
- Operating expenses are excessive.

Agency Rule Revisions

After staff development, a few DRI rule 
revisions/repeals will be proposed during 
late summer/early fall of 2015.  

DOAH's 41st Annual Report

Director to appear initially at 11/10/15 
Cabinet meeting.  Follow-up appearance 
at the 12/8/15 Cabinet meeting.  

DOAH's 2014-2015 Annual Performance 
Contract

Director to appear initially at 11/10/15 
Cabinet meeting.  Follow-up appearance 
at the 12/8/15 Cabinet meeting.  

Division of Administrative Hearings Annual Report
Sec. 120.65(10), FS

Rulemaking
Chapter 120, FS  (Explicit rulemaking authority - 14.202, FS)

Property Appraiser Budget Appeals
Sec. 195.087, FS
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 CASE NO. PARTIES
DEADLINE/

CASE STATUS COMMENTS

APP-14-001
DEO vs. Lake County, Florida and Rubin 
Groves of Clermont, LLC

DOAH Recommended Order received on 
8/21/15.  Distributed to Cabinet Aides on 
8/24/15.  Notice of Prohibited Parties to be 
issued during week of 8/24/15.

DEO appealed the Rubin Groves Development Order:
- This proceeding relates to a proposed development in 
Lake County within the Green Swamp ACSC.  
- The underlying issue on appeal relates to the 
authorization of removal of 3 million cubic yards of 
sand and soil and potential impacts to the aquifer.  

APP-14-003

DEO v. Polk County, Florida and River 
Holdings of Central Florida and Central 
Florida Investment Trust, LLC

DEO filed an Notice of Voluntary 
Dismissal on 7/27/15.  A Final Order of 
Dismissal was issued on 7/28/15.

DEO appealed the proposed development for The 
Preserve:
- This proceeding relates to a 193 unit single-family 
short-term rental unit development in Polk County 
within the Green Swamp ACSC.  
- The case is in abeyance as the parties are in 
settlement negotiations.
- Settlement may take a few months.

APP-15-006
Seaside Town Council, Inc. vs. Walton 
County

Appeal filed on 7/23/15.  Legal to 
determine sufficiency, jurisdiction, etc.

Seaside Town Council, Inc., (STC) appealed a letter 
issued by Walton County on the substantial compliance 
of the Seaside Development with the Seaside DRI and 
the Walton County Comp. Plan, and the Walton County 
Land Development Regulations.  (Walton County 
conducted a DRI compliance review at the request of 
STC.)  STC believes that the development is not in 
compliance with regulations.

CDD-15-005

Petition to Correct the Legal Description of 
the Fiddler's Creek Community Development 
District 1 by Amendment Without Changing 
the Boundaries of the District

Petition filed on 7/13/15.  Amended 
Petition filed on 8/13/15.  FLWAC 
requested the Board conduct an 
administrative hearing.

The Amended Petition seeks to correct errors made by 
the surveyor in drafting the legal description when the 
District was amended in 2003.  The issue will be sent 
for an administrative hearing when the Petition is 
deemed sufficient.

Community Development Districts
Sec. 190.005, FS; Rule Chapter 42-1, FAC

ACSC & DRI Appeals
Sec. 380.07, FS; Rule Chapter 42-2, FAC

FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION (FLWAC) 
CASE/PROJECT STATUS REPORT
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 CASE NO. PARTIES
DEADLINE/

CASE STATUS COMMENTS

FLWAC Agency Rule Revisions

After staff development, rule consolidation 
and procedural rule revisions/repeals will 
be proposed during late summer/early fall 
of 2015.

Future rule activities address updating the 
Commission's procedural rules and CDD rule 
consolidation.  

WMD-08-005
WMD-09-005

Putnam County Environmental Council, Inc. 
(PCEC) vs. St. Johns River Water 
Management District (SJRWMD) (Addresses 
review of the Third and Fourth Addenda to 
the Water Supply Plan 2005.)

1st DCA Mandate with Opinion received 
on 5/13/14 addressing challenge of 
FLWAC letter.  An Order Temporarily 
Staying Proceedings was issued on 
9/30/14 (Indefinite stay).  The 1st DCA 
issued an Opinion granting a request for a 
Writ of Mandamus on 6/26/15.   Mandate 
issued on 7/14/15.  FLWAC is directed to 
schedule the proceeding for Commission 
within 60 days.  FLWAC entered a briefing 
schedule on 7/24/15.  The proceeding has 
been fully briefed and is under Legal 
review.

This proceeding is a Request for Review of Water 
Management District Action:
- Controversial case in which a prior Secretary final 
action letter of 5/6/13 was reversed upon appeal to the 
1st DCA.  Proceeding began in 2008/2009.  Involved 
history.
- The underlying case involves a citizen group 
challenge of a water supply plan adopted by the St. 
Johns River WMD in which the group contends the 
plan improperly identifies surface water withdrawals 
from the St. Johns and Ocklawaha Rivers as 
"alternative water supplies."  
- After the 1st DCA reversed the FLWAC letter, a party 
moved to stay the proceeding since DEP is in 
rulemaking that could address provisions of the 
challenge and a regional water supply initiative is under 
development for Central Florida.  The stay was 
granted.
-The granting of the stay was challenged to the 1st 
DCA and the Commission has been directed to hear 
the full proceeding by 9/13.
- We have met with Legal to discuss a few procedural 
issues and briefing of the issue.  We are targeting 
Friday, 7/24, for issuance of an order pending motions 
and the briefing schedule. 
- The case should be heard in September. 

Rulemaking
Chapter 120, FS  (Explicit rulemaking authority - 14.202, FS)

Requests for Review - Appealed to the 1st District Court of Appeal
Sec. 373.114, FS; Rule Chapter 42-2, FAC



From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Kruse, Mark; Heekin, Jack; Penrod, Peter
Subject: FW: PCEC v. SJRWMD, FLWAC Case No. 90-005
Date: Tuesday, August 11, 2015 7:46:48 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
Answer Brief of SJRWMD.pdf
Appendix - final.pdf

Additional filing.

From: Kathy Breed [mailto:KBreed@sjrwmd.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 4:55 PM
To: Leighty, Barbara 
Cc: 'JRThomasesq@earthlink.net' ; Edward de la Parte Jr. ; Nicolas Porter ; 'erint@hgslaw.com' ;
 'Kristine.p.morris@dep.state.fl.us' ; 'Karen.west@swfwmd.state.fl.us' ;
 'Amy.Brennan@swfwmd.state.fl.us' ; 'doug.beason@dep.state.fl.us' ; 'bross@sfwmd.gov' ;
 'jebrown@sfwmd.gov' ; 'tomreeves@earthlink.net' ; 'Breck Brannen' ; Heekin, Jack ;
 'Jeff.Atwater@myfloridacfo.com' ; 'Pam.Bondi@myfloridalegal.com' ;
 'Adam.Putnam@freshfromflorida.com' ; 'Jon.steverson@dep.state.fl.us' ; Veronika Thiebach ;
 Thomas Mayton 
Subject: PCEC v. SJRWMD, FLWAC Case No. 90-005
Barbara: Attached for filing with FLWAC are the following documents:

1. Answer Brief of St. Johns River Water Management District
2. Appendix to Answer Brief of St. Johns River Water Management District

Kathy Breed
Legal Administrative Assistant
Office of General Counsel
St. Johns River Water Management District
P.O. Box 1429 ● Palatka, FL 32178-1429
Office: (386) 329-4496● Cell: (386) 937-6558
Email: kbreed@sjrwmd.com
Website: floridaswater.com
Connect with us: Newsletter, Facebook, Twitter, YouTube

We value your opinion. Please take a few minutes to share your comments on the service you
 received from the District by clicking this link 

Notices 
• Emails to and from the St. Johns River Water Management District are archived and, unless
 exempt or confidential by law, are subject to being made available to the public upon request.
 Users should not have an expectation of confidentiality or privacy. 
• Individuals lobbying the District must be registered as lobbyists (§112.3261, Florida
 Statutes). Details, applicability and the registration form are available at
 http://floridaswater.com/lobbyist.



































































































STATE OF FLORIDA 
FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION 

 
 
PUTNAM COUNTY 
ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL, INC., 
 
  Petitioner, 
 
v.       FLWAC Case No.  WMD-09-005 
           
 
ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, 
 
  Respondent. 
_____________________________/ 
 
  

APPENDIX TO ANSWER BRIEF OF  
ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

 
  

VERONIKA THIEBACH, ESQUIRE 
THOMAS I. MAYTON, ESQUIRE 
ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER  
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
4049 REID STREET 
PALATKA, FL  32177 
(386) 329-4488 
vthiebach@sjrwmd.com 
tmayton@sjrwmd.com 
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Order Approving Fourth Addendum Amending 
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DISTRICT WATER SUPPLY PLAN 
2005 

 
FOURTH ADDENDUM 

MAY 12, 2009 

The St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) approved its District Water Supply 
Plan 2005 (DWSP 2005) on February 7, 2006. DWSP 2005 has been published by SJRWMD as 
Technical Publication SJ2006-2. The SJRWMD Governing Board approved an addendum (first 
addendum) to DWSP 2005 on October 10, 2006. A second addendum to DWSP 2005 was 
approved on December 11, 2007, and a third addendum to DWSP 2005 was approved on May 
13, 2008. Except as described below, this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005 incorporates by 
reference DWSP 2005. It has been prepared for the purposes of adding an expanded description 
of the role of water conservation and the use of reclaimed water in meeting projected water 
demands, removing four water supply development projects, identifying 16 completed water 
supply development projects, and refining descriptions of water supply development projects. As 
a result and as set forth below, the fourth addendum supersedes the water supply development 
project options described in Technical Publication SJ2006-2 and in the first, second, and third 
addenda. The revised information contained within this fourth addendum is: (1) required for 
SJRWMD’s Water Protection and Sustainability Program; and (2) essential in SJRWMD’s 
efforts to develop technical assistance documents for local governments to use in updating their 
comprehensive plans to address water supply issues, including the identification of alternative 
and traditional water supply projects necessary for meeting the water supply needs within their 
jurisdictions. This fourth addendum to DWSP 2005 supersedes all previous addenda. Following 
are enumerated changes to DWSP 2005 associated with this fourth addendum. 
 
Amendment to Executive Summary: Replacement of the list of DWSP 2005 components on 
page v of the Executive Summary with the following list: 
 
• A water conservation component 
• A minimum flows and levels component 
• A water supply development component 
• A water resource development component 
 
Amendment to Introduction chapter: Replacement of the list of DWSP 2005 components on 
page 1 of the Introduction chapter with the following list: 
 
• A water conservation component 
• A minimum flows and levels component 
• A water supply development component 
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• A water resource development component 
 
Addition of new chapter titled Water Conservation Component: Add the following new 
chapter titled Water Conservation Component to DWSP 2005 immediately following the chapter 
titled Resource Analysis. 
 
Water conservation is generally defined as the process of efficient and effective use of water. 
Water conservation is typically practiced for the purpose of sustaining, or at least extending, 
existing water supplies. SJRWMD strives to maximize water conservation within its jurisdiction, 
to the extent economically, environmentally, and technically feasible, through its regulatory, 
water supply planning, and public outreach programs. 
 
SJRWMD prepared its initial water supply assessment in 1998 and district water supply plan in 
2000, with updates in 2003 and 2005, respectively. As the water supply planning process has 
become more mature, citizens of SJRWMD have become increasingly aware of the likely 
potential for harm to water resources if traditional groundwater sources are exclusively relied 
upon to meet future demands and of the need to explore alternative water sources to avoid this 
harm. Based on investigations and discussions related to developing alternative water supply 
sources, there has also been a realization that alternative water supply projects will be 
significantly more costly than projects that rely on traditional groundwater sources and pose 
additional concerns about harm to water resources. This reality has focused heightened attention 
on water conservation. 
 
SJRWMD has estimated that 200 million gallons per day (mgd) of alternative water supplies or a 
reduction in demand through water conservation and increased use of reclaimed water (see 
subsection titled Replacement of Potable Water Supply Use) would have to be implemented to 
meet the projected water demands identified in Water Supply Assessment 2003 (WSA 2003) 
without resultant unacceptable impacts to water resources and related natural systems. If this 
200-mgd deficit were to be met solely by conservation of potable quality water by public water 
supply utilities and their customers in priority water resource caution areas (PWRCAs), the 
average gross per capita water use of these utilities would have to decrease from 172 gallons per 
capita per day to 105 gallons per capita per day, a reduction of 39%. Even if such a decrease in 
gross per capita water use occurred, it would not necessarily ensure that projected demands 
would be met without unacceptable impacts to water resources and related natural systems. This 
is because reductions in groundwater withdrawals would not result in a consistent magnitude of 
reduced impacts throughout PWRCAs due to the hydrogeologic variability throughout identified 
PWRCAs.  
 
SJRWMD has a long history of emphasizing water conservation through its regulatory program. 
SJRWMD’s regulatory requirements related to water conservation are applied to each 
consumptive use permit issued by SJRWMD and are designed to ensure that all feasible water 
conservation measures will be implemented before an allocation of water from additional potable 
water supplies is authorized.  
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Water Conservation Potential 
 
There are several water conservation options that public supply utilities can use to reduce their 
future water supply demands. Analysis indicates a reasonable possibility that a substantial 
portion of the projected increase in SJRWMD water use between 2005 and 2025 could be met 
through improved water use efficiency, provided aggressive programs are implemented and 
funded by water supply utilities and local governments to promote and enforce the necessary 
practices consistent with SJRWMD’s authority under Chapter 373, Florida Statutes (F.S.). A 
high potential exists for improved efficiency but the actual degree that will be attained cannot be 
specifically known until it is accomplished. Success of this approach is highly dependent upon 
aggressive implementation. Furthermore, the aggregate cost for extensive retrofits, better 
irrigation systems, and other practices needed to reach the projected potential water savings 
would be measured in hundreds of millions of dollars, just as the development of alternative 
water supplies would be, and many of those costs would be incurred without certainty of the 
amount of water that would be made available. 
 
Estimated water savings and initial capital costs per gallon of water savings for five groups of 
conservation practices are shown in Table 4 of DWSP 2005. The 20-year (2005 through 2025) 
total cost of outreach and education practices are integrated into the total costs for other water 
conservation practices. Costs are calculated only for new water savings and are incremental to 
the cost of existing programs and practices. Descriptions and critiques of available conservation 
practices and a list of those considered to be cost-effective and potentially applicable in 
SJRWMD appear in Appendix E of DWSP 2005. Explanations of the methodologies used to 
derive estimated water savings and costs for individual conservation practices are provided in 
Appendix F of DWSP 2005. Additional tables providing the results of calculations of water 
savings and costs for individual conservation practices are found in Appendix G of DWSP 2005. 
 
The capital costs for individual conservation practices range up to $14.17 per gallon per day of 
water-saving capacity. These costs are comparable to the costs of constructing water supply 
production capacity for alternative water supply projects identified in DWSP 2005. Ongoing 
operation and maintenance costs comparable to the unit production cost of water supply facilities 
also would be incurred. The ongoing costs for some practices, such as retrofitted low-flow 
toilets, may be no more than the cost of maintaining existing older toilets, but the cost of other 
practices, such as ordinance enforcement, may be substantial. 
 
Several factors limit the precision of these estimates: (1) The actual market penetration that will 
be obtained is unknown. It is not possible to determine in advance how many people in the target 
groups will adopt any specific conservation practice, particularly voluntary practices. A 
population penetration rate of 50% over the 20-year planning period through 2025 is used 
throughout for voluntary conservation practices to provide an example of possible water savings 
from the listed conservation practices at a given level of implementation. (2) The aggregate 
impact of more than one practice addressing savings from the same type of water use is   
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uncertain. Attempts have been made to avoid double or multiple counting of the same water 
saved by two or more practices. The assumptions used in this process are described in Appendix 
G of DWSP 2005. (3) It is not always possible to determine with reasonable certainty which cost 
resulted in what specific water savings. 
 
SJRWMD expects that many of these factors contributing to uncertainty will be addressed 
through the ongoing Conserve Florida water conservation program, a cooperative effort between 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), the water management districts, 
American Water Works Association (AWWA), and various public supply utilities. The emphasis 
of the program is to develop a clearinghouse and detailed database documenting individual 
utility service area characteristics, water conservation practices, and water use data documenting 
the beneficial impacts of water conservation practices and to develop and maintain a software 
tool to assimilate this information for the development of goal-based public supply water 
conservation plans. The information will then be used by water management districts and water 
supply utilities to maximize water conservation benefits based on utility and customer 
characteristics. SJRWMD proposes to continue supporting this effort.  
 
Specific Water Conservation Measures Required for Consumptive Use Permits  
 
Chapter 40C-2, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), applies to all consumptive use permit 
(CUP) applications, including for large-volume water users such as public water supply utilities. 
Water users who are required to apply for a consumptive use permit from SJRWMD include 
those whose average annual daily withdrawal exceeds 100,000 gallons, whose capacity to 
withdraw water exceeds a million gallons per day, or those with a well of 6 inches in diameter or 
greater. 
 
Chapter 40C-2.301(4)(e), F.A.C., requires water conservation as a part of all CUP applications 
and states that “… all available water conservation measures must be implemented unless the 
applicant demonstrates that implementation is not economically, environmentally or 
technologically feasible …” (Subsection 40C-2.301(4)(e) Conditions for Issuance of Permits).  
 
Public supply utilities in SJRWMD are required to have water conservation plans to ensure that 
all available water conservation measures are implemented (unless infeasible). Section 12.2.5 of 
the Consumptive Use Permit Handbook specifies water conservation practices for public supply 
CUPs that, if implemented, are deemed to meet the water conservation requirements of 40C-
2.301(4)(e), F.A.C. These practices are summarized below. 
 
• Perform a system-wide audit of the amount of water used in the applicant’s production and 

treatment facilities, transmission lines, and distribution system. 
• Perform a meter survey, and correct the water audit to account for meter error if the initial, 

unaccounted-for water is 10% or greater based on the results of the initial water audit.   
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• Perform a leak detection evaluation and then either implement a leak detection program 
immediately or develop an alternative plan of corrective action (and submit a new water 
audit), if the initial water audit shows greater than 10% unaccounted-for water use. 

• Implement a meter replacement program if the meter survey indicates that a group or type of 
meters is less than 95% accurate. 

• Implement a customer and employee water conservation education program containing 
specific listed elements. 

• Submit and implement a water conservation-promoting rate structure or amend an existing 
conservation rate structure to improve its effectiveness in promoting water conservation, 
unless the cost is not justified because it will have little or no effect on reducing water use.   

• Submit a management plan designed to minimize the need for augmentation if the permit 
includes a backup water source to meet peak demands for reclaimed water.  

• Additional water conservation measures may be required when an audit and/or other 
available information indicates there is a need to reduce a project’s water use to a level 
consistent with that of other similar projects or that additional significant water savings can 
be achieved and are feasible. 

 
Other types of water users, including agriculture and industry, have a similar list of specific 
water conservation requirements. In the case of agriculture, emphasis is placed on upgrading 
irrigation systems to improve efficiencies, commodity-specific improvements that result in water 
savings, the capture and use of storm water for irrigation, and the use of reclaimed water from 
nearby utility providers. For industrial users, emphasis is on water-saving process improvements, 
recycling of water, use of lowest-acceptable water quality sources, and providing reclaimed 
water or storm water for use. 
 
Watering Restrictions for Landscape Irrigation  
 
SJRWMD has the most stringent, districtwide, year-round watering restrictions of any water 
management district in Florida (Rule 40C-2.042, F.A.C., General Permit by Rule), which are 
designed to ensure the efficient use of water for landscape irrigation. The mandatory restrictions 
specify the time when watering may occur, the amount of water that may be applied, and the 
days when watering may occur for residential and nonresidential locations. These days depend 
on whether the address ends in an odd or even number, and on the time of year. This rule also 
authorizes local governments to enforce these restrictions within their respective jurisdictions by 
adopting them by an ordinance that is fully consistent with the rule. The rule amendment 
prescribes which days of the week landscape irrigation may be allowed by a local government 
ordinance. 
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Summary of the watering restrictions: 
 
• Irrigation is prohibited between 10 a.m. and 4 p.m.  
• During daylight saving time (second Sunday in March until the first Sunday in November) 

irrigation is limited to no more than two days per week on scheduled days.  
o Residential irrigation at odd-numbered addresses or no addresses is allowed on 

Wednesday and Saturday.  
o Residential irrigation at even-numbered addresses is allowed on Thursday and Sunday.  
o Nonresidential irrigation is allowed on Tuesday and Friday.  

• During Eastern Standard Time (first Sunday in November until the second Sunday in March) 
irrigation is limited to no more than one day per week on scheduled days.  
o Residential irrigation at odd-numbered addresses or no addresses is allowed on Saturday.  
o Residential irrigation at even-numbered addresses is allowed on Sunday.  
o Nonresidential irrigation is allowed on Tuesday.  

• Irrigation is limited to no more than ¾ inch of water per zone per irrigation day.  
• Irrigation is limited to no more than one hour per irrigation zone per irrigation day.  
• Irrigation is limited to only that amount necessary to meet landscape needs.  
• When reclaimed water is available for irrigation use, the use of private irrigation wells is not 

authorized by Rule 40C-2.042, F.A.C.  
• Irrigation limitations apply to water withdrawn from ground or surface water, from a private 

well or pump, or from a public or private utility.  
• Irrigation limitations apply to all landscape irrigation not currently regulated by a 

consumptive use permit. Typically, this includes residential, commercial, and industrial 
establishments.  

• Persons irrigating with an automatic lawn irrigation system installed after May 1, 1991, must 
install, maintain, and operate a rain sensor device or switch that overrides the system when 
adequate rainfall has occurred.  

• Limited exceptions apply for certain highly efficient microirrigation systems, hand watering 
with an automatic shutoff device, irrigation of newly planted landscape daily for the initial 30 
days and then every second day for the next 30 days (for a total of one 60-day period), and 
use of reclaimed water or storm water. 
 

Non-Regulatory Water Conservation Initiatives 

In addition to its regulatory program, SJRWMD has also initiated a number of other projects and 
initiatives to improve water conservation and expand the efficient use of reclaimed water.  
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Conserve Florida Water Conservation Information Clearinghouse  
 
SJRWMD is a participant in the development of a comprehensive, statewide water conservation 
program for public water supply. This effort includes FDEP, the five water management districts, 
the Florida Rural Water Association, Florida Section AWWA, Florida Water Environment 
Association, and the Florida Public Service Commission. Major parts of this effort are the 
development of a clearinghouse for water conservation information and software to assist in the 
development of goal-based water conservation plans for public supply utilities. SJRWMD 
proposes to continue support of this effort in the hope that it will provide information valuable to 
determining the cost and effectiveness of various water conservation approaches. This project is 
included in the Hydrologic Data Collection and Analysis Project, which is described in the Water 
Resource Development Component of this document. 
 
Landscape Water Conservation Ordinance Guidelines  
 
SJRWMD has developed a document (SJRWMD 2005b) to provide guidance and example 
language for the creation of local landscape water conservation ordinances that meet the 
requirements specified in Section 373.185, F.S. (SJRWMD 2007). Local governments are 
required by Sections 125.568 and 166.048, F.S., to consider adopting ordinances that will reduce 
the amount of water used to irrigate landscape. SJRWMD will update and revise its document 
that provides guidance and example language to take into account its recently amended water 
conservation rule and other new information and developments concerning water conservation 
practices and technology. 
 
SJRWMD has also contributed technical expertise to the statewide effort, required by Section 
373.228, F.S., to develop landscape irrigation and Xeriscape design standards for new 
construction. These standards incorporate scientifically based model guidelines for urban, 
commercial, and residential landscape irrigation, including drip irrigation, for plants, trees, sod, 
and other landscaping. Section 373.228, F.S., requires local governments to use these standards 
and guidelines when developing landscape irrigation and Xeriscape ordinances. SJRWMD now 
promotes these statewide standards and will incorporate them in its revised document that 
provides guidance and example language. 
 
Water Conservation Public Awareness Campaign 
 
SJRWMD partners with local governments and water supply utilities to conduct an annual 
multimedia campaign, which has included television, radio, newspaper, the Internet, direct mail 
and billboards, a Web site, and printed materials. The budget for the campaign in fiscal year 
2008–2009 was $2.431 million, which includes partners’ and SJRWMD funding. This campaign 
has successfully increased public awareness of water conservation. 
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SJRWMD Strategic Water Conservation Initiative  
 
The Strategic Water Conservation Initiative’s goal is to improve water conservation efforts by 
reviewing key elements of SJRWMD’s current water conservation-related programs and 
modifying them as needed to optimize their effectiveness. Major current conservation efforts 
include the following: 
 
• Consumptive use permitting, which requires conservation plans and reporting from 

permittees  
• Water demand forecasting 
• Calculating the costs of conservation strategies 
• Local government technical assistance 
• Florida Water StarSM certification program for efficient construction  
• Public education and communication programs  
• Coordination with other water management districts, principally in the process of rulemaking 
 
This review will allow SJRWMD to avoid duplication of effort and to take advantage of 
opportunities to collaborate and coordinate efforts. The other overarching goal is to develop new 
actions, including a water conservation cost-share program to achieve a significant reduction in 
water use for landscape irrigation, indoor use, and agricultural irrigation.  
 
SJRWMD will utilize outside experts from the University of Florida’s Water Institute to peer-
review SJRWMD’s major water conservation goals and initiatives. 
 
Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and Consumptive Use Permit (CUP) Linkage 
 
SJRWMD is planning to initiate rulemaking in the near future to more closely link the ERP and 
CUP permitting processes for certain projects with landscape requiring irrigation. Key concepts 
of this ERP/CUP linkage include the following: 
 
• Requiring maximum feasible reuse of storm water for landscape irrigation 
• Setting landscape design standards for maximum residential per capita irrigation use 

(regardless of water source)  
• Requiring covenants and restrictions for developments to include efficient 

landscaping/irrigation system design requirements 
• Prohibiting covenants and restrictions for developments from containing language that 

prevents use of landscape/irrigation system design standards adopted by SJRWMD 
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Amendment to the Reclaimed Water section by the addition of a new subsection titled 
Replacement of Potable Public Water Supply Use: Amend the Reclaimed Water section by 
appending a new subsection after the Projected Quantities of Reclaimed Water subsection on 
page 71 of DWSP 2005 with the following paragraph: 
 
Replacement of Potable Public Water Supply Use: As described elsewhere in this addendum, 
SJRWMD has estimated that 200 mgd of alternative water supplies or a reduction in demand 
through water conservation and increased use of reclaimed water would have to be implemented 
to meet the projected water demands identified in WSA 2003 without resultant unacceptable 
impacts to water resources and related natural systems. It is estimated that treated wastewater 
that is currently not reused plus additional wastewater flows within the PWRCAs by 2025 would 
total 240 mgd of additional reclaimed water available for use. However, due to seasonal 
variability in availability and demand, it is not possible to utilize all of this water during wet 
times and still meet demand during dry times without augmentation from other sources. Based 
on the experience of utilities in the central Florida region, it has typically been feasible to reuse 
50 to 60% of a wastewater treatment facility’s annual flow without resorting to augmentation 
(FWEA, personal communication, 2009).  Assuming it is feasible to reuse a minimum of 50 to 
60% of available treated wastewater without augmentation, 120 to 144 mgd could be counted on 
to be available for replacement of potable water use. However, given the need to maximize the 
use of this supply in the future, the goal should be to increase the portion of reclaimed water that 
is used during the 20-year planning horizon.   Under an optimal condition, such as apparently 
demonstrated by the city of Altamonte Springs, the most thoroughly built-out reuse system in 
SJRWMD, it appears to be reasonable to reuse as much as 85% of a wastewater treatment 
facility’s annual flow without resorting to augmentation. Thus, it may be possible to achieve as 
much as 200 mgd of reclaimed water (85% of projected flows) if water is used efficiently during 
peak demand periods, and large quantities of storage are constructed to go along with dual 
distribution systems. This level of required storage likely represents a very substantial cost.  
Further, reclaimed water, historically, has not been used efficiently, probably due to very low or 
fixed cost rates. However, experience with the city of Ocoee has shown that reclaimed water can 
replace potable water at a 1-to-1 ratio if rates for reclaimed water are close to that of potable 
water (Burton and Associates 2008).  
 
Use of an additional 204 mgd of reclaimed water would not necessarily ensure that projected 
demands would be met without unacceptable impacts to water resources and related natural 
systems. This is because reductions in groundwater withdrawals and placement of reclaimed 
water at land surface for lawn and landscape irrigation purposes would not result in a consistent 
magnitude of reduced impacts throughout PWRCAs due to the hydrogeologic variability 
throughout identified PWRCAs.  
 
Amendment to the subsection titled Potential Uses of Reclaimed Water: Amend the title of 
subsection Potential Uses of Reclaimed Water on page 71 of DWSP 2005 to Other Potential Uses 
of Reclaimed Water. 
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Removal of water supply development projects from DWSP 2005 as amended: The 
following water supply development projects are removed for the reasons described: 
 
• DWSP Project Number 9: St. Johns River Near Lake Monroe Project — This project has 

been removed because other water supply projects that would utilize withdrawals of water 
from the St. Johns River Near Lake Monroe have been identified by water supply entities. 

• DWSP Project Number 11: St. Johns River Near Lake George Project –– This project has 
been removed because none of the water supply entities identified as potential users of water 
from this project have expressed an interest in the project and all are identified in association 
with other potential water supply development projects that, if developed, would be adequate 
to meet their projected demands through 2025.  

• DWSP Project Number 15: Intracoastal Waterway at New Smyrna Beach Project — This 
project has been removed because the water supply entity that owns the property where the 
facility would be located has indicated that it does not plan to pursue this project. 

• DWSP Project Number 57: Winter Park Windsong Stormwater Reuse Demonstration  
Project — This project has been removed because the project’s sponsor has indicated that 
they do not plan to pursue this project.  

 
Water supply development projects: Replaces the list of water supply development projects, 
beginning on page vi of the Executive Summary and on page 116 in DWSP 2005, to include all 
of the projects included on List 1 included in this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. 
 
Identification of projects using reclaimed water: Replaces the list of projects using reclaimed 
water, as identified on pages 76 and 77 of DWSP 2005, to include all of the projects included on 
List 2 in this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. 
 
Amendment to Recommendations chapter: The following amendments are made. 
 
• Delete the Other Water Supply Projects section, which had its contents revised and expanded 

within the new chapter titled Water Conservation Component. 
• Add “Water conservation and reuse” as a new first bullet to the categories of implementation 

strategies. 
• Add the following Water Conservation and Reuse recommendation before the Minimum 

Flows and Levels recommendation: 
o Water Conservation and Reuse 

 Proposed Action 
• Implement the projects as described in the Water Conservation and Reuse chapter 

of this fourth addendum. 
• Initiate rulemaking to create linkage between certain environmental resource 

permit and consumptive use permit applications 
• Enforce water restrictions for landscape irrigation 
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• Evaluate the amount of reclaimed water use as a percentage of wastewater flows 
and measures to ensure efficient use of reclaimed water when considering 
cooperative funding grants for alternative water supply development or other 
cooperative funding grant programs of SJRWMD 

• Evaluate measures in place to encourage or improve conservation as measured by 
a reduction in gross per capita water use and residential per capita water use when 
considering cooperative funding grants for alternative water supply development 
or other cooperative funding grant programs of SJRWMD. 

• Encourage local governments to adopt and enforce ordinances consistent with 
SJRWMD’s water restrictions for landscape irrigation and evaluate the status of 
such ordinances and enforcement efforts when considering cooperative funding 
grants for alternative water supply development or other cooperative funding 
grant programs of SJRWMD. 

 
Amendment to subsection titled Proposed Action in section titled Water Supply 
Development Projects in Recommendations chapter: Replace the paragraph immediately 
preceding the last bullet in the subsection, on page 165, with the following paragraph: 
 
Thus, SJRWMD’s priority in funding support should be for projects that will provide significant 
quantities of new, naturally occurring sources of water to users within PWRCAs or areas that 
would otherwise be designated as PWRCAs; provided water supply entities that would be served 
by such projects have maximized water conservation and the use of reclaimed water to replace 
potable demands to the extent environmentally, economically, and technically feasible. 
 
Figure 5. Multijurisdictional water supply development projects 2005. As presented in this 
addendum, Figure 5 shows the project location of multijurisdictional projects. Figure 5 in this 
addendum supersedes Figure 5 appearing in DWSP 2005 and the first, second, and third addenda 
to DWSP 2005. 
 
Figure 6. Single-entity water supply development projects 2005. As presented in this 
addendum, Figure 6 shows the location of single-entity projects. Figure 6 in this addendum 
supersedes Figure 6 appearing in DWSP 2005 and the first, second, and third addenda to DWSP 
2005. 
 
Table 13. Quantities and estimated costs of alternative water supply development projects. 
As presented in this addendum to DWSP 2005, Table 13 reflects the removal of four projects. 
Table 13 in this addendum supersedes Table 13 appearing in DWSP 2005 and the first, second, 
and third addenda to DWSP 2005.  
 
Table 14. SJRWMD — Public water supply entities and associated alternative water 
supply development projects. As presented in this addendum, Table 14 reflects the removal 
from DWSP 2005 as amended of four projects (Project Numbers 9, 11, 15 and 57), the removal 

000018



District Water Supply Plan 2005—Fourth Addendum 
 

 
 St. Johns River Water Management District 

17 

of two water supply entities in Orange County (Shadow Hills Mobile Home Park and Zellwood 
Station Utilities), corrections to the names of three water supply entities, and changes in the 
projects that should be considered by some water supply entities. Table 14 supersedes Table 14 
appearing in DWSP 2005 and the first, second, and third addenda to DWSP 2005. 
 
Table 15. Status of water supply development projects. As presented in this addendum, Table 
15 includes the updated status of 16 projects and the removal of four projects (Project Numbers 
9, 11, 15 and 57) from DWSP 2005 as amended. Table 15 supersedes Table 15 appearing in 
DWSP 2005 and the first, second, and third addenda to DWSP 2005.  
 
Reference: Replaces the reference list beginning on page 175 of DWSP 2005 to include recent 
references associated with projects in the plan and the fourth addendum. This reference list 
supersedes the reference list contained in DWSP 2005. 
 
Appendix M: This appendix contains historical water use by county and by water use category 
for 1995 to 2007. 
 
Appendix N: This appendix contains detailed project descriptions for water supply development 
projects. This new appendix contains project descriptions for each water supply development 
project included in this fourth addendum. 
 
All of the water supply development project options in DWSP 2005 as amended by this fourth 
addendum would develop alternative water supplies as defined by Section 373.019, F.S., and all 
of the options would use water from nontraditional water supply sources. Since SJRWMD began 
to collect and report water use data in 1978, the majority of water use has been supplied by 
groundwater sources. Since 1995, the base year for assessing the impacts of groundwater 
withdrawals in SJRWMD’s water supply assessment and planning process, groundwater has 
accounted for about 79% of the total reported water use in SJRWMD (Appendix M). Also, since 
1995, fresh groundwater has generally been the first source of choice for increased water 
supplies by water supply entities in SJRWMD, because it has generally been readily available 
near the location of use and is relatively inexpensive to treat — about $1 per 1,000 gallons as 
compared to about $3 to $4 per 1,000 gallons for identified surface water sources (Wycoff, 
personal communication 2009) and $5.71 to $7.08 per 1,000 gallons for desalination (Salsano, 
personal communication 2009). Public supply utilities account for about 90% of proposed 
increased water use in SJRWMD from 1995–2025 (SJRWMD 2006). Proposals, primarily by 
public water supply utilities, to develop increased quantities of fresh groundwater have been the 
basis of SJRWMD’s identification of priority water resource caution areas since the first 
statutorily required districtwide water supply assessment was prepared in 1994 (Vergara 1994). 
Fresh surface water is currently being used as a source of public water supply by only two public 
supply utilities in SJRWMD: the city of Melbourne and the city of Cocoa. Surface water sources 
were developed by these utilities only after fresh groundwater sources in reasonable proximity to 
the locations of use were no longer sustainable. Fresh surface water sources that have been 
identified as potential sources of future water supply are typically located relatively long 
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distances from the likely locations of use. Although the cost of treating water from these fresh 
surface water sources may be similar to the cost of treating fresh groundwater and is 
considerably less than the cost of treating brackish water, the capital investment necessary to 
construct the relatively long transmission facilities to transport the water to the locations of use 
has, historically, been a disincentive to the development of these sources. Therefore, for water 
supply planning purposes, SJRWMD has recognized and continues in this fourth addendum to 
recognize fresh groundwater as the only traditional water supply source in its jurisdiction. 
Likewise, in this addendum, SJRWMD continues to consider and designate all water supply 
sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional water supply sources. Water supply 
sources other than fresh groundwater account for such a small portion of total water demand 
within SJRWMD that it considers their development to be nontraditional.  
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APPENDIX M.—HISTORICAL WATER USE, 1995 TO 2007 

Historical water use data for 1995 to 2007 was compiled by the St. Johns River Water 
Management District (SJRWMD) from SJRWMD EN-50 reports and other data sources, such as 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) monthly operating reports (MORs). 
The water use data was summarized by total annual water use from a water source within a 
county and by annual water use category of water use from a source within a county. The annual 
water use from 1995 to 2007 by water source and water use category is presented in Table M-1. 
Table M-2 presents the annual water use from 1995 to 2007 by water source and by water use 
category for each county in SJRWMD or the part of the county in SJRWMD.  
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Table M-2. Freshwater withdrawals by county and water use category in the St. Johns River Water Management District, 1995–2007 
Agricultural Irrigation Agricultural Irrigation Agricultural Irrigation
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 3.28 4.16 2.87 6.14 3.70 4.13 2.32 3.40 6.01 7.60 3.72 7.13 6.66 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.00 3.33 4.23 2.93 6.18 3.73 4.17 2.35 3.42 6.04 7.63 3.75 7.16 6.66
BAKER 0.93 1.99 1.82 1.35 1.17 2.67 1.76 1.47 4.39 1.61 1.50 2.23 0.95 0.63 0.94 0.80 0.51 0.37 1.64 1.08 0.90 2.69 0.99 0.92 1.37 0.00 1.56 2.93 2.62 1.86 1.54 4.31 2.84 2.37 7.08 2.60 2.42 3.60 0.95
BRADFORD 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.13 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.10 0.15 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.13 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.12 0.19 0.07 0.11 0.15
BREVARD 89.65 96.61 50.67 165.68 50.25 118.79 50.83 78.87 61.32 61.21 45.12 78.08 67.96 8.58 9.33 5.01 13.29 5.28 18.03 6.27 15.21 12.54 12.32 3.35 6.17 5.89 98.23 105.94 55.68 178.97 55.53 136.82 57.10 94.08 73.86 73.53 48.47 84.25 73.86
CLAY 0.73 1.12 1.01 1.10 1.10 5.92 3.60 3.89 3.57 3.96 2.32 5.46 3.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.73 1.12 1.01 1.10 1.10 5.96 3.60 3.89 3.57 4.57 2.32 5.46 3.99
DUVAL 1.11 1.09 0.94 1.30 0.92 3.74 1.53 2.33 3.00 1.47 1.95 3.60 3.10 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.33 0.10 0.19 0.21 0.07 0.17 0.30 0.00 1.16 1.17 1.00 1.39 0.98 4.07 1.63 2.52 3.21 1.54 2.12 3.90 3.10
FLAGLER 6.67 6.66 6.07 8.22 9.46 15.67 5.85 8.51 7.68 9.02 6.11 16.97 22.98 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 0.00 0.00 6.93 6.66 6.07 8.22 9.46 15.70 5.85 8.51 7.68 9.02 9.30 16.97 22.98
INDIAN RIVER 56.34 49.80 33.72 54.36 38.47 64.63 47.96 39.97 54.95 71.53 52.03 87.11 39.06 135.30 128.56 85.90 120.86 95.78 157.86 116.93 92.72 109.87 146.99 105.61 180.52 54.03 191.64 178.36 119.62 175.22 134.25 222.49 164.89 132.69 164.82 218.52 157.64 267.63 93.09
LAKE 34.09 37.21 35.07 53.13 27.42 28.85 25.36 21.76 16.39 19.08 14.61 25.42 30.89 5.72 6.48 5.97 9.64 5.00 5.16 3.73 3.60 4.47 5.40 4.43 6.02 4.29 39.81 43.69 41.04 62.77 32.42 34.01 29.09 25.36 20.86 24.48 19.04 31.44 35.18
MARION 3.30 4.27 4.67 6.10 3.63 11.10 6.40 5.15 4.44 3.96 3.54 11.17 12.44 0.36 0.46 0.50 0.74 0.40 0.78 0.59 0.42 0.11 0.12 0.08 0.25 0.00 3.66 4.73 5.17 6.84 4.03 11.88 6.99 5.57 4.55 4.08 3.62 11.42 12.44
NASSAU 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.14 0.68 0.05 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.02 0.36 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.14 0.70 0.05 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.02 0.36 0.63
OKEECHOBEE 11.87 10.18 6.70 11.46 7.79 15.16 11.63 7.63 4.68 6.43 16.87 27.45 21.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.87 10.18 6.70 11.46 7.79 15.16 11.63 7.63 4.68 6.43 16.87 27.45 21.23
ORANGE 12.74 14.64 13.30 17.62 6.23 6.84 4.49 5.60 6.72 7.54 10.57 15.29 23.21 23.95 29.14 19.89 32.80 1.67 3.35 1.33 1.93 2.19 2.46 2.59 3.73 2.42 36.69 43.78 33.19 50.42 7.90 10.19 5.82 7.53 8.91 10.00 13.16 19.02 25.63
OSCEOLA 5.39 5.19 4.28 8.15 2.54 29.30 20.67 12.25 20.30 22.46 50.88 95.03 26.43 9.20 8.25 7.46 14.77 2.95 19.06 15.05 9.28 29.91 32.13 0.74 1.78 0.00 14.59 13.44 11.74 22.92 5.49 48.36 35.72 21.53 50.21 54.59 51.62 96.81 26.43
PUTNAM 14.25 16.14 13.17 14.76 15.31 11.69 9.19 9.23 9.32 8.25 6.52 12.79 13.44 1.08 1.12 0.70 0.77 0.88 3.50 2.66 3.59 5.27 2.93 2.34 1.71 0.87 15.33 17.26 13.87 15.53 16.19 15.19 11.85 12.82 14.59 11.18 8.86 14.50 14.31
ST JOHNS 31.38 28.24 26.23 32.73 32.36 28.59 18.67 22.65 6.16 7.04 15.02 34.75 35.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 31.38 28.24 26.23 32.73 32.36 28.59 18.67 22.65 6.19 7.07 15.02 34.75 35.27
SEMINOLE 6.99 6.24 6.73 7.67 4.39 11.06 5.33 4.49 18.86 24.56 8.39 9.39 13.09 0.26 0.21 0.37 0.22 0.14 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.25 6.45 7.10 7.89 4.53 11.08 5.33 4.52 18.86 24.56 8.39 9.39 13.09
VOLUSIA 25.53 27.69 21.05 24.95 22.05 29.03 20.33 19.46 25.58 19.96 13.52 27.42 25.47 4.45 4.49 3.07 3.34 3.58 3.88 3.22 3.08 4.65 3.21 4.20 8.92 0.50 29.98 32.18 24.12 28.29 25.63 32.91 23.55 22.54 30.23 23.17 17.72 36.34 25.97

Totals 304.53 311.52 228.55 415.04 227.02 387.85 235.97 246.82 253.63 275.99 252.74 459.73 346.93 189.89 189.13 129.79 197.07 116.14 213.74 150.99 130.98 171.99 207.33 127.67 210.83 68.03 494.42 500.65 358.34 612.11 343.16 601.59 386.96 377.80 425.62 483.32 380.41 670.56 414.96

Recreational Irrigation Recreational Irrigation Recreational Irrigation
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 0.48 1.58 1.50 2.09 1.41 4.11 1.90 0.44 0.49 0.68 0.25 0.32 0.28 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.24 0.00 0.09 0.18 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.54 1.67 1.59 2.20 1.49 4.35 1.90 0.53 0.67 0.84 0.42 0.51 0.45
BAKER 0.09 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.12 0.23 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.00
BRADFORD 0.06 0.10 0.18 0.24 0.16 0.20 0.02 0.00 1.21 1.25 0.36 0.68 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.10 0.18 0.24 0.16 0.22 0.03 0.00 1.21 1.25 0.36 0.68 0.15
BREVARD 1.07 3.29 2.38 3.17 2.22 7.75 2.73 1.25 2.19 2.39 2.84 1.92 1.88 1.77 2.79 2.22 2.73 1.92 7.08 1.16 2.49 3.37 2.20 2.51 3.45 3.39 2.84 6.08 4.60 5.90 4.14 14.83 3.89 3.74 5.56 4.59 5.35 5.37 5.27
CLAY 0.46 0.86 0.88 0.96 0.86 1.77 1.03 0.56 0.71 0.59 0.13 1.74 1.13 0.24 0.31 0.31 0.35 0.45 0.48 0.73 0.47 0.28 0.48 0.39 0.69 0.45 0.70 1.17 1.19 1.31 1.31 2.25 1.76 1.03 0.99 1.07 0.52 2.43 1.58
DUVAL 1.79 2.97 3.03 3.34 2.76 6.17 3.02 2.20 3.94 4.25 1.71 2.88 2.77 0.43 0.65 0.67 0.73 0.60 1.32 2.31 3.33 3.85 3.23 3.45 3.13 3.02 2.22 3.62 3.70 4.07 3.36 7.49 5.33 5.53 7.79 7.48 5.16 6.01 5.79
FLAGLER 0.09 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.15 1.84 0.84 0.09 0.20 0.22 0.18 0.71 0.83 0.59 1.42 1.44 1.63 1.23 3.50 0.29 0.26 0.00 0.74 0.56 1.29 1.50 0.68 1.60 1.62 1.83 1.38 5.34 1.13 0.35 0.20 0.96 0.74 2.00 2.33
INDIAN RIVER 2.01 2.42 2.07 2.16 1.69 6.81 2.29 2.20 2.19 3.30 1.12 1.94 1.61 0.99 1.30 1.10 1.15 0.91 3.22 4.12 4.32 6.38 11.56 6.38 8.60 7.16 3.00 3.72 3.17 3.31 2.60 10.03 6.41 6.52 8.57 14.86 7.50 10.54 8.77
LAKE 0.86 1.48 1.38 1.90 1.14 5.36 6.31 4.35 4.27 5.75 3.78 5.99 4.80 0.70 1.04 0.99 1.34 0.80 3.87 2.80 3.31 4.81 4.38 5.89 8.47 6.78 1.56 2.52 2.37 3.24 1.94 9.23 9.11 7.66 9.08 10.13 9.67 14.46 11.58
MARION 0.53 0.96 1.09 1.11 0.78 2.23 1.62 1.00 4.38 2.68 1.52 1.82 1.63 0.39 0.56 0.64 0.64 0.46 1.16 1.99 1.36 1.72 1.12 0.96 1.50 1.35 0.92 1.52 1.73 1.75 1.24 3.39 3.61 2.36 6.10 3.80 2.48 3.32 2.98
NASSAU 0.67 1.29 1.39 1.38 1.10 3.10 1.79 1.55 3.05 1.77 1.12 1.76 1.59 0.11 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.46 0.78 0.88 2.38 0.64 1.71 1.40 1.26 0.78 1.48 1.60 1.59 1.26 3.56 2.57 2.43 5.43 2.41 2.83 3.16 2.85
OKEECHOBEE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ORANGE 1.42 2.91 2.69 3.60 2.07 10.25 3.11 1.89 2.19 1.37 1.28 1.06 1.12 0.28 0.56 0.52 0.70 0.39 1.97 1.52 0.61 0.75 1.06 0.93 0.61 0.65 1.70 3.47 3.21 4.30 2.46 12.22 4.63 2.50 2.94 2.43 2.21 1.67 1.77
OSCEOLA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PUTNAM 0.15 0.32 0.32 0.36 0.27 0.64 0.64 0.21 0.34 0.26 0.09 0.15 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.25 0.13 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.16 0.11 0.15 0.32 0.32 0.36 0.27 1.04 0.89 0.34 0.41 0.26 0.16 0.31 0.22
ST JOHNS 1.10 1.65 1.48 1.84 1.34 5.55 0.56 1.02 0.84 1.78 0.30 1.03 0.84 0.64 0.93 0.84 1.04 0.77 3.16 2.08 1.97 2.23 3.01 2.91 4.40 3.61 1.74 2.58 2.32 2.88 2.11 8.71 2.64 2.99 3.07 4.79 3.21 5.43 4.45
SEMINOLE 2.46 3.74 4.12 4.70 3.07 7.70 1.36 0.95 1.21 0.72 0.66 1.25 1.15 0.62 0.89 0.98 1.11 0.73 1.76 1.36 0.73 1.00 0.91 0.94 1.17 1.08 3.08 4.63 5.10 5.81 3.80 9.46 2.72 1.68 2.21 1.63 1.60 2.42 2.23
VOLUSIA 2.16 4.28 4.31 5.56 3.52 9.04 1.48 0.76 1.79 1.04 0.74 1.20 1.12 0.69 1.50 1.50 1.95 1.26 3.21 1.35 1.32 0.84 5.60 1.38 2.86 2.68 2.85 5.78 5.81 7.51 4.78 12.25 2.83 2.08 2.63 6.64 2.12 4.06 3.80

Totals 15.40 28.20 27.15 32.77 22.66 72.66 28.80 18.56 29.07 28.13 16.09 24.45 21.01 7.51 12.23 11.51 13.69 9.76 31.94 20.75 21.27 27.86 35.09 28.25 37.92 33.21 22.91 40.43 38.66 46.46 32.42 104.60 49.55 39.83 56.93 63.22 44.34 62.37 54.22

 
 
 
 

  

54 

000056



District Water Supply Plan 2005—Fourth Addendum 
 

 
St. Johns River Water Management District 

Table M-2.—Continued 
Commercial/Industrial/Institutional Commercial/Industrial/Institutional Commercial/Industrial/Institutional
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 1.91 1.91 1.54 1.64 1.71 2.04 1.92 0.95 0.60 0.54 0.34 0.67 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.91 1.91 1.54 1.66 1.71 2.04 1.92 0.95 0.60 0.60 0.34 0.67 0.36
BAKER 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.60 0.44 0.35 0.45 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.60 0.44 0.35 0.45 0.53
BRADFORD 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 1.21 1.17 0.88 0.82 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 1.21 1.17 0.88 0.82 0.59
BREVARD 1.80 1.75 1.67 3.46 2.66 1.04 1.28 0.97 3.74 3.08 3.67 4.98 4.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 6.27 7.91 0.91 1.56 1.40 1.80 1.75 1.67 3.46 2.66 1.05 1.29 0.99 10.01 10.99 4.58 6.54 5.85
CLAY 4.46 5.02 4.37 2.74 2.68 6.87 4.02 3.82 2.77 3.27 2.73 1.14 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.46 5.02 4.37 2.74 2.68 6.87 4.02 3.82 2.77 4.22 2.73 1.14 0.74
DUVAL 24.75 24.15 25.83 22.02 16.37 12.51 13.73 13.05 19.53 16.82 15.49 21.46 18.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 2.07 3.97 2.77 1.33 1.14 24.75 24.15 25.83 22.02 16.37 12.51 13.98 13.05 21.60 20.79 18.26 22.79 19.49
FLAGLER 0.18 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.20 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.43 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.27 0.22 0.23 0.14 0.43 0.01 0.10 0.00
INDIAN RIVER 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.14 0.14 1.75 2.06 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.12 0.15 0.14 1.75 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.17
LAKE 10.23 8.51 8.81 8.83 10.38 10.44 8.61 10.43 9.89 8.91 9.54 8.77 7.19 1.14 0.73 0.73 0.49 0.21 0.60 0.00 0.00 26.08 28.42 0.00 2.66 2.18 11.37 9.24 9.54 9.32 10.59 11.04 8.61 10.43 35.97 37.33 9.54 11.43 9.37
MARION 1.85 1.76 1.75 1.05 1.36 1.95 1.52 1.40 2.82 3.04 2.68 4.09 4.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.22 0.15 0.13 0.14 1.85 1.76 1.75 1.05 1.36 1.95 1.52 1.40 2.82 6.26 2.83 4.22 4.62
NASSAU 34.49 35.73 35.23 35.03 30.56 32.46 31.43 30.70 29.98 29.73 36.17 34.98 32.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.13 0.00 0.00 34.49 35.73 35.23 35.03 30.56 32.46 31.43 30.70 29.99 29.78 36.30 34.98 32.43
OKEECHOBEE 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00
ORANGE 3.61 3.15 2.74 1.72 2.83 3.04 2.57 2.99 2.71 3.09 3.06 2.97 3.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.55 2.82 1.03 0.70 0.75 3.61 3.15 2.74 1.72 2.83 3.04 2.57 2.99 5.26 5.91 4.09 3.67 3.95
OSCEOLA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PUTNAM 11.19 20.36 17.54 19.55 24.16 19.14 11.10 4.55 4.09 3.68 3.49 10.01 7.13 34.74 17.26 17.47 33.98 33.65 31.12 26.90 26.69 25.32 23.04 25.09 24.51 17.44 45.93 37.62 35.01 53.53 57.81 50.26 38.00 31.24 29.41 26.72 28.58 34.52 24.57
ST JOHNS 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.79 0.36 0.63 0.88 1.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.58 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.02 1.42 0.94 0.93 0.88 1.08
SEMINOLE 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.51 0.61 0.39 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.54 0.61 0.39 0.00 0.12
VOLUSIA 0.69 5.20 0.40 0.56 0.58 0.49 0.45 0.44 0.72 1.55 0.72 0.83 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.25 0.69 5.20 0.40 0.56 0.58 0.49 0.45 0.44 0.73 1.55 0.72 1.06 1.14

Totals 95.74 108.17 100.50 97.26 93.85 90.62 77.26 69.92 81.90 78.85 80.15 92.15 81.71 35.88 17.99 18.20 34.49 33.86 31.80 27.24 26.78 62.97 71.23 30.38 31.12 23.30 131.62 126.16 118.70 131.75 127.71 122.42 104.50 96.70 144.87 150.08 110.53 123.27 105.01

Thermoelectric Power Generation Thermoelectric Power Generation Thermoelectric Power Generation
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 0.40 0.19 0.17 0.24 0.32 0.15 0.17 0.30 0.21 0.42 0.17 0.18 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.19 0.17 0.24 0.32 0.15 0.17 0.30 0.21 0.42 0.17 0.18 0.36
BAKER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BRADFORD 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
BREVARD 0.31 0.33 0.34 0.49 0.41 0.39 0.35 0.29 0.31 0.31 0.14 0.12 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.33 0.34 0.49 0.41 0.39 0.35 0.29 0.31 0.31 0.14 0.12 0.13
CLAY 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
DUVAL 5.47 4.54 5.44 5.28 5.54 8.33 6.23 6.33 0.55 0.61 0.50 1.25 5.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.47 4.54 5.44 5.28 5.54 8.33 6.23 6.33 0.55 0.61 0.50 1.25 5.74
FLAGLER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
INDIAN RIVER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
LAKE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MARION 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NASSAU 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
OKEECHOBEE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ORANGE 0.41 0.72 0.71 0.76 0.64 0.76 0.74 0.73 0.82 0.85 0.45 0.50 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.72 0.71 0.76 0.64 0.76 0.74 0.73 0.82 0.85 0.45 0.50 0.46
OSCEOLA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00
PUTNAM 0.70 0.55 0.61 0.61 0.58 0.69 0.82 0.73 0.26 0.64 0.02 0.01 0.70 14.50 15.91 17.19 16.33 14.39 13.90 17.88 15.39 14.14 17.37 0.78 1.19 0.00 15.20 16.46 17.80 16.94 14.97 14.59 18.70 16.12 14.40 18.01 0.80 1.20 0.70
ST JOHNS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SEMINOLE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
VOLUSIA 0.37 12.74 0.43 0.51 0.51 0.54 0.52 0.58 0.49 0.32 0.36 0.21 0.30 70.30 1.80 3.06 2.94 3.39 5.01 5.68 11.65 8.54 10.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 70.67 14.54 3.49 3.45 3.90 5.55 6.20 12.23 9.03 11.26 0.36 0.21 0.30

Totals 7.66 19.07 7.70 7.89 8.00 10.86 8.83 8.96 2.64 3.15 1.66 2.27 7.69 84.80 17.71 20.25 19.27 17.78 18.91 23.56 27.04 22.68 28.31 0.78 1.19 0.00 92.46 36.78 27.95 27.16 25.78 29.77 32.39 36.00 25.32 31.46 2.44 3.46 7.69
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St. Johns River Water Management District  

Table M-2.—Continued 
Domestic Self-Supply Domestic Self-Supply Domestic Self-Supply
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 3.29 1.29 1.50 1.23 1.24 0.65 0.54 0.68 0.67 0.68 2.02 2.04 1.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.29 1.29 1.50 1.23 1.24 0.65 0.54 0.68 0.67 0.68 2.02 2.04 1.03
BAKER 2.50 2.44 2.47 2.36 2.52 1.78 1.76 2.81 2.86 2.93 3.37 3.51 3.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.44 2.47 2.36 2.52 1.78 1.76 2.81 2.86 2.93 3.37 3.51 3.45
BRADFORD 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.09 0.18 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.89 0.90 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.09 0.18 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.89 0.90 0.11
BREVARD 5.23 5.36 5.23 5.21 5.10 1.90 1.99 1.45 1.50 1.54 1.01 1.03 1.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.23 5.36 5.23 5.21 5.10 1.90 1.99 1.45 1.50 1.54 1.01 1.03 1.83
CLAY 3.59 2.33 2.44 3.63 3.99 4.24 4.02 4.97 5.16 5.40 3.57 3.72 5.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.59 2.33 2.44 3.63 3.99 4.24 4.02 4.97 5.16 5.40 3.57 3.72 5.70
DUVAL 11.87 11.50 11.18 11.57 13.88 4.46 4.79 6.81 6.94 7.07 7.54 7.70 6.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.87 11.50 11.18 11.57 13.88 4.46 4.79 6.81 6.94 7.07 7.54 7.70 6.74
FLAGLER 1.85 1.83 1.96 2.13 2.54 0.62 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.57 0.29 0.33 1.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.83 1.96 2.13 2.54 0.62 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.57 0.29 0.33 1.31
INDIAN RIVER 6.91 7.37 5.72 6.68 6.24 1.87 1.90 1.65 1.68 1.76 1.68 1.75 1.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.91 7.37 5.72 6.68 6.24 1.87 1.90 1.65 1.68 1.76 1.68 1.75 1.35
LAKE 2.49 2.00 1.62 2.55 2.71 4.04 3.89 5.57 5.83 6.10 6.52 6.86 9.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.49 2.00 1.62 2.55 2.71 4.04 3.89 5.57 5.83 6.10 6.52 6.86 9.32
MARION 16.72 17.49 15.44 16.36 17.76 8.87 7.39 7.20 7.52 7.82 9.33 9.64 8.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.72 17.49 15.44 16.36 17.76 8.87 7.39 7.20 7.52 7.82 9.33 9.64 8.28
NASSAU 4.23 4.58 4.96 5.41 6.58 3.48 3.52 8.30 8.56 8.83 8.20 8.50 7.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.23 4.58 4.96 5.41 6.58 3.48 3.52 8.30 8.56 8.83 8.20 8.50 7.49
OKEECHOBEE 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.09
ORANGE 10.41 9.41 10.94 12.73 11.87 6.12 9.76 12.27 12.54 12.93 8.16 8.44 8.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.41 9.41 10.94 12.73 11.87 6.12 9.76 12.27 12.54 12.93 8.16 8.44 8.24
OSCEOLA 0.49 0.51 0.51 0.25 0.26 0.18 0.19 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.24 0.26 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.51 0.51 0.25 0.26 0.18 0.19 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.24 0.26 0.11
PUTNAM 8.23 8.60 6.72 8.48 5.78 4.99 4.98 6.99 7.07 7.19 10.34 10.43 8.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.23 8.60 6.72 8.48 5.78 4.99 4.98 6.99 7.07 7.19 10.34 10.43 8.09
ST JOHNS 2.89 2.69 2.80 2.82 3.10 1.91 1.82 1.91 2.00 2.13 2.05 2.16 3.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.89 2.69 2.80 2.82 3.10 1.91 1.82 1.91 2.00 2.13 2.05 2.16 3.62
SEMINOLE 8.63 5.64 5.95 5.90 3.89 2.73 3.07 3.71 3.79 3.87 2.70 2.76 1.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.63 5.64 5.95 5.90 3.89 2.73 3.07 3.71 3.79 3.87 2.70 2.76 1.95
VOLUSIA 3.63 2.37 2.63 2.93 2.74 3.02 2.78 3.38 3.47 3.57 2.75 2.80 3.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.63 2.37 2.63 2.93 2.74 3.02 2.78 3.38 3.47 3.57 2.75 2.80 3.75

Totals 93.20 85.61 82.27 90.33 90.38 51.10 53.08 68.62 70.57 72.91 70.74 72.91 72.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 93.20 85.61 82.27 90.33 90.38 51.10 53.08 68.62 70.57 72.91 70.74 72.91 72.46

Public Supply Public Supply Public Supply
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 22.15 22.70 22.71 25.21 25.40 25.83 26.52 26.10 27.04 27.85 25.01 28.21 27.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.15 22.70 22.71 25.21 25.40 25.83 26.52 26.10 27.04 27.85 25.01 28.21 27.51
BAKER 0.68 0.75 0.76 0.77 0.82 0.88 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.82 0.86 0.87 0.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.75 0.76 0.77 0.82 0.88 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.82 0.86 0.87 0.92
BRADFORD 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.11 0.12 0.35 0.45 0.45 0.00 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.11 0.12 0.35 0.45 0.45 0.00 0.55
BREVARD 39.20 42.50 38.73 40.79 39.41 39.27 40.05 40.02 43.42 49.46 42.76 40.83 33.58 12.15 11.07 11.85 12.15 12.11 14.08 14.08 15.57 18.36 16.13 15.85 20.44 21.04 51.35 53.57 50.58 52.94 51.52 53.35 54.13 55.59 61.78 65.59 58.61 61.27 54.62
CLAY 12.04 12.19 11.45 13.49 14.54 14.77 14.29 14.26 15.93 18.17 13.96 17.05 16.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.04 12.19 11.45 13.49 14.54 14.77 14.29 14.26 15.93 18.17 13.96 17.05 16.22
DUVAL 99.59 106.81 104.93 107.43 112.47 119.12 111.80 113.42 112.52 128.16 137.92 138.54 138.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 99.59 106.81 104.93 107.43 112.47 119.12 111.80 113.42 112.52 128.16 137.92 138.54 138.13
FLAGLER 4.51 4.50 4.93 5.22 6.08 6.22 11.23 7.01 7.27 7.49 8.92 9.71 9.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.51 4.50 4.93 5.22 6.08 6.22 11.23 7.01 7.41 7.69 8.92 9.71 9.34
INDIAN RIVER 11.16 11.36 11.62 12.97 13.37 13.93 14.61 13.31 18.70 18.13 16.76 15.50 14.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.79 3.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.16 11.36 11.62 12.97 13.37 13.93 14.61 13.31 22.49 22.09 16.76 15.50 14.97
LAKE 26.46 29.35 30.50 35.49 36.50 39.92 39.98 38.75 41.54 42.68 41.25 50.32 50.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.38 3.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.46 29.35 30.50 35.49 36.50 39.92 39.98 38.75 44.92 45.77 41.25 50.32 50.30
MARION 14.38 15.15 15.93 16.51 17.26 19.77 19.28 19.33 20.32 20.47 18.33 30.69 21.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.38 15.15 15.93 16.51 17.26 19.77 19.28 19.33 20.40 20.66 18.33 30.69 21.19
NASSAU 4.96 5.01 5.06 5.98 6.86 6.81 6.47 6.09 6.11 6.65 6.50 7.74 8.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.96 5.01 5.06 5.98 6.86 6.81 6.47 6.09 6.11 6.65 6.50 7.74 8.32
OKEECHOBEE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ORANGE 100.99 108.66 105.82 118.87 124.37 130.27 126.32 111.89 115.98 116.63 121.10 147.80 128.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.10 0.02 0.00 0.00 100.99 108.66 105.82 118.87 124.37 130.27 126.32 111.89 116.02 116.73 121.12 147.80 128.72
OSCEOLA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PUTNAM 3.59 3.91 3.25 3.87 2.96 3.20 3.03 3.01 3.41 3.42 2.98 2.83 2.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.59 3.91 3.25 3.87 2.96 3.20 3.03 3.01 3.41 3.42 2.98 2.83 2.97
ST JOHNS 10.30 11.53 12.32 13.88 14.89 16.49 13.64 14.02 15.29 17.15 14.34 16.59 16.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.30 11.53 12.32 13.88 14.89 16.49 13.64 14.02 15.64 17.88 14.34 16.59 16.39
SEMINOLE 50.69 50.76 54.82 61.01 60.08 66.90 57.29 56.11 53.21 56.06 56.14 64.18 61.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.69 50.76 54.82 61.01 60.08 66.90 57.29 56.11 53.32 56.12 56.14 64.18 61.80
VOLUSIA 48.78 49.59 51.28 55.90 55.50 55.04 53.48 55.44 54.67 57.89 58.55 62.09 59.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.78 49.59 51.28 55.90 55.50 55.04 53.48 55.44 55.26 58.51 58.55 62.09 59.52

Totals 449.52 474.81 474.15 517.39 530.55 558.47 538.93 519.68 536.58 571.48 565.83 632.95 590.43 12.15 11.07 11.85 12.15 12.11 14.08 14.08 15.57 26.84 25.08 15.87 20.44 21.04 461.67 485.88 486.00 529.54 542.66 572.55 553.01 535.25 563.42 596.56 581.70 653.39 611.47
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Table M-2.—Continued 
Total Water Use Total Water Use Total Water Use
Groundwater Surface water Total Freshwater
County 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ALACHUA 31.51 31.83 30.29 36.55 33.78 36.91 33.37 31.87 35.02 37.77 31.51 38.55 36.20 0.11 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.11 0.28 0.03 0.11 0.21 0.25 0.20 0.22 0.17 31.62 31.99 30.44 36.72 33.89 37.19 33.40 31.98 35 23 38.02 31.71 38.77 36.37
BAKER 4.39 5.54 5.39 4 85 4.83 5.64 4.62 5.32 8.74 5.88 6.09 7.06 5.85 0.63 0.94 0.80 0.51 0.37 1.73 1.08 0.90 2.69 0.99 0.92 1.37 0.00 5.02 6.48 6.19 5.36 5.20 7.37 5.70 6.22 11.43 6.87 7.01 8.43 5.85
BRADFORD 0.35 0.37 0.41 0.37 0.38 0.43 0.24 0.26 2.99 3.15 2.63 2.48 1.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.35 0.37 0.41 0.37 0.38 0.45 0.25 0.27 3.01 3.19 2.65 2.51 1.55
BREVARD 137.26 149.84 99.02 218.80 100.05 169.14 97.23 122.85 112.48 117.99 95.54 126.96 109.83 22.50 23.19 19.08 28.17 19.31 39.20 21.52 33.29 40.54 38.56 22.62 31.62 31.72 159.76 173.03 118.10 246.97 119.36 208.34 118.75 156.14 153.02 156.55 118.16 158.58 141.55
CLAY 21.28 21.52 20.15 21.92 23.17 33.57 26.96 27.50 28.14 31.39 22.71 29.11 27.78 0.24 0.31 0.31 0.35 0.45 0.52 0.73 0.47 0.28 2.04 0.39 0.69 0.45 21.52 21.83 20.46 22.27 23.62 34.09 27.69 27.97 28.42 33.43 23.10 29.80 28.23
DUVAL 144.58 151.06 151.35 150.94 151.94 154.33 141.10 144.14 146.48 158.38 165.11 175.43 174.83 0.48 0.73 0.73 0.82 0.66 1.65 2.66 3.52 6.13 7.27 6.39 4.76 4.16 145.06 151.79 152.08 151.76 152.60 155.98 143.76 147.66 152.61 165.65 171.50 180.19 178.99
FLAGLER 13.30 13.24 13.21 15.83 18.28 24.55 18.57 16.23 15.79 17.73 15.51 27.82 34.46 0.85 1.42 1.44 1.63 1.23 3.60 0.36 0.33 0.14 0.94 3.75 1.29 1.50 14.15 14.66 14.65 17.46 19.51 28.15 18.93 16.56 15.93 18.67 19.26 29.11 35.96
NDIAN RIVER 76.58 71.09 53.24 76.32 59.90 87.36 66.90 57.27 79.27 96.78 71.59 106.30 57.16 136.29 129.86 87.00 122.01 96.69 161.08 121.06 97.04 120.04 162.72 111.99 189.12 61.19 212.87 200.95 140.24 198.33 156.59 248.44 187.96 154.31 199.31 259.50 183.58 295.42 118.35
LAKE 74.13 78.55 77.38 101.90 78.15 88.61 84.15 80.86 77.92 82.52 75.70 97.36 102.50 7.56 8.25 7.69 11.47 6.01 9.63 6.53 6.91 38.74 41.29 10.32 17.15 13.25 81.69 86.80 85.07 113.37 84.16 98.24 90.68 87.77 116.66 123.81 86.02 114.51 115.75
MARION 36.78 39.63 38.88 41.13 40.79 43.92 36.21 34.08 39.48 37.97 35.40 57.41 48.02 0.75 1.02 1.14 1.38 0.86 1.94 2.58 1.78 1.91 4.65 1.19 1.88 1.49 37.53 40.65 40.02 42.51 41.65 45.86 38.79 35.86 41.39 42.62 36.59 59.29 49.51
NASSAU 44.54 46.79 46.82 47.99 45.24 46.53 43.26 46.79 47.86 47.14 52.01 53.34 50.46 0.11 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.48 0.78 0.88 2.39 0.69 1.84 1.40 1.26 44.65 46.98 47.03 48.20 45.40 47.01 44.04 47.67 50 25 47.83 53.85 54.74 51.72
OKEECHOBEE 11.98 10.29 6.81 11.58 7.91 15.28 11.79 7.80 4.82 6.60 16.95 27.53 21.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.98 10.29 6.81 11.58 7.91 15.28 11.79 7.80 4.82 6.60 16.95 27.53 21.32
ORANGE 129.58 139.49 136.20 155.30 148.01 157.28 146.99 135.37 140.96 142.41 144.62 176.06 164.95 24.23 29.70 20.41 33.50 2.06 5.32 2.85 2.54 5.53 6.44 4.57 5.04 3.82 153.81 169.19 156.61 188.80 150.07 162.60 149.84 137.91 146.49 148.85 149.19 181.10 168.77
OSCEOLA 5.88 5.70 4.79 8.40 2.80 29.48 20.86 12.50 20.57 22.75 51.14 95.29 26.54 9.20 8.25 7.46 14.77 2.95 19.06 15.05 9.28 29.91 32.13 0.74 1.78 0.00 15.08 13.95 12.25 23.17 5.75 48.54 35.91 21.78 50.48 54.88 51.88 97.07 26.54
PUTNAM 38.11 49.88 41.61 47.63 49.06 40.35 29.76 24.72 24.49 23.44 23.44 36.22 32.44 50.32 34.29 35.36 51.08 48.92 48.92 47.69 45.80 44.80 43.34 28.28 27.57 18.42 88.43 84.17 76.97 98.71 97 98 89.27 77.45 70.52 69.29 66.78 51.72 63.79 50.86
ST JOHNS 45.73 44.16 42.89 51.33 51.75 52.55 34.70 39.62 25.08 28.46 32.34 55.41 57.20 0.64 0.93 0.84 1.04 0.77 3.16 2.08 1.97 3.24 4.35 3.21 4.40 3.61 46.37 45.09 43.73 52.37 52.52 55.71 36.78 41.59 28.32 32.81 35.55 59.81 60.81
SEMINOLE 68.91 66.53 71.78 79.43 71.52 88.47 67.12 65.32 77.58 85.82 68.28 77.58 78.11 0.88 1.10 1.35 1.33 0.87 1.78 1.36 0.76 1.14 0.97 0.94 1.17 1.08 69.79 67.63 73.13 80.76 72.39 90.25 68.48 66.08 78.72 86.79 69.22 78.75 79.19
VOLUSIA 81.16 101.87 80.10 90.41 84.90 97.16 79.04 80.06 86.72 84.33 76.64 94.55 91.05 75.44 7.79 7.63 8.23 8.23 12.10 10.25 16.05 14.63 20.37 5.58 12.01 3.43 156.60 109.66 87.73 98.64 93.13 109.26 89.29 96.11 101.35 104.70 82.22 106.56 94.48

Totals 966.05 1,027.38 920.32 1,160.68 972.46 1,171.56 942.87 932.56 974.39 1,030.51 987.21 1,284.46 1,120.24 330.23 248.13 191.60 276.67 189.65 310.47 236.62 221.64 312.34 367.04 202.95 301.50 145.56 1,296.28 1,275.51 1,111 92 1,437.35 1,162.11 1,482.03 1,179.49 1,154.20 1,286.73 1,397.55 1,190.16 1,585.96 1,265.80
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APPENDIX N.—DETAILED DESCRIPTIONS OF WATER SUPPLY 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

Appendix N contains planning-level, project-specific information for alternative water supply 
development projects identified in District Water Supply Plan 2005 (DWSP 2005), as amended. 
The project descriptions included in Appendix N should be considered planning-level and 
conceptual in nature because final planning, design, permitting, and construction of these 
projects is incomplete. For these conceptual projects, St. Johns River Water Management District 
(SJRWMD) recognizes that the details of the project descriptions (including, but not limited to, 
estimated quantities of water produced, anticipated time frames, project costs and components, 
and the number and identity of water supply entities involved in these projects) may change as 
these projects progress. 
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Name of project options and project numbers:  

Project name: Project names are identified on Lists 1 and 2, Tables 13, 14, and 15 of this fourth 
addendum to District Water Supply Plan 2005 (DWSP 2005) as brackish groundwater source for 
potable use projects. 

Project numbers: 2, 3, and 5 (Note: Brackish groundwater source for potable use projects, 
identified as being complete in this fourth addendum, are not described here.)  

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

These projects are alternative water supply options. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option:  

These projects will develop a brackish groundwater source and will supply water from a 
nontraditional source. SJRWMD generally identifies as “brackish” waters those source waters 
that do not always meet federal and state drinking water standards for chloride, sulfate, or total 
dissolved solids. SJRWMD considers brackish water sources as alternative water supply sources. 
(Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.)  
Descriptions of projects:  

These projects are described in the project descriptions included on pages 64–65 of this appendix 
and in Tables 13, 14, and 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through these project options expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The quantities of water estimated to become available through these project options are indicated 
by project; project descriptions are included on pages 64–65 of this appendix and in Tables 13 
and 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The time frames in which these project options should be implemented are indicated in Table 15 
of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.   

Estimated planning-level costs: 

Estimated planning-level costs for these projects are indicated in Table 13 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.  
Basis for planning-level costs:  

These cost estimates are based on information provided by the project sponsors. SJRWMD 
reviewed this cost information to make certain that it appeared to be reasonable.  
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Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for projects implementing the project options: 

Established MFLs for water bodies that are located in areas that may experience water level 
declines as a result of the groundwater withdrawals associated with these projects would be 
considered in the CUP application review process for these projects. The established MFLs for 
Lake Washington would apply to Project 3: Melbourne Reverse Osmosis (RO) Plant Expansion 
Project. Currently, there are no established MFLs that affect the other projects. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

SJRWMD has established MFLs for numerous lakes and springs (Chapter 40C-8, Florida 
Administrative Code [F.A.C.]). SJRWMD used its regional groundwater flow models to estimate 
the projected change in the elevation of the potentiometric surface of the Floridan aquifer that 
would result if proposed groundwater withdrawals, including brackish groundwater withdrawals 
to support these potential projects, were realized. These projected changes were evaluated in 
light of established MFLs to determine if these withdrawals would cause water levels or flows to 
fall below established MFLs. For Projects 2 and 5, projected water level declines do not extend 
to the locations of water bodies where MFLs have been established. For Project 3, projected 
water level declines would occur in the Floridan aquifer at Lake Washington. However, the 
projected decline would not cause water levels in Lake Washington to fall below established 
MFLs. As a result of these analyses, SJRWMD concluded that these withdrawals would not 
cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs (SJRWMD 2006). Based on this 
planning-level analysis, MFLs would not constrain these projects. In addition, there are no 
recovery or prevention strategies or water use reservations that would constrain these projects. At 
the time of preparation of this fourth addendum, consumptive use permits had been issued for 
Projects 2, 3, and 5. Applicable MFLs were addressed during the permit review process. The 
details of these reviews are addressed in the technical staff reports for the permits associated with 
these projects.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The names of the entity or entities that should implement these project options are indicated, by 
project, on Table 14 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. The status of these projects is 
described, by project, on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: Thirty-one public water supply facilities in SJRWMD use demineralization treatment 
processes (FDEP 2009), although these facilities do not all use brackish groundwater sources. 
Fifteen public water supply facilities and associated withdrawals of brackish groundwater have 
been authorized in SJRWMD pursuant to Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(FDEP) and SJRWMD permitting requirements. Many of these facilities have been in operation 
for many years. The water treatment technologies necessary to support these projects are widely 
recognized as being technically feasible. For water supply planning purposes, SJRWMD 
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assessed the environmental feasibility of these projects based on the use of its regional 
groundwater models and water resource constraints as described in the Water Supply Assessment 
2003 (SJRWMD 2006) and on the approach proposed by each project sponsor to management of 
the water treatment process byproduct (concentrate). Based on this assessment, these projects in 
combination with all other proposed groundwater withdrawals through 2025 would meet these 
environmental constraints. Further, all of these projects, with the exception of Project 3: 
Melbourne Reverse Osmosis (RO) Plant Expansion Project, have valid permits issued by FDEP 
for management of the concentrate. Concentrate from the East Putnam Regional Water System 
Project (Project 2) is to be managed by discharge to the St. Johns River and concentrate from the 
St. Augustine Water Supply Project (Project 5) is to be managed by mixing the concentrate with 
the city’s reclaimed water. The city of Melbourne, the sponsor of the Melbourne Reverse 
Osmosis (RO) Plant Expansion Project, is currently planning to manage the concentrate from this 
project by discharging it to an injection well that would be permitted by FDEP pursuant to the 
requirements of Chapter 62-528, F.A.C. Since this proposed injection well would be located in 
an area that has existing injection wells used for municipal wastewater discharge, SJRWMD 
considers that it would be technically feasible to install another injection well in the same area 
for concentrate management purposes. Therefore, from a water supply planning perspective, 
SJRWMD considers these projects to be environmentally feasible. SJRWMD considered the 
economic feasibility of these projects based on the estimated unit production costs presented in 
Table 13 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005 and on the willingness of the public supply 
utilities sponsoring the projects to implement them. These brackish groundwater source projects 
have all been proposed by public supply utilities. SJRWMD assumes that these public supply 
utilities assessed the economic feasibilities of these projects and found the feasibilities to be 
acceptable prior to requesting that they be included in DWSP 2005.  

Permittability: Implementation of brackish groundwater source projects requires the issuance of 
permits by both SJRWMD and FDEP. For water supply planning purposes, SJRWMD considers 
these projects to be permittable from a planning-level perspective if they are considered 
environmentally feasible, as previously described. This link between environmental feasibility 
and permittability is based on the relationship between the water resource constraints used in 
SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and the environmental protection criteria used in the 
consumptive use permitting process; these constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. 
However, consistency of the projects’ impacts with the water resource constraints should not be 
interpreted as the determination or application of the consumptive use permitting criteria. Before 
such a determination can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be 
prepared by a permit applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. Therefore, 
these projects are considered to be permittable from a planning-level perspective, because they 
are considered environmentally feasible, as previously described. At the time of preparation of 
this fourth addendum, consumptive use permits had been issued for Projects 2, 3, and 5. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

The estimated level of funding required to support implementation of these projects is described 
on Table 13 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. Possible funding sources include revenues 
derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and Sustainability Program, 
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SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, contributions in aid of 
construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local government ad valorem tax 
revenues, local government special assessments, and private investment. These possible sources 
are described in more detail in the Water Supply Development Funding Sources section of 
DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
These projects will provide water from an alternative water source. They will serve the public 
interest by providing water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those they 
serve as well as provide water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other 
typical public supply system needs within the public supply service areas of the sponsoring 
public supply utilities and others whom they may serve. This project will contribute to meeting 
the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of sufficient water for all 
existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 
373.016(3)(d), Florida Statutes (F.S.). 

 
Project number: 2 

Project name: East Putnam Regional Water System Project 

Project sponsor(s): Putnam County 

Project type: Brackish groundwater 

Purpose: This project will provide potable public supply water to take the place of private wells 
and support new water uses within the East Putnam Regional Water System service area. Parts of 
the service area currently have naturally occurring water quality that does not meet state drinking 
water standards for one or more dissolved inorganic constituents or may have locally polluted 
groundwater from malfunctioning septic tanks. The project would be designed to provide a safe 
source of drinking water for customers in these parts of the service area. 

Water source: Brackish groundwater 

Water use/destination: Public drinking water supply in East Palatka, San Mateo, and 
surrounding areas in Putnam County 

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.63 mgd 
Estimated construction cost: $21,800,000 

Project components: Currently, the project’s components include a reverse osmosis facility 
including filtration and disinfection, wells, pipelines, pumps, elevated water storage tank, and an 
emergency generator. 
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Project number: 3 

Project name: Melbourne Reverse Osmosis (RO) Plant Expansion Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Melbourne 

Project type: Brackish groundwater 

Purpose: This project will increase the existing reverse osmosis (RO) water treatment plant 
capacity. The expanded capacity will enable the city of Melbourne to meet increased future 
water supply needs.  

Water source: Brackish groundwater 

Water use/destination: Public drinking water supply for city of Melbourne 

Quantity of water to be made available: 5.00 mgd 
Estimated construction cost: $7,300,000 

Project components: This project consists of reverse osmosis facility expansion and upgrades, 
including filtration and disinfection. 

 
Project number: 5 
Project name: St. Augustine Water Supply Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of St. Augustine 

Project type: Brackish groundwater 

Purpose: This project is to prevent impacts to wetland vegetation that would be expected to 
result if projected water use increases are met from the city of St. Augustine’s existing surficial 
aquifer wellfield.  

Water source: Brackish groundwater 

Water use/destination: Public drinking water supply for city of St. Augustine 

Quantity of water to be made available: 6.00 mgd 
Estimated construction cost: $11,800,000 

Project components: This projects consists of a reverse osmosis facility including filtration and 
disinfection, pumps, emergency generator, wells and a demineralization concentrate transmission 
main that will connect with the city's wastewater collection system. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Lower Ocklawaha River in Putnam County Project  

Project number: 7 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a fresh 
surface water source and will supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD 
considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in cooperation with 
interested water supply entities in the fall of 2005. The conceptual-level project description 
included potential locations of water delivery and estimated project costs. The diagram 
developed for the conceptual project developed in 2005 is shown on Figure 7-1. The source of 
water for this project is the Lower Ocklawaha River in Putnam County. The project includes an 
intake for surface water from the Lower Ocklawaha River near Rodman Dam, fresh surface 
water treatment, point-of-connection ground storage, and a potable water transmission system 
through a portion of Putnam County to final delivery points in Volusia County. The project cost 
estimates are based on the distribution of potable water to the following locations: the cities of 
Daytona Beach, DeLand, Deltona, Edgewater, New Smyrna Beach, Ormond Beach, and Port 
Orange; and to Volusia County.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 described an average daily flow of 
20.0 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there are no public water supply utilities working to implement this 
project. Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2005. 

a. Total capital: $266,000,000 
b. Construction: $201,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $5,790,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $3.16 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2005 pursuant to 
methods described in SJRWMD Special Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic 
Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

Minimum flows and levels have not been established for the Lower Ocklawaha River or for the 
St. Johns River downstream of its confluence with the Lower Ocklawaha River. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are currently no established MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use 
reservations that would constrain this project. However, SJRWMD is working to develop 
minimum flows and levels for the Ocklawaha River at State Road (SR) 40. A wide range of 
technical work is currently under way to support the establishment of this MFL. The draft St. 
Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) 2008 Minimum Flows and Levels Priority 
List and Schedule, approved by the SJRWMD Governing Board on November 11, 2008, for 
transmittal to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, reflects that this MFL is 
scheduled to be established by 2011.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The following water supply entities should consider implementation of this project: the cities of 
Daytona Beach, DeLand, Deltona, Edgewater, New Smyrna Beach, Ormond Beach, and Port 
Orange; and Volusia County. The status of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project involves similar water treatment technologies as used by the city of 
Melbourne and city of Cocoa, and therefore the project is considered technically and financially 
feasible. The city of Melbourne has been using freshwater from the St. Johns River since the 
1950s. The city of Cocoa has been using freshwater from Taylor Creek Reservoir since 2001. 
Planning-level information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially 
feasible (Burton and Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: SJRWMD has investigated the availability of water from the Lower Ocklawaha 
River in response to legislation enacted by the 1994 Florida Legislature. A report of this 
investigation titled Ocklawaha River Allocation Study was published by SJRWMD as Technical 
Publication SJ2005-1. This report indicates that up to 107 mgd could be withdrawn from the 
Lower Ocklawaha River, with or without the existing reservoir, without causing unacceptable 
environmental harm. Given the results of the report and the amount of water estimated to become 
available (20.0 mgd), the project is environmentally feasible and, therefore, appears to be 
reasonably permittable based on a planning-level analysis. However, if other projects were 
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implemented upstream on the Ocklawaha River prior to implementation of this project, then the 
total available quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated. 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
Florida Statutes (F.S.), as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in 
making a determination of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to 
Section 373.223(5), F.S. As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the 
information in DWSP 2005, including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the 
special public interest criteria (“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: St. Johns River Near SR 50 Project  

Project number: 8 

Traditional or an alternative eater supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative eater supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and will supply water from a nontraditional source. SJRWMD generally 
identifies as “brackish” waters those source waters that do not always meet federal and state 
drinking water standards for chloride, sulfate, or total dissolved solids. (Note: SJRWMD 
considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in the fall of 2005. The 
conceptual-level project description included potential location of facilities and project costs. 
The conceptual diagram developed for the 2005 project description is shown on Figure 8-1. The 
source of water for this project is the St. Johns River near SR 50. The project includes an intake 
for surface water from the St. Johns River, brackish surface water treatment and concentrate 
management facilities, point-of-connection ground storage, aquifer storage and recovery (ASR), 
and a potable water transmission system. 

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 described an average daily flow of 
10.0 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there are no public water supply utilities working to implement this 
project. Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2005.  

a. Total capital: $95,000,000 
b. Construction: $76,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $4,350,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $3.01 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2005 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2005 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
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Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at SR 50 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(h), Florida 
Administrative Code (F.A.C.)], the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.], and the St. Johns River at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. The MFLs at all three 
of these locations would apply if a consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at SR 50 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(h), F.A.C.], the 
St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.], and the St. Johns River at SR 44 
[Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. MFLs at SR 50 are likely to be the most restrictive with respect 
to withdrawals from the St. Johns River for this project. 

Rao (2006) evaluated the potential additional water supply yield of the St. Johns River at SR 50 
using compliance with the MFLs at SR 50 as a constraint. Rao used three separate methods for 
evaluating the potential additional water supply yield. Two methods were based on the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) historic record of river flows at SR 50. The historic record used for 
these two methods was from 1933 to 2006. A third method used a watershed model for the 
Upper St. Johns River Basin (Rao 2004). The modeling approach was based on the status of the 
SJRWMD Upper St. Johns River Basin Project as of 2004 and rainfall data for the period from 
1942 to 2001. For each of the three methods used, Rao evaluated a variety of withdrawal 
scenarios that limited rates of withdrawal based on various instantaneous minimum river flow 
rates. Rao reported maximum average yields of 42.1 mgd, 57.3 mgd, and 75.5 mgd for the three 
methods he used. Actual yields for individual years varied, emphasizing the importance of 
storage for developing a water supply project at this location. 

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below these established 
MFLs. These calculations are based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described in 
SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004). These calculations indicate that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to 
fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis 
indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available depending on the operating assumptions. 
SJRWMD used the same methodology to determine that a steady withdrawal of 116 mgd could 
be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and upstream areas. Based on the proportion between 155 and 
116 (75%), it is estimated that 107–131 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and 
upstream areas without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River 
at Lake Monroe. A review of consumptive use permits issued by SJRWMD through October 
2008 indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 
15 mgd since the initial calculations were made. Even considering these additional permitted 

000074



District Water Supply Plan 2005—Fourth Addendum 
 

 
 St. Johns River Water Management District 

73 

withdrawals, implementation of this project would not cause water levels to fall below the 
established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand or at Lake Monroe. If other 
projects were implemented prior to implementation of this project, then the total available 
quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated. 

The project, as conceptualized in 2005, would produce 10.0 mgd on an average daily basis. A 
withdrawal of up to 12.1 mgd would be necessary to produce 10.0 mgd of product water. This is 
because withdrawals may need to exceed delivered water quantities by approximately 21%, 
assuming a 97% recovery for pretreatment processes and an 85% recovery for the reverse 
osmosis process [e.g., 1/(0.97*0.85) = 1.21] (Wycoff 2008). Actual withdrawal rates will vary 
depending upon the location of the point of withdrawal, specific components of the overall 
treatment train, and other factors. 

Based on this planning-level analysis, there are no MFLs that would constrain this project. In 
addition, there is no recovery or prevention strategy or water use reservation that would constrain 
this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The water supply entities that should consider this project are the city of Titusville and water 
users in northern Brevard County. The status of this project is described on Table 15 of this 
fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically feasible based on information developed 
through SJRWMD’s water resource development work program (Surface Water In-Stream 
Monitoring and Treatability Studies project). The results of this study have been published by 
SJRWMD as special publications SJ2004-SP20, SJ2004-SP21, and SJ2004-SP22 (CH2M HILL 
2004 a, b, c). In addition, planning-level information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this 
project is financially feasible (Burton and Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible because it would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs and 
based on an evaluation performed by CH2M HILL, which indicates that concentrate discharge to 
the river can likely be accomplished within current Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) permitting requirements (CH2M HILL 2008 draft).  

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting (CUP) process; 
these constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
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reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s CUP criteria applicable to the project, 
including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. The proposed project 
may be further refined during the permit application review process to address different 
permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when water is 
proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use in 
multiple counties, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), F.S., 
as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination of 
whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. As 
required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies 
with water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by 
providing water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves 
as well as provide water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other 
typical public supply system needs within the public supply service areas of the project 
partners. This project will contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy 
to promote the availability of sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-
beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: St. Johns River Near DeLand Project  

Project number: 10 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option:  

This project will develop a brackish surface water source and will supply water from a 
nontraditional source. SJRWMD generally identifies source waters that do not always meet 
federal and state drinking water standards for chloride, sulfate, or total dissolved solids as 
“brackish” waters. SJRWMD considers brackish water sources as alternative water supply 
sources (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be 
nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in cooperation with 
interested water suppliers in the fall of 2005. The conceptual-level project description included 
potential location of facilities and project costs. The source of water for this project is the St. 
Johns River near DeLand, which is brackish at this location. The project includes an intake for 
surface water from the St. Johns River, brackish surface water treatment and concentrate 
management facilities, point-of-connection ground storage, aquifer storage and recovery, and a 
potable water transmission system. This project was described in DWSP 2005 and the first, 
second, and third addenda.  

This project was redefined in the fall of 2007 for a different set of water supply entities in 
Volusia and Lake counties, including: DeLand, Orange City, Deltona, Volusia County, Mount 
Dora, Tavares, Leesburg, Clermont, and Utilities Inc. of Florida (Lake Louisa). This project 
description is for the project as redefined in the fall of 2007. A schematic of the transmission 
system for the 2007 project is shown on Figure 10-1.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The current conceptual-level project description is based on an average daily flow of 64.2 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there are no public water supply utilities working to implement this 
project. Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared. 

Estimated planning-level costs: 
The following planning-level costs were developed for the project as redefined in the fall of 
2007. 

a. Total capital: $703,000,000 
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b. Construction: $563,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $52,200,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $4.23 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs for this project are based on costing information available in 2007 
and earlier costing information adjusted to 2007 dollars pursuant to methods described in 
SJRWMD Special Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 
District Water Supply Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

Minimum flows and levels have been established for the St. Johns River at SR 44 [Rule 40C-
8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. The minimum flows and levels at this location would apply if a 
consumptive use permit were sought for this project. Due to the extremely low gradient of the St. 
Johns River between DeLand and Lake Monroe, the MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake 
Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.] would also need to be considered if a consumptive use 
permit were sought for this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below established 
MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe and at SR 44 near DeLand. Based on use of the 
MSJR SSARR Model as described in SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 
2004), calculations indicate that a steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream 
of DeLand without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at 
SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available 
depending on the operating assumptions. As part of this model analysis, it was determined that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd at DeLand would not cause water levels in Lake Monroe to fall 
below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe (personal communication, 
Robison 2009). A review of consumptive use permits issued by SJRWMD through October 2008 
indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 15 
mgd since the initial calculations were made. The amount of water proposed for this project in 
combination with the 15 mgd already allocated would be less than the 155-mgd withdrawal limit 
previously described. If other projects are implemented prior to implementation of this project, 
then the total available quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated.  

The project, as currently conceptualized, would produce approximately 64 mgd of product water 
on an average daily basis. A withdrawal of approximately 77.4 mgd would be necessary to 
produce 64 mgd of product water. This is because withdrawals from the St. Johns River may 
need to exceed delivered water quantities by approximately 21% using a reasonable recovery 
rate of 97% for pretreatment processes and 85% for the reverse osmosis process [e.g., 
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(1/(0.97*0.85)) = 1.21] (Wycoff 2008). Actual withdrawal rates will vary depending upon the 
location of the project, specific components of the overall treatment train, potential constraints to 
discharge of concentrate, and possibly other factors. If the reverse osmosis treatment process 
byproduct (concentrate) is discharged to the river, then the net withdrawal would be less. Based 
on this planning-level analysis, the minimum flows and levels at both of these locations would 
not constrain this project. In addition, there is no recovery or prevention strategy or water use 
reservation that would constrain this project. However, if other projects were implemented prior 
to implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this project would need to 
be reevaluated. 

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The water supply entities that participated in the development of the description of this project 
(Figure 10-1) and that should consider this project are: DeLand, Orange City, Deltona, Volusia 
County, Mount Dora, Tavares, Leesburg, Clermont, and Utilities Inc. of Florida (Lake Louisa). 
In addition, the following water supply entities that are not identified in the current project 
description should consider this project because of the relatively close proximity of the entities to 
the project: Hometown America (Lake County), Clerbrook Golf and RV Resort (Lake County), 
Harbor Hills Utilities LP (Lake County), Hawthorne at Leesburg (Lake County), Lake Griffin 
Isles (Lake County), city of Mascotte (Lake County), Mid-Florida Lakes Mobile Home Park 
(MHP) (Lake County), town of Monte Verde (Lake County), town of Oakland (Orange County), 
Oak Springs Mobile Home Park (MHP) (Lake County), Pennbrooke Utilities, Inc. (Lake 
County), Rock Springs Mobile Home Park (MHP) (Orange County), Southlake Utilities (Lake 
County), Sunlake Estates (Lake County), Water Oak Estates (Lake County), Wedgewood 
Homeowners Association (Lake County), Zellwood Water Association (Orange County), Lake 
Beresford Water Association (Lake County), and the city of Lake Helen (Volusia County). The 
status of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. 

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically feasible based on information developed 
through SJRWMD’s water resource development project: Surface Water In-Stream Monitoring 
and Treatability Studies. The results of this study have been published by SJRWMD as Special 
Publications SJ2004-SP20, SJ2004-SP21, and SJ2004-SP22 (CH2M HILL 2004 a, b, c). In 
addition, planning-level information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is 
financially feasible (Burton and Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible because it would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs and 
based on an evaluation performed by CH2M HILL, which indicates that concentrate discharge to 
the river can likely be accomplished within current FDEP permitting requirements (CH2M HILL 
2008).  

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
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the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Figure 10-1. Conceptual diagram showing the potable water transmission system for the St. 
Johns River at DeLand (not to scale) 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: St. Johns River/Taylor Creek Reservoir Water Supply Project 

Project number: 12 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a fresh 
surface water source and would supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD 
considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) It will also involve the 
addition of new storage capacity for surface or groundwater and will utilize surface water 
captured predominantly during wet-weather flows. 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in cooperation with 
interested water supply entities in the fall of 2005. The conceptual-level project description 
included potential location of facilities and project costs. The conceptual diagram developed for 
the 2005 conceptual-level project description is shown on Figure 12-1. The source of water for 
this project is the St. Johns River and Taylor Creek Reservoir. The project includes an intake for 
surface water from the St. Johns River, point-of-connection ground storage, and a potable water 
transmission system. A key component of the project includes off-stream storage of water 
withdrawn from the St. Johns River in Taylor Creek Reservoir and a possible additional 
reservoir.  

Since 2005, a number of water supply entities have been cooperating to implement this project. 
These entities include Orange County, the cities of Cocoa and Titusville, Orlando Utilities 
Commission, Toho Water Authority, and East Central Florida Services. These water supply 
entities entered into a memorandum of agreement in December 2006 to develop a preliminary 
design report and environmental information document (PDR/EID) for this project. Work on the 
PDR/EID began in June 2006. As of November 2008, both the scope and the schedule for the 
project were being revised to possibly include an environmental impact statement. Project 
participants have also discussed the possibility that some water might be produced for reuse 
augmentation. The engineering consultants retained to prepare the PDR/EID are currently 
engaged in the optimization of project design alternatives, which is anticipated to be complete in 
the spring of 2009. It is likely that the optimal design will include the construction of an 
additional reservoir in order to increase reliability and yield.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 described an average daily flow of 
40.0 mgd.  
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Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Preliminary design began in 2006. Project construction was originally anticipated to be complete 
by 2013, but additional federal requirements may delay project completion until as late as 2015.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2005. 

a. Total capital: $215,000,000 
b. Construction: $174,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $11,800,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $1.87 per 1,000 gallons 

The 2008 project partners are different from the partners proposed for the 2005 conceptual 
project description.  

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2005 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2005 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

Minimum flows and levels have been established for the St. Johns River at SR 50 [Rule 40C-
8.031(1)(h), F.A.C.], the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.], the St. 
Johns River at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.], and Taylor Creek [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(e)]. 
The minimum flows and levels at all four of these locations would apply if a consumptive use 
permit were to be sought for this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at SR 50 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(h), F.A.C.], the 
St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.], the St. Johns River at SR 44 near 
DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.], and Taylor Creek [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(e), F.A.C.]. MFLs 
at SR 50 are likely to be the most restrictive constraint with respect to withdrawals from the St. 
Johns River for this project. 

SJRWMD evaluated the potential additional water supply yield of the St. Johns River at SR 50 
using compliance with the MFLs at SR 50 as a constraint. (Rao 2008). Three separate methods 
were used for evaluating the potential additional water supply yield. Two methods were based on 
the USGS historic record of river flows at SR 50. The historic record used for these two methods 
was from 1933 to 2006. A third method used a watershed model for the Upper St. Johns River 
Basin (Rao 2004). The modeling approach was based on the status of the SJRWMD Upper St. 
Johns River Basin Project as of 2004 and rainfall data for the period from 1942 to 2001. For each 
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of the three methods Rao used, he evaluated a variety of withdrawal scenarios that limited rates 
of withdrawal based on various instantaneous minimum river flow rates. Based on the three 
methods used, the maximum average yields were, respectively, 42.1 mgd, 57.3 mgd, and 75.5 
mgd. Actual yields for individual years varied, emphasizing the importance of storage for 
developing a water supply project at this location. 

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below these established 
MFLs. Based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described in SJRWMD Technical 
Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004), calculations indicate that a steady withdrawal of 155 mgd 
could be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to fall below the established 
MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis indicated a range of 143–
175 mgd would be available depending on the operating assumptions. SJRWMD used the same 
methodology to determine that a steady withdrawal of 116 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake 
Monroe and upstream areas. Based on the proportion between 155 and 116 (75%), it is estimated 
that 107–131 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and upstream areas without causing 
flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe. A review of 
consumptive use permits issued by SJRWMD through October 2008 indicates that SJRWMD has 
permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 15 mgd since the initial 
calculations were made. Even considering these additional permitted withdrawals, 
implementation of this project would not cause water levels to fall below the established MFLs 
for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand or at Lake Monroe. If other projects were 
implemented prior to implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this 
project would need to be reevaluated. 

SJRWMD operates the water control structures at Taylor Creek Reservoir to maintain 
established MFLs for Taylor Creek. Any operating plan developed for the project would need to 
ensure that there is adequate water available in Taylor Creek Reservoir to meet MFLs for Taylor 
Creek.  

The project, as conceptualized in 2005, would produce 40.0 mgd on an average daily basis using 
conventional surface water treatment facilities. The water supply entities that entered into a 
memorandum of agreement in December 2006 to develop a preliminary design report and 
environmental information document (PDR/EID) for this project have discussed the possibility 
of using advanced water treatment to treat brackish water. However, as of December 2008, it 
appeared likely that the project would be developed with conventional surface water treatment 
facilities in lieu of advanced treatment (NF/RO membranes). This is because any additional yield 
that may be realized when using advanced treatments is offset by the rejection volumes 
associated with these treatment technologies. 

For example, if the cooperating water supply entities decide to use advanced water treatment 
facilities, a withdrawal of up to 48.4 mgd would be necessary to produce 40.0 mgd of product 
water. This is because withdrawals may need to exceed delivered water quantities by 
approximately 21%, assuming a 97% recovery for pretreatment processes and an 85% recovery 
for the reverse osmosis process [e.g., 1/(0.97*0.85) = 1.21]. Actual withdrawal rates will vary 
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depending upon the location of the point of withdrawal, specific components of the overall 
treatment train and other factors. 

Based on this planning-level analysis, no established MFLs would constrain this project. In 
addition, there is no recovery or prevention strategy or water use reservation that would constrain 
this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a regional project with the following cooperating water supply entities: Orange County, 
city of Cocoa, Orlando Utilities Commission, city of Titusville, Toho Water Authority, and East 
Central Florida Services. The status of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The city of Melbourne has been successfully using freshwater from the St. Johns 
River since the 1950s. The city of Cocoa has been successfully using freshwater from Taylor 
Creek Reservoir since 2001. This project involves similar water treatment technologies as used 
by Melbourne and Cocoa, and therefore the project is considered technically and financially 
feasible.  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible, because it would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs. 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection 
criteria. The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review 
process to address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the 
schedule when water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if 
appropriate, mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for 
use across county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 
373.223(3), F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a 
determination of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 
373.223(5), F.S. As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in 
DWSP 2005, including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public 
interest criteria (“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application.  
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Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Lower Ocklawaha River in Marion County Project  

Project number: 61 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a fresh 
surface water source and would supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD 
considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in cooperation with 
interested water suppliers in the fall of 2007. The conceptual-level project description included 
the potential location of water delivery and project costs. The conceptual diagram developed for 
the project in 2007 is shown on Figure 61-1. The source of water for this project is the Lower 
Ocklawaha River in Marion County. The project includes an intake for surface water from the 
Lower Ocklawaha River near Eureka, fresh surface water treatment, point-of-connection ground 
storage, and a potable water transmission system through a portion of Marion County to final 
delivery points in Putnam, Marion, and Lake counties. The project cost estimates are based on 
the distribution of potable water to the following locations: the cities of Palatka, Ocala, 
Belleview, The Villages, Lady Lake, Fruitland Park, Aqua Utilities Florida Inc. (Silver Lakes), 
Mount Dora, Tavares, Leesburg, Groveland, Clermont, and Utilities Inc. of Florida (Lake 
Louisa); and to Putnam and Marion counties. 

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described an average daily flow of 
83.8 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there were no water supply entities working to implement this project. 
Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared. 

Estimated planning-level costs: 
The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. 

e. Total capital: $811,000,000 
f. Construction: $632,000,000 
g. Operation and maintenance: $40,100,000 per year 
h. Unit production cost: $3.04 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2005, with the 
cost basis updated to the fall of 2007, pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

Minimum flows and levels have not been established for the Lower Ocklawaha River or for the 
St. Johns River downstream of its confluence with the Lower Ocklawaha River. However, 
SJRWMD is working to develop minimum flows and levels for the Ocklawaha River at SR 40. 
A wide range of technical work is currently under way to support the establishment of this MFL. 
The draft SJRWMD 2008 Minimum Flows and Levels Priority List and Schedule, approved by 
the SJRWMD Governing Board on November 11, 2008, for transmittal to the FDEP, reflects that 
the MFL is scheduled to be adopted in 2011.  

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are no established MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use reservations that 
would constrain this project. Following the establishment of MFLs for the Lower Ocklawaha 
River, CUP applications for proposed projects would consider established MFLs at locations 
upstream of the proposed projects. In addition, five-year compliance reviews for such projects 
would consider established MFLs. 

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The water supply entities that participated in the development of the description of this project 
(Figure 61-1) and that should consider this project are: the cities of Palatka, Ocala, Belleview, 
The Villages, Lady Lake, Fruitland Park, Aqua Utilities Florida Inc. (Silver Lakes), Mount Dora, 
Tavares, Leesburg, Groveland, Clermont, and Utilities Inc. of Florida (Lake Louisa); and to 
Putnam and Marion counties. The status of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project involves similar water treatment technologies as used by the city of 
Melbourne and city of Cocoa, and therefore the project is considered technically and financially 
feasible. The city of Melbourne has been using freshwater from the St. Johns River since the 
1950s. The city of Cocoa has been using freshwater from Taylor Creek Reservoir since 2001. 
Planning-level information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially 
feasible (Burton and Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: SJRWMD has investigated the availability of water from the Lower Ocklawaha 
River in response to legislation enacted by the 1994 Florida Legislature. A report of this 
investigation titled Ocklawaha River Allocation Study was published by SJRWMD as Technical 
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Publication SJ2005-1. This report indicates that up to 107 mgd could be withdrawn from the 
Lower Ocklawaha River, with or without the existing reservoir, without causing unacceptable 
environmental harm. A yield of 107 mgd is for the entire Ocklawaha River Basin. The proposed 
point of withdrawal for this conceptual project is located farther upstream near Eureka Dam, 
where it is anticipated that less water would be available. SJRWMD compared the period of 
record flows for the gauging station on the Ocklawaha River at Eureka with a concurrent period 
of record representing total discharge from the Ocklawaha River. That comparison was used to 
proportionately reduce the yield of the Ocklawaha River at Eureka, and indicated a potential 
yield of 85 mgd might be environmentally feasible from the Ocklawaha River at Eureka 
(Wycoff, personal communication 2008c). This project has a proposed withdrawal of 83.8 mgd, 
and appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level of analysis. 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  
Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 
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Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Sanford ASR Well for Surface Potable Water Storage Project 

Project number: 62 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project would store water 
withdrawn from a nontraditional source, most likely brackish surface water from the St. Johns 
River. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
SJRWMD has been working with the city of Sanford and other cooperators on projects to 
evaluate the feasibility of ASR as part of its water resource development work program. The 
ASR project includes the construction and testing of an ASR well in the city of Sanford. The 
objective of the cooperative project with the city of Sanford is to provide additional storage of 
potable water from sources of water that will be not be available all of the time. Water will be 
withdrawn from seasonally available sources, typically during periods of lower overall water 
demands, treated to drinking water standards, and injected into the ASR well for underground 
storage. Water will be recovered from the ASR well when system demands exceed the permitted 
capacities of the city’s sources. The project includes an ASR well, associated piping and 
pumping equipment, and additional facilities for dechlorination and degasification prior to 
underground storage. The ASR well is located at the city’s auxiliary plant at 3100 Orlando 
Drive. The source of water for testing the well will be potable water from the city’s groundwater 
wells. If testing is successful and the project receives an operational permit from FDEP, the 
source of water is anticipated to be Project 63: Sanford Surface Water Treatment Plant on Lake 
Monroe Project. Sanford has also been participating in the development of Project 65: St. Johns 
River Near Yankee Lake Project and could potentially store water underground from one or 
more projects that develop additional surface water supplies. Information provided by Sanford in 
November of 2008 indicates that the city is considering construction of a second ASR well; 
however, the location of the proposed second ASR well has not yet been determined.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The planned capacity of the ASR well is 1.00 mgd. The water supply yield of the project will not 
be known until after ASR testing is completed, but it is anticipated to be approximately 0.33 mgd 
based on preliminary estimates of source availability and recovery operations averaging four 
months per year.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Construction of the ASR well was completed in late 2007. Construction of surface facilities was 
substantially completed by December 2008. Testing is anticipated to be completed in 2009. A 
schedule for implementation of the proposed second ASR well has not yet been submitted to 
SJRWMD.  
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Estimated planning-level costs: 

The planning-level construction cost estimate for the project was $2,720,000 in 2007. The 
following updated costs were provided by the city of Sanford in November 2008. 

a. Total capital: $4,170,000 
b. Construction: $2,870,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $180,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: not available 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Cost information was provided by the city of Sanford.  

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

This project is for underground storage only and does not include a separate surface water 
withdrawal component. The source of water for this project is anticipated to be Project 63: 
Sanford Surface Water Treatment Plant on Lake Monroe Project and/or Project 65: St. Johns 
River Near Yankee Lake Project. The discussion of MFLs is covered as part of those projects. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

This project is for underground storage only and does not include a separate surface water 
withdrawal component. The source of water is anticipated to be Project 63: Sanford Surface 
Water Treatment Plant on Lake Monroe Project and/or Project 65: St. Johns River Near Yankee 
Lake Project. The discussion of MFLs is covered as part of those projects. 

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation: 

This is a single-entity project being implemented by the city of Sanford. The status of this project 
is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. 

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The project appears to be technically feasible based upon work that SJRWMD has 
been doing to evaluate the feasibility of ASR as part of its Water Resource Development Work 
Program. ASR has been in use in many locations around the United States and in Florida. The 
city of Sanford considered the financial feasibility of this project when making a decision to plan 
and construct it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both technically and financially 
feasible.  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective and based on work that SJRWMD has conducted in its ASR feasibility program. 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
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constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds have been and will be required to support implementation of this project. (See 
estimated planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible 
funding sources include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water 
Protection and Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new 
development, contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, 
local government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies by storing and 
making available water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public 
interest by providing water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it 
serves as well as provide water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other 
typical public supply system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. 
This project will contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the 
availability of sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural 
systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Sanford Surface Water Treatment Plant on Lake Monroe Project  

Project number: 63 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and is from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources 
other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed as part of the Seminole County Water 
Supply Plan in 2007. The source of water for this project is Lake Monroe. The project as 
developed for the Seminole County Water Supply Plan includes an Actiflo treatment process, 
followed by filtration through Dynasand filters, and chlorine disinfection. SJRWMD believes 
that it is likely that more advanced treatment, such reverse osmosis desalination, will likely be 
needed for this project since the source of water is brackish.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described an average daily flow of 
4.00 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there were no public water supply utilities working to implement this 
project; however, the city of Sanford has reported that it is interested in pursuing this project and 
may begin planning work in 2015. Project design and construction have not yet been scheduled.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

Planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project in the Seminole County 
Water Supply Plan as follows:  

a. Total capital: $13,800,000 
b. Construction: $9,500,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $370,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $0.62 per 1,000 gallons 

These costs do not include costs for advanced water treatment facilities such as reverse osmosis 
desalination.  
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information developed for the Seminole 
County Water Supply Plan in 2007. Preparation of the plan was funded by SJRWMD and the 
plan was reviewed by SJRWMD staff. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

Minimum flows and levels have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 
40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.] and at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. The minimum flows and 
levels at both of these locations would apply if a consumptive use permit were sought for this 
project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

Minimum flows and levels have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 
40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.] and at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below these established 
MFLs. These calculations are based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described in 
SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004). These calculations indicate that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to 
fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis 
indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available depending on the operating assumptions. 
SJRWMD used the same methodology to determine that a steady withdrawal of 116 mgd could 
be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and upstream areas. Based on the proportion between 155 and 
116 (75%), it is estimated that 107–131 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and 
upstream areas without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River 
at Lake Monroe. A review of consumptive use permits issued by SJRWMD through October 
2008 indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 
15 mgd since the initial calculations were made. The amount of water proposed for this project in 
combination with the 15 mgd already allocated would be less than the withdrawal limits 
previously described. If other projects were implemented prior to implementation of this project, 
then the total available quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated.  

The project as currently conceptualized, would produce 4.00 mgd on an average daily basis. A 
withdrawal of about 4.84 mgd would be necessary to produce 4.00 mgd of product water. This is 
because withdrawals from the St. Johns River may need to exceed delivered water quantities by 
approximately 21% using a reasonable recovery rate of 97% for pretreatment processes and 85% 
for the reverse osmosis process [e.g., (1/(0.97*0.85)) = 1.21] (Wycoff 2008). Actual withdrawal 
rates will vary depending upon the location of the project, specific components of the overall 
treatment train, potential constraints to discharge of concentrate, and possibly other factors. If the 
reverse osmosis treatment process byproduct (concentrate) is discharged to the river, then the net 
withdrawal would be less. Based on this planning-level analysis, the minimum flows and levels 
at both of these locations would not constrain this project. In addition, there is no recovery or 
prevention strategy or water use reservation that would constrain this project.  
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Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project that is being considered by the city of Sanford. The status of this 
project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically feasible based on information developed 
through SJRWMD’s water resource development project: Surface Water In-Stream Monitoring 
and Treatability Studies. The results of this study have been published by SJRWMD as Special 
Publications SJ2004-SP20, 21, and 22 (CH2M HILL 2004 a, b, c). In addition, planning-level 
information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially feasible (Burton and 
Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible because it would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs and 
based on an evaluation performed by CH2M HILL, which indicates that concentrate discharge to 
the river can likely be accomplished within current FDEP permitting requirements (CH2M HILL 
2008 draft). 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
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include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 

  

000100



District Water Supply Plan 2005—Fourth Addendum 
 

 
 St. Johns River Water Management District 

99 

 

Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: St. Johns River Near SR 46 Project  

Project number: 64 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. SJRWMD generally 
identifies source waters that do not always meet federal and state drinking water standards for 
chloride, sulfate, or total dissolved solids as “brackish” waters. (Note: SJRWMD considers all 
sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in cooperation with 
interested water suppliers in the fall of 2007. The conceptual-level project description included 
potential location of facilities and project costs. The conceptual diagram for the conceptual-level 
project description is shown on Figure 64-1. The source of water for this project is the St. Johns 
River Near SR 46 Project. The project includes an intake for surface water from the St. Johns 
River, brackish surface water treatment and concentrate management facilities, point-of-
connection ground storage, and a potable water transmission system. Project participants have 
also discussed the possibility that some water might be produced for reuse augmentation. As of 
March 2009, the participants interested in pursuing the project included Orange County; the 
cities of Casselberry, Deltona, Maitland, Oviedo, Sanford, and Winter Springs. The other DWSP 
project that will use the surface water developed as part of this project is Project 79: St. Johns 
River Near 46–Non-Potable With Storage Project. Whether the project is for potable water or a 
combination of potable and nonpotable will be determined during the project’s preliminary 
design phase. If the potable water plant is implemented, some of the water may also be used for 
nonpotable uses.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described an average daily flow of 
63.1 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Design is anticipated to be completed from 2009 to 2011. Subject to the permitting process, 
construction is anticipated to be completed from 2011 to 2014.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. 
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a. Total capital: $629,000,000 
b. Construction: $501,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $51,500,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $4.07 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2007 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2007 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

Minimum flows and levels have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 
40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.] and at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. The minimum flows and 
levels at both of these locations would apply if a consumptive use permit were sought for this 
project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

Minimum flows and levels have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 
40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.] and at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below these established 
MFLs. These calculations are based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described in 
SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004). These calculations indicate that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to 
fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis 
indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available depending on the operating assumptions. 
SJRWMD used the same methodology to determine that a steady withdrawal of 116 mgd could 
be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and upstream areas. Based on the proportion between 155 and 
116 (75%), it is estimated that 107–131 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and 
upstream areas without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River 
at Lake Monroe. A review of consumptive use permits issued by SJRWMD through October 
2008 indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 
15 mgd since the initial calculations were made. Even considering these additional permitted 
withdrawals, implementation of this project would not cause water levels to fall below the 
established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand or at Lake Monroe. If other 
projects were implemented prior to implementation of this project, then the total available 
quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated.  

The project as currently conceptualized, would produce 63.1 mgd on an average daily basis. A 
withdrawal of about 76.4 mgd would be necessary to produce 63.1 mgd of product water. This is 
because withdrawals from the St. Johns River may need to exceed delivered water quantities by 
approximately 21% using a reasonable recovery rate of 97% for pretreatment processes and 85% 
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for the reverse osmosis process [i.e., (1/(0.97*0.85)) = 1.21] (Wycoff 2008). Actual withdrawal 
rates will vary depending upon the location of the project, specific components of the overall 
treatment train, potential constraints to discharge of concentrate, and possibly other factors. If the 
reverse osmosis treatment process byproduct (concentrate) is discharged to the river, then the net 
withdrawal would be less. Based on this planning-level analysis, the minimum flows and levels 
at both of these locations would not constrain this project. In addition, there is no recovery or 
prevention strategy or water use reservation that would constrain this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The water supply entities that participated in the development of the description of this project 
(Figure 64-1) and that should consider this project are: Orange County and the cities of 
Casselberry, Deltona, Maitland, Oviedo, Sanford, and Winter Springs. In addition, the following 
water supply entities that are not identified in the current project description should consider this 
project because of the relatively close proximity of the entities to the project: Hometown 
America (Orange County), town of Eatonville (Orange County), Hometown America (Seminole 
County), and Utilities Inc. of Florida (Orange County). The status of this project is described on 
Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. 

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically feasible based on information developed 
through SJRWMD’s water resource development project: Surface Water In-Stream Monitoring 
and Treatability Studies. The results of this study have been published by SJRWMD as Special 
Publications SJ2004-SP20, 21, and 22 (CH2M HILL 2004 a, b, c). In addition, planning-level 
information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially feasible (Burton and 
Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible because it would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs and 
based on an evaluation performed by CH2M HILL, which indicates that concentrate discharge to 
the river can likely be accomplished within current FDEP permitting requirements (CH2M HILL 
2008).  

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
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address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: St. Johns River Near Yankee Lake Project  

Project number: 65 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and will supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD 
considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by Seminole County in cooperation with 
other interested water suppliers in early 2007. The conceptual-level project description included 
potential location of facilities and project costs. The source of water for this project is the St. 
Johns River near Yankee Lake. The project includes an intake for surface water from the St. 
Johns River, brackish surface water treatment and concentrate management facilities, point-of-
connection ground storage, and a potable water transmission system. Project participants have 
also discussed the possibility that some water might be produced for reuse augmentation.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described an average daily flow of 
86.3 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Design is anticipated to be completed in 2010. Subject to permitting, construction is anticipated 
to be completed from 2011 to 2013.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project as provided 
by Seminole County in 2007.  

a. Total capital: $741,000,000 
b. Construction: Not available 
c. Operation and maintenance: $60,000,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $3.59 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were provided by Seminole County in 2008 and determined to be 
reasonable by SJRWMD staff. 
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Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. The MFLs at both of these 
locations would apply if a consumptive use permit were sought for this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below established 
MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe and at SR 44 near DeLand. These calculations are 
based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described in SJRWMD Technical Publication 
SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004). These calculations indicate that a steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could 
be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for 
the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis indicated a range of 143–175 mgd 
would be available depending on the operating assumptions. The same methodology was used to 
determine that a steady withdrawal of 116 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and 
upstream areas. Based on the proportion between 155 and 116 (75%), it is estimated that 107–
131 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and upstream areas without causing flows to 
fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe. A review of 
consumptive used permits issued by SJRWMD through October 2008 indicates that SJRWMD 
has permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 15 mgd since the initial 
calculations were made. Even considering these additional permitted withdrawals, 
implementation of this project would not cause water levels to fall below the established MFLs 
for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand or at Lake Monroe. If other projects are 
implemented prior to implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this 
project would need to be reevaluated.  

The project as currently conceptualized, would produce 86.3 mgd on an average daily basis. The 
Yankee Lake conceptual design was prepared for Seminole County by CH2M HILL and relies in 
large part on the results of work completed by CH2M HILL for SJRWMD (Surface Water 
Treatability and Demineralization Study, prepared for St. Johns River Water Management 
District, by CH2M HILL, 2004). Treatment processes included in the conceptual design include 
Actiflo, ultra filtration (UF), and brackish water reverse osmosis (RO). The Yankee Lake 
conceptual design assumed 100% RO treatment with an 85% recovery. The remaining 15% 
becomes waste concentrate. With a 97% recovery from the upstream pre-treatment processes and 
an 85% recovery for the RO treatment, the ratio of raw water to product water is 1.21 [i.e., 
1/(0.97*0.85) = 1.21] (Wycoff 2008). This results in a water supply withdrawal of approximately 
104 mgd.  

If the reverse osmosis treatment process byproduct (concentrate) is discharged to the river, then 
the net withdrawal would be less. Based on this planning-level analysis, there are no existing 
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MFLs that would constrain this project. In addition, there are no recovery or prevention 
strategies or water use reservations that would constrain this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a regional project with the following cooperators: the cities of Apopka, DeLand, Deltona, 
Eustis, Lake Mary, Longwood, Maitland, Mount Dora, Oviedo, Sanford, Winter Garden, Winter 
Park, and Orange City; Seminole and Volusia counties, Aqua Utilities Florida of Lake and 
Seminole counties. In addition to these cooperators, the following water supply entities that are 
not identified in the current project description should consider this project because of the 
relatively close proximity of the entities to the project: Hometown America (Orange County), 
town of Eatonville (Orange County), Oak Springs Mobile Home Park (MHP) (Lake County), 
Hometown America (Seminole County), Rock Springs Mobile Home Park (Orange County), and 
Utilities Inc. of Florida (Orange County). The status of this project is described on Table 15 of 
this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically feasible based on information developed 
through SJRWMD’s water resource development project: Surface Water In-Stream Monitoring 
and Treatability Studies. The results of this study have been published by SJRWMD as Special 
Publications SJ2004-SP20, SJ2004-SP21, and SJ2004-SP22 (CH2M HILL 2004 a, b, c). In 
addition, planning-level information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is 
financially feasible (Burton and Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible because it would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs and 
based on an evaluation performed by CH2M HILL, which indicates that concentrate discharge to 
the river can likely be accomplished within current Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP) permitting requirements (CH2M HILL 2008 draft). 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
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county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Indian River Lagoon at FPL Cape Canaveral Power Plant Project  

Project number: 13 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a seawater 
(salt water) source and is from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources 
other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by R.W. Beck for SJRWMD in 2004 and 
updated in 2005. The conceptual-level project description included potential location of facilities 
and project costs. The source of water for this project is the seawater (salt water) from the Indian 
River Lagoon. This seawater demineralization project is collocated with the Florida Power and 
Light (FPL) power generation facility. This project will require a complete high-pressure reverse 
osmosis seawater treatment plant. The project site has an existing once-through seawater cooling 
system that may provide both inflow to the treatment plant and concentrate disposal facility. The 
approximate location of this project is shown on Figure 5 in this fourth addendum to DWSP 
2005.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 described an average daily flow of 
15.0 mgd. However, while the original conceptual capacity was 15.0 mgd, subsequent studies by 
the SJRWMD have indicated that it is not likely that more than 5–10 mgd of total capacity could 
be developed in this portion of the Indian River Lagoon without causing unacceptable 
environmental impacts (Applied Technology and Management, Inc. 2007).  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, no public water supply utilities were working to implement this project. 
Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 
The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was developed in 2004 and updated in 2005. 

a. Total capital: $140,000,000 
b. Construction: $111,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $7,510,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $3.43 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information pursuant to methods described 
in SJRWMD Special Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 
District Water Supply Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

There are no MFLs that apply to this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are no MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use reservations that would 
constrain this project. However, the potential impacts of this project on preferred seagrass habitat 
in the Indian River Lagoon would constrain the quantities of water that can be developed in 
association with this project (Applied Technology and Management, Inc. 2007). 

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The following water supply entities should consider implementation of this project: cities of 
Cocoa and Titusville, Orange County, and Orlando Utilities Commission. The status of this 
project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically and financially feasible based on information 
developed by R.W Beck for SJRWMD (R.W. Beck, Inc. 2004. Final Report on Five Potential 
Seawater Demineralization Project Sites – Task C.5. Special Publication SJ2004-SP6. Palatka, 
Fla.: St. Johns River Water Management District.) R.W. Beck provided estimates of unit 
production costs ranging from $2.63 per 1,000 gallons to $3.06 per 1,000 gallons for project 
capacities ranging from 10 to 30 mgd of potable water. In addition, planning-level information 
developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially feasible (Burton and Associates, 
Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: SJRWMD included this project and Project 14: Indian River Lagoon at Reliant 
Energy Power Plant Project in the DWSP 2005 based on a screening feasibility study that was 
completed by R.W. Beck for SJRWMD in 2004. R.W. Beck provided estimates of unit 
production costs for project capacities of 10 mgd, 20 mgd, and 30 mgd of potable water. R.W. 
Beck recognized that discharge of concentrate into the Indian River Lagoon might be an 
environmental constraint due to the shallow water depths in the Indian River Lagoon and 
potentially poor tidal flushing. SJRWMD completed a more detailed study of these constraints in 
2007 (Applied Technology and Management, Inc. 2007. Technical Memorandum 2.G, Final 
Report for the Evaluation of Potential Impacts of Demineralization Concentrate Discharge to the 
Indian River Lagoon. Palatka, Fla.: St. Johns River Water Management District). The latter 
report concluded that a combined potable water production capacity of 20–30 mgd from both 
project sites would not be feasible due to the potential level of ecological impacts. The report 
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also concluded that depending upon the choice of allowable level of acceptable loss of preferred 
seagrass habitat, total plant capacities less than or equal to 10 mgd, either as a single plant or 
combined, may be feasible. Therefore, SJRWMD considers this project to be reasonably 
permittable if total plant capacities are less than or equal to 10.0 mgd. However, if similar 
projects were implemented in the Indian River Lagoon prior to implementation of this project, 
then the total available quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), Florida Statutes (F.S.). 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Indian River Lagoon at Reliant Energy Power Plant Project  

Project number: 14 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a seawater 
source and is from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than 
fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by R.W. Beck for SJRWMD in 2004 and 
updated in 2005. The conceptual-level project description included potential location of facilities 
and project costs. The source of water for this project is seawater from the Indian River Lagoon. 
This seawater demineralization project is collocated with the Reliant Energy power generation 
facility. This project will require a complete high-pressure reverse osmosis seawater treatment 
plant. The project site has an existing once-through seawater cooling system that may provide 
both inflow to the treatment plant and concentrate disposal facility.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 

The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 described an average daily flow of 
15.0 mgd. However, while the original conceptual capacity was 15.0 mgd, subsequent studies by 
the SJRWMD have indicated that it is not likely that more than 5–10 mgd of total capacity could 
be developed in this portion of the Indian River Lagoon without causing unacceptable 
environmental impacts (Applied Technology and Management, Inc. 2007).  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, no public water supply utilities were working to implement this project. 
Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was developed in 2004 and updated in 2005. 

a. Total capital: $141,000,000 
b. Construction: $113,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $8,100,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $3.57 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information pursuant to methods described 
in SJRWMD Special Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 
District Water Supply Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

There are no MFLs that apply to this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are no MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use reservations that would 
constrain this project.  
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Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The following water supply entities should consider implementation of this project: cities of 
Cocoa and Titusville, Orange County, and Orlando Utilities Commission. The status of this 
project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 

Feasibility: This project is considered technically and financially feasible based on information 
developed by R.W Beck for SJRWMD (R.W. Beck, Inc. 2004. Final Report on Five Potential 
Seawater Demineralization Project Sites — Task C.5. Special Publication SJ2004-SP6. Palatka, 
Fla.: St. Johns River Water Management District). R.W. Beck provided estimates of unit 
production costs ranging from $2.69 per 1,000 gallons to $3.06 per 1,000 gallons for project 
capacities ranging from 10–30 mgd of potable water. In addition, planning-level information 
developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially feasible (Burton and Associates, 
Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: SJRWMD included this project and Project 13: Indian River Lagoon at FPL Cape 
Canaveral Power Plant Project in the DWSP 2005 based on a screening feasibility study that was 
completed by R.W. Beck for SJRWMD in 2004. R.W. Beck provided estimates of unit 
production costs for project capacities of 10 mgd, 20 mgd, and 30 mgd of potable water. R.W. 
Beck recognized that discharge of concentrate into the Indian River Lagoon might be an 
environmental constraint due to the shallow water depths in the Indian River Lagoon and 
potentially poor tidal flushing. SJRWMD completed a more detailed study of these constraints in 
2007 (Applied Technology and Management, Inc. 2007. Technical Memorandum 2.G, Final 
Report for the Evaluation of Potential Impacts of Demineralization Concentrate Discharge to the 
Indian River Lagoon. Palatka, Fla.: St. Johns River Water Management District). The latter 
report concluded that a combined potable water production capacity of 20–30 mgd from both 
project sites would not be feasible due to the potential level of ecological impacts. The report 
also concluded that depending upon the choice of allowable level of acceptable loss of preferred 
seagrass habitat, total plant capacities less than or equal to 10 mgd, either as a single plant or 
combined, may be feasible. Therefore, SJRWMD considers this project to be reasonably 
permittable if total plant capacities are less than or equal to 10 mgd. However, if similar projects 
were implemented in the Indian River Lagoon prior to implementation of this project, then the 
total available quantity for this project would need to be reevaluated. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 
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Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Coquina Coast Seawater Desalination Project  

Project number: 66 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a seawater 
source and is from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than 
fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by SJRWMD in cooperation with 
interested water suppliers in early 2008. The conceptual-level project description includes 
potential location of facilities and project costs. The Coquina Coast Seawater Desalination 
Project, as currently proposed, is a seawater desalination project that includes five main 
components including: intake, treatment, concentrate management, storage, and transmission. 
The source of water will be the Atlantic Ocean with a likely point of withdrawal off shore of 
Flagler County. A reverse osmosis (RO) treatment facility is proposed to treat the seawater to 
drinking water standards. Distribution of potable water from the facility to users will take place 
using existing infrastructure to the extent possible but will require construction of some 
additional transmission and storage facilities.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description is based on an estimated average daily flow of 64.9 mgd 
of product water.  
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Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Planning is anticipated to be complete in 2010. Design and construction is anticipated to be 
completed from 2010 to 2015.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for a conceptual-level project description that 
was completed in late 2007 and early 2008. 

a. Total capital: $1,270,000,000 
b. Construction: $1,010,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $63,500,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $6.28 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2007 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2007 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

There are no established MFLs that apply to this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are no MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use reservations that would 
constrain this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a multijurisdictional project. A memorandum of agreement for preliminary design was 
executed in June 2008 and later amended to include additional members. As of November 2008, 
the project included seven entities participating in developing the project (the city of Bunnell, 
Dunes Community Development District, Flagler County, the city of Leesburg, the city of Mount 
Dora, the city of Palm Coast, St. Johns County), and four additional water-supply entities that are 
participating as ex officio members (the city of DeLand, the city of Flagler Beach, Marion 
County, and the Water Authority of Volusia). In addition, the following water supply entities that 
are not identified in the current project description should consider this project because of the 
relatively close proximity of the entities to the project: these water supply entities, Sunshine 
Utilities (Marion County), and the town of Pierson (Volusia County). The status of this project is 
described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  
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Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project is considered technically and economically feasible based on 
information developed by R.W Beck for SJRWMD (R.W. Beck, Inc. 2004. Final Report on Five 
Potential Seawater Demineralization Project Sites — Task C.5. Special Publication SJ2004-SP6. 
Palatka, Fla.: St. Johns River Water Management District). In addition, planning-level 
information developed by SJRWMD indicates that this project is financially feasible (Burton and 
Associates, Inc. 2004, 2005).  

Permittability: This project appears to be reasonably permittable based from a planning-level 
perspective and based on the experiences of other seawater projects in Florida and elsewhere in 
the United States. Work completed by CH2M HILL in 2008 (Demineralization Concentrate 
Ocean Outfall Feasibility Study, Phase 2A, Conceptual Ocean Outfall Evaluation, SJRWMD 
Special Publication SJ2008-SP22) indicates that it appears feasible to obtain a permit for 
discharge of concentrate into the ocean. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This project will serve the public interest by providing 
water to meet basic public health, safety, and welfare needs of those it serves as well as provide 
water for commercial, industrial, institutional, recreational, and other typical public supply 
system needs within the public supply service areas of the project partners. This project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Reclaimed Water Source Project Descriptions 
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Name of project options and project numbers:  
Project names: Projects are identified on Lists 1 and 2, Tables 13, 14, and 15 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005 as reclaimed water source projects. 

Project numbers: 17–23, 25–26, 28–29, 32–33, 35, 38–42, 44-45, 48–51, 53, 67–76, 78, 81, and 
84 (Note: Reclaimed water source projects identified as being complete in this fourth addendum 
are not described here.) 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

These projects are alternative water supply options. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option:  

These projects will develop a water source that has been reclaimed after public supply use and 
will supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than 
fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.)  
Descriptions of projects:  

These projects are described in the project descriptions included on pages 122–140 of this 
appendix and in Tables 13, 14, and 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. The approximate 
locations of these projects are shown on Figures 5 and 6 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through these project options expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The quantities of water estimated to become available through these project options are 
indicated, by project, in the project descriptions included on pages 122–140 of this appendix and 
in Tables 13 and 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The time frames in which these project options should be implemented are indicated in Table 14 
of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

Estimated planning-level costs for these projects are indicated in Table 13 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.   
Basis for planning-level costs:  

These cost estimates are based on information provided by the project sponsors. SJRWMD 
requested that these cost estimates be based on guidance provided in the document Form for 
Required Response to District Water Supply Plan 2005 – Water Supply Entity Notification, 
which is available at http://www.sjrwmd.com/watersupplyplanning/index.html and reviewed this 
cost information to ensure that it appeared to be reasonable.  
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Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for projects implementing the project options:  

These project options utilize water reclaimed after public supply use and do not involve 
withdrawals from surface water or groundwater sources. Therefore, minimum flows and levels 
are not applicable to any of these project options.  

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

These project options utilize water reclaimed after public supply use and do not involve 
withdrawals from surface water or groundwater sources. Therefore, minimum flows and levels, 
recovery strategies, or water use reservations are not applicable to these project options.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The names of the entity or entities that should implement these projects options are indicated, by 
project, on Table 14 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. The status of these projects is 
described, by project, on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: Numerous reclaimed water projects have been implemented in SJRWMD pursuant to 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and SJRWMD permitting 
requirements. In the consumptive use permitting process, SJRWMD generally requires the use of 
reclaimed water unless such use is demonstrated by the permit applicant not to be economically, 
environmentally, and technically feasible. Determinations of feasibility are based on the 
guidelines contained in a document titled Guidelines For Preparation of Reuse Feasibility 
Studies for Applicants Having Responsibility for Wastewater Management, which was published 
by FDEP in November 1991. Reclaimed water source projects identified in this fourth addendum 
to DWSP 2005, have all been proposed by wastewater managers. SJRWMD assumes that these 
wastewater managers assessed the feasibilities of these projects and found the feasibilities to be 
acceptable prior to requesting that they be included in DWSP 2005.  

Permittability: Implementation of reclaimed water projects requires the issuance of permits by 
both SJRWMD and FDEP. The conceptual descriptions of the reclaimed water source projects 
identified in this appendix to the fourth addendum to DWSP 2005 are all based on the 
production, storage, distribution, and use of reclaimed water that has been treated to applicable 
FDEP standards. (See project descriptions on pages 122–140 of this appendix to the fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.) Although the details of these projects may change as the projects 
progress, SJRWMD considers these projects as conceptualized to be permittable.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options: 
The estimated level of funding required to support implementation of these projects is described 
on Table 13 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005. Possible funding sources include revenues 
derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and Sustainability Program, 
SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, contributions in aid of 
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construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local government ad valorem tax 
revenues, local government special assessments, and private investment. These possible sources 
are described in more detail in the Water Supply Development Funding Sources section of 
DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed 
water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be in the public interest.” These reclaimed 
water project options will increase the availability of reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water 
supply demands that would otherwise be met by water treated to potable water standards by 
public supply utility systems. This increased use of reclaimed water will serve the public interest 
by increasing the availability of water for reasonable-beneficial uses. These projects will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), Florida Statutes, (F.S.). 

 
Project number: 17 

Project name: Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project APRICOT 

Project sponsor(s): City of Altamonte Springs 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: Part 1 — The purpose of this project is to deliver reclaimed water from the city of 
Altamonte Springs to the city of Apopka water reclamation facility, where Apopka will 
redistribute it to customers and/or storage ponds.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 6.63 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $9,325,000 

Project components: Part 1 — This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water main, 
storage tank, and booster pump station, high-level disinfection and filtration.  

 
Project number: 18 

Project name: Apopka and Winter Garden Reuse Partnership Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Apopka and city of Winter Garden 

Project type: Reuse 
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Purpose: The purpose of this project is to transport reclaimed water between the city of Apopka 
and the city of Winter Garden to increase reuse. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Landscape irrigation 

Quantity of water to be made available: 3.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $5,210,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a transmission pipeline and pump 
station. 

 
Project number: 19 

Project name: Belleview and Spruce Creek Golf Course Reclaimed Water System Expansion 
Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Belleview 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to divert reclaimed water currently being disposed of at a 
sprayfield to use for golf course irrigation to reduce use of groundwater.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Golf course irrigation at Spruce Creek Golf Course 

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,550,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a transmission pipeline and pump 
stations. It is part of a larger project that includes a wastewater treatment facility upgrade and 
expansion.   

 
Project number: 20 

Project name: Beverly Beach Integrated Reclaimed Water and Stormwater Reuse Project, Phase 
II 

Project sponsor(s): City of Beverly Beach 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to capture storm water, eliminate effluent discharge to 
the Intracoastal Waterway, make reclaimed water available for expanded public reuse. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  
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Quantity of water to be made available: 0.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $2,200,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of water loss reduction and reuse 
facilities, a horizontal well system to capture storm water, and a University of Central Florida-
patented I2 water integrator for blending storm water, pipelines, pumps, and controls. 

 
Project number: 21 

Project name: Clermont Reclaimed and Stormwater System Expansion Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Clermont 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: Part 1 — The purpose of this project is to transfer reclaimed water flow to the East 
Side water resource facility and, thereby, increase the supply of reclaimed water to service area 
customers. Part 2 — Provide on-site storage to allow the city to receive reclaimed water 
supplements from other reclaimed water systems or pursue stormwater and surface water 
supplements to the reclaimed water supply. Part 3 — Allow the city to substitute reclaimed water 
for Floridan aquifer water.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 8.69 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $15,600,000 

Project components: This project involves construction of the following: Part 1 — Master lift 
station and force mains. Part 2 — Ground storage tank and a high-service pump station. Part 3 — 
Reclaimed water transmission mains and pump stations.  

 
Project number: 22 

Project name: Cocoa and Rockledge Reclaimed Water Line Connection Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Cocoa and city of Rockledge 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to allow both utilities to expand their reclaimed water 
distribution systems by making more water available during high-demand times, as well as to 
provide reclaimed water supply in lieu of groundwater for nonpotable use. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.25 mgd 
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Estimated construction cost: $1,530,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water transmission line 
and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 23 

Project name: Daytona Beach Reclaimed Water System Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Daytona Beach 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to utilize currently unused water treated at the Bethune 
Point Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the Westside Regional WWTP. The project 
will contribute to use of reclaimed water in place of potable water for landscape irrigation for 
new development within Daytona Beach.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 26.0 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $19,010,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of ground storage, reclaimed water 
transmission and distribution pipelines, and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 25 

Project name: Eastern Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Orlando 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to utilize reclaimed water from the Iron Bridge Regional 
Water Reclamation Facility. Project will provide reclaimed water as an alternative water supply 
that will replace potable water for nonpotable uses. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Public reuse system, including commercial, and residential landscape 
irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 20.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $32,990,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of ground storage, reclaimed water 
transmission line, and pump stations. 
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Project number: 26 

Project name: Edgewater Reclaimed Water System Interconnection to Southeast Volusia 
County Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Edgewater 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to interconnect the city of Edgewater’s existing 
distribution system to Volusia County’s Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant. This will 
complete the system interconnect and allow flow of reclaimed water to supplement reclaimed 
water supply from the Edgewater plant.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation in Edgewater 

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $5,340,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of ground storage tanks, reclaimed 
water transmission pipeline, and high-service pumps. 

 
Project number: 28 

Project name: Flagler County Bulow Reclaimed Water System Project 

Project sponsor(s): Flagler County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide reclaimed water to the Bulow WWTP service 
area. The reuse system water supply will come from Bulow WWTP and stormwater retention 
ponds.  

Water source: Reclaimed water and storm water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.70 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,480,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of filtration treatment facilities, 
transmission pipelines, reclaimed water, and stormwater pumping stations. 
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Project number: 29 
Project name: Holly Hill-Ormond Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Holly Hill 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to interconnect a Holly Hill reclaimed water transmission 
main to the existing Ormond Beach main located in the Nova Road right of way. Holly Hill will 
divert up to 0.750 mgd of reclaimed water into the Ormond Beach system.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Tomoka Oaks Golf Course, Volusia Memorial Park, and the Nova Road 
medians 

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.60 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $370,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission line 
and pump stations.  

 
Project number: 32 

Project name: Leesburg Reclaimed Water Reuse Project  

Project sponsor(s): City of Leesburg 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to maximize the beneficial use of all available reclaimed 
water.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 7.05 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $26,600,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of wastewater treatment facility 
upgrades, surface and ground storage, reclaimed water transmission and distribution lines, and 
pump stations.  

 
Project number: 33 

Project name: Melbourne Reclaimed Water System Expansion Project  

Project sponsor(s): City of Melbourne 

Project type: Reuse 
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Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide improvements to the Grant Street WWTP 
reuse production and distribution facilities to increase reclaimed water capacity. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $6,600,000 

Project components: This project will involve relocation of existing filter, addition of a new 
filter, new disinfection facilities, reclaimed water storage/chlorine contact tank, and a high-
service pump station. 

 
Project number: 35 

Project name: Mount Dora Country Club Golf Course Reclaimed Water Project 

Project sponsor(s): Mount Dora Country Club 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to transport reclaimed water to golf course for irrigation. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Golf Course irrigation at Mount Dora Country Club  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.26 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $400,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission 
pipeline and a pump station. 
 
Project number: 38 

Project name: Orange County Northwest Reclaimed Water Project 

Project sponsor(s): Orange County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide a bidirectional pipeline that will increase the 
operational flexibility of the county’s Northwest Water Reclamation Facility (NWWRF) and 
jointly owned (Orange County and city of Orlando) Water CONSERV II facilities. This project 
will allow the county to direct flow of reclaimed water from Water CONSERV II to the 
NWWRF, where it can be used to support the NWWRF service area reclaimed water irrigation 
supply and aquifer recharge projects. Conversely, flows from the NWWRF can be directed to the 
Water CONSERV II facilities, to augment reclaimed water irrigation supplies for the orange 
groves served by Water CONSERV II and residential development in the county’s southwest 
service area. 
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Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 3.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $10,000,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission 
pipelines and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 39 

Project name: Orange County Southeastern Reclaimed Water System Expansion 

Project sponsor(s): Orange County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to increase the availability of reclaimed water in Orange 
County’s southeast reclaimed water service area for green space irrigation and for electrical 
power plant cooling.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Green space landscape irrigation and electrical power generation 

Quantity of water to be made available: 6.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $7,620,000 

Project components: This project involves construction of reclaimed water mains and a booster 
pump station, conversion of rapid infiltration basins to storage basins, construction of ground 
storage tanks and a high-service pump station, and expansion of the Eastern Water Reclamation 
Facility’s (EWRF) reclaimed water pumping capacity.  

 
Project number: 40 

Project name: Orlando Utilities Commission Project RENEW 

Project sponsor(s): Orlando Utilities Commission 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to transfer reclaimed water from the east side of Orange 
County to meet irrigation needs in northwest and west-central Orange County. Raw wastewater 
that was being sent to the city of Orlando’s Iron Bridge Regional Water Reclamation Facility 
will be intercepted and diverted to the city of Orlando’s McLeod Road Water Reclamation 
Facility, which feeds into Water CONSERV II. 

Water source: The water source is raw wastewater that will be diverted to alternative treatment 
facilities for reclamation and distribution. 
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Water use/destination: After treatment, 8.55 mgd of the reclaimed water will be pumped to the 
City of Apopka via new transmission mains and 0.65 mgd of the reclaimed water will be pumped 
to the City of Winter Garden via the existing Conserv II transmission system.  The water will be 
used primarily for residential irrigation. 

Quantity of water to be made available: 9.20 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $43,200,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission 
pipelines and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 41 

Project name: Ormond Beach North Peninsula Reclaimed Water Storage Project  

Project sponsor(s): City of Ormond Beach 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to serve the Ormond Beach north peninsula reclaimed 
water service area. Reclaimed water will be provided to the Oceanside Golf Course and 
surrounding areas. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.49 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $2,900,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water storage basin.  

 
Project number: 42 

Project name: Ormond Beach South Peninsula Reuse Improvement Project  

Project sponsor(s): City of Ormond Beach 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide the infrastructure required to serve the south 
half of the peninsula reclaimed water service area with reclaimed water.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial, governmental /institutional, and residential landscape 
irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.13 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $9,160,000 
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Project components: This project consists of construction of a ground storage tank, high-service 
pump station, reclaimed water transmission and distribution lines, and pump station 
improvements. 

 
Project number: 44 

Project name: Port Orange Airport Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main Project  

Project sponsor(s): City of Port Orange 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to allow increased reclaimed water service to residential 
and commercial users in the following subdivisions: Summertrees, Sawgrass Point, Taylor 
Woods, Cypress Head, Sanctuary, Waters Edge, Sabal Creek, Sterling Chase, and Ashton Lakes.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,330,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water transmission 
main and pump station. 

 
Project number: 45 

Project name: Port Orange Pioneer Trail Storage and Pumping Facility Project  

Project sponsor(s): City of Port Orange 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide storage and pumping facilities to make greater 
use of available reclaimed water. The project’s location is near the service area boundary with 
New Smyrna Beach and would be well suited to a reclaimed water interconnect with New 
Smyrna Beach.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,750,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a ground storage tank and high-
service distribution pumps. 
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Project number: 48 

Project name: Rockledge Reclaimed Water System Expansion – ASR Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Rockledge 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide an aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) system 
that will provide in-ground storage to allow the city to further expand its reclaimed water system 
and to provide service during peak periods.  
Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.55 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $3,360,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of two ASR wells, monitoring wells, 
and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 49 

Project name: South Daytona Reclaimed Water System Expansion Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of South Daytona 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide reclaimed water for irrigation to city-
maintained medians, developed and redeveloped properties along U.S. Route 1, the Piggotte City 
Community Center, Riverfront Park, and the city’s Big Tree Ball Park. Current planned 
redevelopment includes increased landscaped/irrigated areas and new condominium projects, 
which will use the reclaimed water for landscape irrigation.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.14 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,370,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission and 
distribution lines and pump stations. 
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Project number: 50 

Project name: Tavares Reclaimed Water System Expansion Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Tavares  

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is for transmission system expansion that will extend 
reclaimed water service to Lake Harris Reserve, Lane Park Ridge, Foxborough, Martin’s Grove, 
and Oak Bend. Other potential customers include Bay Tree Golf Course and Tavares Cemetery.  
Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation; potential future use for 
golf course and cemetery irrigation 

Quantity of water to be made available: 3.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $6,330,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of an operations building, ground 
storage tank, and reclaimed water transmission pipelines. It will integrate with a high-service 
pump station that has already been constructed. 

 
Project number: 51 

Project name: Volusia County Southwest Reclaimed Water System Project 

Project sponsor(s): Volusia County  

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to connect developer-installed reclaimed water lines to 
the county’s active reclaimed water distribution system. The systems to be activated include: 
Glen Abbey Units 6, 7, and 8; Glen Abbey Club, Spring Glen, Woodlands, and Fawn Ridge.  

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.25 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $2,000,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of pipeline interconnections. 

 
Project number: 53 

Project name: Winter Garden Reclaimed Water Pumping and Transmission Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Winter Garden 

Project type: Reuse 
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Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide additional reclaimed water service in Winter 
Garden and Ocoee service areas.   

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation. Reclaimed water 
service will be extended from the treatment plant to the Louis Dreyfus site and to subdivisions 
with reclaimed dry lines in Winter Garden. The connection with the city of Ocoee will extend 
reclaimed service to Westyn Bay, Forest Brooke, Vineyards, and Eagles Landing. 

Quantity of water to be made available: 4.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $6,700,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of ground storage tank, reclaimed 
water transmission mains, and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 56 

Project name: University of Central Florida (UCF) Reclaimed Water and Stormwater 
Intergration Project 

Project sponsor(s): University of Central Florida 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide reclaimed water to replace potable water for 
irrigation.   

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Institutional landscape irrigation; reclaimed water service will be 
extended from treatment plant(s) to locations on the UCF campus. 

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.41 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $880,000 

Project components: This project consists of the installation of reclaimed water distribution 
piping, transmission main, and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 67 

Project name: Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main Project 

Project sponsor(s): (to be determined) 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide for interconnection that will allow reclaimed 
water to be moved to Sanford, Lake Mary, and Seminole County for general reuse. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 
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Water use/destination: Commercial, institutional, and residential landscape irrigation in 
Sanford, Lake Mary, and Seminole County 

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,500,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water transmission 
pipeline. 

 
Project number: 68 

Project name: Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main Project 

Project sponsor(s): Seminole County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide reclaimed water for landscape irrigation along 
Markham Woods Road. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential irrigation 

Quantity of water to be made available: 3.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $3,400,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water transmission 
pipeline. 

 
Project number: 69 

Project name: Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main Project 

Project sponsor(s): (to be determined) 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to increase capacity and interconnectivity to Sanford, 
Lake Mary, and Seminole County. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation 

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $350,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water transmission 
pipeline. 
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Project number: 70 

Project name: Oviedo Reclaimed Water Project 

Project sponsor(s): Oviedo 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide reclaimed water for landscape irrigation in 
place of groundwater. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential irrigation in Kingsbridge West subdivision, 
Lake Rogers, Big Oak, Twin Rivers, Alafaya Woods, Division Street, Lake Charm Country 
Estates, and the Meadows 

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.50 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $4,500,000 

Project components: This project consists of the construction of reclaimed water distribution 
pipelines and pumps. 

 
Project number: 71 

Project name: Seminole County Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit Project – Phase 1 

Project sponsor(s): Sanford, Lake Mary, and Seminole County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to distribute reclaimed water from Yankee Lake 
Wastewater Treatment Plant for landscape irrigation. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: This project is for commercial and residential landscape irrigation in the 
subdivisions of: Heathrow Woods, Bristol Park, Chestnut Hill, East Camden, and Magnolia 
Plantation, to directly offset potable water currently used for irrigation. 

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.09 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $3,400,000 

Project components: This project consists of the construction and retrofit of reclaimed water 
distribution pipelines and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 72 

Project name: Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect With Altamonte Springs 
Project 
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Project sponsor(s): Altamonte Springs, Sanford, Winter Springs, and Utilities Inc./Sanlando 
Utilities 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to make more reclaimed water available for replacement 
of potable water. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 3.80 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $4,400,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission 
pipeline. 

 
Project number: 73 
Project name: Spruce Creek Golf and Country Club Reclaimed Water Project 

Project sponsor(s): Marion County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to provide reclaimed water to take the place of 
groundwater for golf course irrigation. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Spruce Creek Golf and Country Club irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.55 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,586,000 

Project components: This project consists of the construction of reclaimed transmission water 
pipeline and a pump station. 

 
Project number: 74 

Project name: Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade Project 

Project sponsor(s): Sanford, Lake Mary, and Seminole County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to increase use of reclaimed water. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 
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Water use/destination: Golf course irrigation, commercial and residential landscape irrigation, 
East Lake Mary Boulevard, Sanford International Airport, Victoria Street, Willow Avenue, 
Riverview Avenue 

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.90 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $700,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a reclaimed water transmission 
main. 

 
Project number: 75 

Project name: West Melbourne – Reuse Distribution System Improvements Project 

Project sponsor(s): West Melbourne 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to expand reclaimed water service area and increase use 
of reclaimed water. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irriation in West Melbourne  

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.48 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $3,104,000 

Project components: This project consists of the construction of reclaimed water transmission 
and distribution pipelines and pump stations. 

 
Project number: 76 

Project name: Western Ormond Beach Reclaimed Water Distribution Project 

Project sponsor(s): Ormond Beach 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to expand the reclaimed water service area and increase 
the use of reclaimed water. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation in west Ormond Beach 

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.70 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $4,540,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission and 
distribution pipelines and pump stations. 
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Project number: 78 

Project name: Sanford and Volusia Interconnect Reclaimed Augmentation Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Sanford and Volusia County 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to transfer reclaimed water from the city of Sanford 
wastewater reclamation facility to a Volusia County reuse system for expansion of Volusia 
County’s reuse service area. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation in southeastern Volusia 
County 

Quantity of water to be made available: 2.00 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $1,682,000 

Project components: This project consists of the construction of reclaimed water transmission 
pipeline and a high-service pump station. 

 
Project number: 81 

Project name: City of Flagler Beach Reclaimed Water Treatment System Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Flagler Beach 

Project type: Reuse 

Purpose: The purpose of this project is to upgrade wastewater treatment to produce reclaimed 
water suitable for public area reuse. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Commercial and residential landscape irrigation  

Quantity of water to be made available: 0.75 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $4,020,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of a wastewater treatment facility 
upgrade. 

 
Project number: 84 

Project name: City of Ocoee Northwest Reuse Re-Pump Station and Interconnection Mains 
Project 

Project sponsor(s): City of Ocoee 

Project type: Reuse 
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Purpose: The purpose of this project is to increase availability of reclaimed water for 
distribution. 

Water source: Reclaimed water 

Water use/destination: Landscape irrigation in Ocoee and vicinity 

Quantity of water to be made available: 1.20 mgd 

Estimated construction cost: $2,300,000 

Project components: This project consists of construction of reclaimed water transmission 
pipelines and pump stations. 
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Reclaimed Augmentation Source Project Descriptions 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: DeLand Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation Project  

Project number: 24 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers 
all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by the city of DeLand in the fall of 2005. 
The sources of water for this project are reclaimed water, storm water, and brackish surface 
water. The project description developed by the city of DeLand in 2005 described facilities to 
store and recharge storm water and reclaimed water. Additionally, the project included facilities 
to withdraw brackish surface water for reclaimed water augmentation. The brackish surface 
water will not require reverse osmosis treatment for reclaimed water augmentation and, 
therefore, will not produce a concentrate. In April 2006, the city obtained a consumptive use 
permit from the SJRWMD to withdraw 2.0 mgd from the St. Johns River to augment its 
reclaimed water.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
In 2006, the design capacity of the project was revised to 2.0 mgd from the original capacity of 
1.7 mgd; 2.0 mgd is the permitted capacity of the surface water withdrawal from the St. Johns 
River for reclaimed water augmentation. The total maximum capacity of the DeLand reclaimed 
water system including all sources is 6.0 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The project design and permitting is completed. Construction has not been scheduled.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the project description that was submitted 
to the SJRWMD in 2005.  

a. Total capital: $5,550,000 
b. Construction: $4,830,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $328,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $1.15 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were provided by the city of DeLand.  

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

MFLs established for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), Florida 
Administrative Code (F.A.C.)] apply to this project.  

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. 
SJRWMD calculated quantities of water that could be withdrawn in association with this project 
without causing flows to fall below established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near 
DeLand. These calculations were made based on varying operating assumptions and the 
assumption that only current permitted withdrawals from the river would continue in addition to 
this project. These calculations are based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described in 
SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004). These calculations indicate that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to 
fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis 
indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available depending on the operating assumptions. 
There is no recovery or prevention strategy or water use reservation that would constrain this 
project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project which is being implemented by the city of DeLand. The status of 
this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully practiced by several 
reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these other 
projects. The city of DeLand considered the financial feasibility of this project when making a 
decision to plan and implement it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both 
technically and financially feasible.  

Permittability: A CUP was issued in April 2006 for 2.0 mgd of surface water withdrawal. This 
project has been designed, but construction had not been scheduled as of the fall of 2008. 

Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to 
reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water 
and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and 
disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established 
for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing 
with the reclaimed water. The city of DeLand proposes to treat the water associated with this 
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project to applicable Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) standards for 
public access reuse. Therefore, the portion of this project that includes the treatment of this water 
is likely permittable based on applicable FDEP requirements.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source. This reclaimed augmentation project option will increase the 
availability of reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise 
be met by water treated to potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This 
increased use of reclaimed water will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of 
water for reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 373.250(1), Florida Statutes (F.S.), contains the 
Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is 
“considered to be in the public interest.” In addition, this project will contribute to meeting the 
Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of sufficient water for all 
existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 
373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number:  

Project name: North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation 
System Expansion and Optimization Project 

Project number: 36 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers 
all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
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Description of project:  
This project description was developed by interested water suppliers in 2004 (CPH, 2004) and 
updated in 2007 and 2008. The 2004 project description was developed in collaboration among 
Seminole County and the cities of Sanford and Lake Mary and based on a variety of separate 
projects that were already under way. The sources of water for this project are brackish surface 
water from Lake Monroe and reclaimed water. The brackish surface water will be used for 
reclaimed water augmentation. The project includes a surface water intake, additional treatment 
and disinfection facilities at the city of Sanford’s reclaimed water treatment plant, and an 
expansion of the regional reclaimed water transmission system, including pumping and storage.  

The design capacity of the reclaimed water transmission system part of the project is 7.76 mgd. 
The other DWSP projects that will use the water developed as part of this project are Project 78: 
Sanford and Volusia Interconnect Reclaimed/Augmentation Project and Project 79: St. Johns 
River Near 46–Non-Potable With Storage Project.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The project description developed in 2005 described a transmission design capacity of 7.76 mgd. 
The project will withdraw up to 2.59 mgd from Lake Monroe.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The master planning will be completed in 2013. Construction of the surface water treatment 
system is under way and will be completed in 2009. The reclaimed water system expansion is 
also under way, but new projects are being planned and it is undetermined when the construction 
will be completed.  

Estimated planning-level costs:  

The following planning-level costs were developed for the project description that completed in 
2004. They are from Project 36: North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water 
Augmentation System Expansion and Optimization Project Report (CPH 2004), as incorporated 
into DWSP 2005. The various components that comprise this 2005 project are listed in the 
Seminole County Water Supply Plan; SJRWMD SJ2007-SP18 (Arcadis USA, 2004). Individual 
life cycle costs are reported in this planning document. 

a. Total capital: $10,300,000 
b. Construction: $8,780,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $505,000  
d. Unit production cost: $0.43 per 1,000 gallons  

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on information from Project 36: North Seminole 
Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation System Expansion and 
Optimization Project Report (CPH 2004), as incorporated into the DWSP 2005.  
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Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

SJRWMD issued a consumptive use permit for this project in 1999. There were no applicable 
minimum flows and levels established at the time this project was permitted. However, minimum 
flows and levels were established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.] after this project was permitted.  

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

Minimum flows and levels (MFLs) have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe 
[Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), F.A.C.] and at SR 44 [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD 
calculated quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below these 
established MFLs. These calculations are based on use of the MSJR SSARR Model as described 
in SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 2004). These calculations indicate that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream of DeLand without causing flows to 
fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis 
indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available depending on the operating assumptions. 
SJRWMD used the same methodology to determine that a steady withdrawal of 116 mgd could 
be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and upstream areas. Based on the proportion between 155 and 
116 (75%), it is estimated that 107–131 mgd could be withdrawn from Lake Monroe and 
upstream areas without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River 
at Lake Monroe. A review of consumptive use permits issued by SJRWMD through October 
2008 indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river totaling about 
15 mgd since the initial calculations were made. The amount of water permitted for this project 
(2.59 mgd) was included in the additional 15 mgd allocated and did not cause the previously 
described withdrawal limits to be exceeded.  

SJRWMD relied on studies and yield analyses completed by CH2M HILL when permitting this 
project. CH2M HILL (1997e) reported a maximum reliable yield of 279 mgd for the St. Johns 
River at Sanford and a maximum reliable yield of 351 mgd for the St. Johns River near DeLand. 
This report was based on an earlier report for SJRWMD completed by CH2M HILL (1996a). 

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a regional project with the following cooperators: cities of Lake Mary, Sanford, Seminole 
County, and Volusia County. The status of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth 
addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources, including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater, is practiced successfully by 
several reclaimed water utilities within SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to 
these other projects. The cooperating water supply entities considered the financial feasibility of 
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this project when making a decision to plan and implement it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that 
the project is both technically and financially feasible.  

Permittability: A consumptive use permit (CUP) was issued in June 1999 for 2.59 mgd of surface 
water withdrawal. This CUP expires in 2019 and requires five-year compliance reports. This 
project was under construction in 2008. At that time the CUP for withdrawal from Lake Monroe 
was issued, there were no minimum flows and levels (MFLs) established for Lake Monroe or a 
location downstream in the St. Johns River. As part of its five-year compliance reviews, 
SJRWMD will consider all relevant and available information to ensure that the project 
continues to meet applicable consumptive use permitting criteria. 

Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to 
reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water 
and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and 
disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established 
for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing 
with the reclaimed water. The city of Sanford proposes to treat the water associated with this 
project to applicable FDEP standards for public access reuse. Therefore, the portion of this 
project that includes the treatment of this water appears permittable based on applicable FDEP 
requirements.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. These reclaimed water project options will increase the 
availability of reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise 
be met by water treated to potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This 
increased use of reclaimed water will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of 
water for reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida 
Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be 
in the public interest.” In addition, this project will contribute to meeting the Florida 
Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of sufficient water for all existing and 
future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), 
F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Lake Apopka Reuse Augmentation Project  

Project number: 54 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a fresh 
surface water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers 
all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) This project will also involve the 
capture of surface water predominantly during wet weather flows. 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by the city of Apopka in 2005. The 
conceptual-level project description described a 1.00-mgd project that would withdraw water 
directly or indirectly from Lake Apopka. As the project has moved forward through planning, 
design, and permitting there have been some changes to the project description. Pursuant to a 
settlement agreement involving SJRWMD, the city of Apopka, and the Lake County Water 
Authority, the source of water for this project will be limited to withdrawals of surplus surface 
water from the North Shore Restoration Area (NSRA) of the Lake Apopka Basin. It is 
anticipated that surplus surface water will be captures and stored in the NSRA and available for 
use by the city predominantly during wet weather conditions. This settlement agreement was 
approved by SJRWMD’s Governing Board in December 2008. The project includes an intake for 
surface water from the NSRA and associated treatment and transmission facilities to produce 
augmentation water for the city of Apopka’s reclaimed water system.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 described an average daily flow of 
1.00 mgd. SJRWMD issued a 20-year consumptive use permit to the city of Apopka for 5.0 mgd 
for this project in December 2008. The permit will expire on December 10, 2028.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Construction is scheduled to start in 2009.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2005. The costs shown below were for a 1.0-mgd project. 

a. Total capital: $8,790,000 
b. Construction: $7,270,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $114,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $1.99 per 1,000 gallons 

000151



District Water Supply Plan 2005—Fourth Addendum 
 

 
St. Johns River Water Management District 
150 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were provided by the city of Apopka.  

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

There are no established MFLs that apply to this project. SJRWMD is working to develop 
minimum flows and levels for the Ocklawaha River at SR 40 which may have some applicability 
to this project. A wide range of technical work is currently under way to support the 
establishment of this MFL. The draft SJRWMD 2008 Minimum Flows and Levels Priority List 
and Schedule was approved by the SJRWMD Governing Board on November 11, 2008, for 
transmittal to the FDEP, reflects that this MFL is scheduled for adoption in 2011. 

SJRWMD has committed to developing MFLs for Lakes Apopka, Beauclair, Dora, Harris, 
Eustis, and Griffin. Pursuant to a settlement agreement with the Lake County Water Authority 
approved by the SJRWMD Governing Board on November 11, 2008, SJRWMD will work to 
establish MFLs for these lakes by 2013. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are currently no existing MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use 
reservations that would constrain this project. SJRWMD is working to develop MFLs for the 
Ocklawaha River at SR 40 and for Lakes Apopka, Beauclair, Dora, Harris, Eustis, and Griffin. In 
principle, the establishment of MFLs for these water bodies may have some impact upon the 
amount of water available for this project. The city of Apopka received a 20-year CUP from 
SJRWMD for up to 5.0 mgd of water from the NSRA. This settlement agreement was approved 
by SJRWMD’s Governing Board in December 2008. Applicable MFLs, when established, will 
be considered in the renewal of the city of Apopka’s CUP authorizing withdrawal from NSRA.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project which is being implemented by the city of Apopka. The status of 
this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources, including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater, is successfully practiced by 
several reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these 
other projects. This project is considered financially feasible based on information provided by 
the sponsor in the following report by Boyle Engineering Corporation, Lake Apopka Reclaimed 
Water Supplement Final Technical Report, May 2006. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the 
project is both technically and financially feasible.  

Permittability: SJRWMD issued a 20-year consumptive use permit to the city of Apopka for this 
project for 5.0 mgd of water withdrawn from the NSRA in December 2008. 
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Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to 
reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water 
and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and 
disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established 
for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing 
with the reclaimed water. The city of Apopka proposes to treat the water associated with this 
project to applicable FDEP standards for public access reuse. Therefore, the portion of this 
project that includes the treatment of this water is likely permittable based on applicable FDEP 
requirements.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source. This reclaimed water project option will increase the availability of 
reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise be met by water 
treated to potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This increased use of 
reclaimed water will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of water for 
reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s 
finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be in the public 
interest.” In addition, this project will contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared 
policy to promote the availability of sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-
beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System Augmentation Project  

Project number: 55 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. SJRWMD generally 
identifies source waters that do not always meet federal and state drinking water standards for 
chloride, sulfate, or total dissolved solids as “brackish” waters. (Note: SJRWMD considers all 
sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by Seminole County in 2005 and updated 
in the fall of 2007. The source of water for this project is the St. Johns River near Yankee Lake. 
The project includes construction of a 10.0-mgd supply and treatment system to treat water from 
the St. Johns River, including an intake for surface water from the St. Johns River. The treated 
water will be used to augment reclaimed water supplies only. Therefore, it will not require 
reverse osmosis or produce a concentrate.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 describes an average daily flow of 
10.0 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Design is nearly complete. Construction will proceed as shown on Table 15 of this fourth 
addendum.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. The costs for this project are included in the costs for another 
DWSP Project, which is Project 65: St. Johns River Near Yankee Lake Project.  

a. Total capital: Not available 
b. Construction: $48,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: Not available 
d. Unit production cost: Not available 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were provided by Seminole County in 2007.  
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Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. The MFLs at both of these 
locations would apply if a CUP were sought for this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below established 
MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe and at SR 44 near DeLand. Based on use of the 
MSJR SSARR Model as described in SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 
2004), calculations indicate that a steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream 
of DeLand without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at 
SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available 
depending on the operating assumptions. As part of this model analysis, it was determined that a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd at DeLand would not cause water levels in Lake Monroe to fall 
below the establish MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe (Robison, personal 
communication 2009). A review of consumptive used permits issued by SJRWMD through 
October 2008 indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river 
totaling about 15 mgd since the initial calculations were made. The amount of water proposed for 
this project (10.0 mgd) in combination with the 15 mgd already allocated would be less than the 
155 mgd withdrawal limit previously described. If other projects are implemented prior to 
implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this project would need to be 
reevaluated.  

Reverse osmosis treatment will not be needed and therefore process byproduct (concentrate) will 
not be discharged to the river. Based on this planning-level analysis, there are no established 
MFLs that would not constrain this project. In addition, there are no recovery or prevention 
strategies or water use reservations that would constrain this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project Option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project that is being implemented by Seminole County. The status of this 
project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully practiced by several 
reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these other 
projects. Seminole County considered the financial feasibility of this project when making a 
decision to plan and implement it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both 
technically and financially feasible.  
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Permittability: The project appears to be reasonably permittable from a planning-level 
perspective based on the previously described conclusion that this project is environmentally 
feasible because would not cause water levels or flows to fall below established MFLs and there 
will be no concentrate discharge to the river. Regulatory requirements for the use of surface 
water and storm water as a supplement to reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, 
F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water and storm water may be used to supplement a 
reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and disinfection is provided such that the fecal 
coliform and total suspended solids limits established for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-
600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing with the reclaimed water. 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
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This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source. This reclaimed water augmentation project option will increase the 
availability of reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise 
be met by water treated to potable water standards by public supply utility systems. Subsection 
373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a 
“state objective” and is “considered to be in the public interest.” In addition, this project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 

Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Winter Springs–Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project  

Project number: 58 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and will supply water from a nontraditional source. SJRWMD generally 
identifies source waters that do not always meet federal and state drinking water standards for 
chloride, sulfate, or total dissolved solids as “brackish” waters. (Note: SJRWMD considers all 
sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by the city of Winter Springs in 2005 and 
updated in the fall of 2007. The source of water for this project is reclaimed water and brackish 
surface water for reclaimed water augmentation. The project includes an intake for surface water 
from Lake Jesup, surface water treatment, tank storage, and transmission lines. The water 
produced will be for reclaimed water augmentation only. As a result, it will not require reverse 
osmosis or produce a concentrate. SJRWMD issued a consumptive use permit (CUP) for the 
withdrawal in April 2007. The permit will expire on April 10, 2027.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2005 and updated in 2007 described an 
average daily flow of 2.23 mgd, which would be withdrawn from Lake Jesup and an artesian 
well flowing into Lake Jesup. A CUP was issued in April 2007 for 2.23 mgd of surface water 
withdrawal.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

Construction is anticipated to be completed in 2009.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 
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The following planning-level costs were developed for the project description that was submitted 
in 2007. 

a. Total capital: $8,500,000 
b. Construction: $7,700,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $200,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $2.07 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were provided by the city of Winter Springs in 2007. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. MFLs at this location were 
considered during review and issuance of the consumptive use permit for this project.  

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

MFLs have been established for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(i), 
F.A.C.] and at SR 44 near DeLand [Rule 40C-8.031(1)(f), F.A.C.]. SJRWMD calculated 
quantities of water that could be withdrawn without causing flows to fall below established 
MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe and at SR 44 near DeLand. Based on use of the 
MSJR SSARR Model as described in SJRWMD Technical Publication SJ2004-2 (Robison 
2004), calculations indicate that a steady withdrawal of 155 mgd could be withdrawn upstream 
of DeLand without causing flows to fall below the established MFLs for the St. Johns River at 
SR 44 near DeLand. Further analysis indicated a range of 143–175 mgd would be available 
depending on the operating assumptions. As part of this model analysis, it was determined a 
steady withdrawal of 155 mgd at DeLand would not cause water levels in Lake Monroe to fall 
below the establish MFLs for the St. Johns River at Lake Monroe (Robison, personal 
communication 2009). A review of consumptive used permits issued by SJRWMD through 
October 2008 indicates that SJRWMD has permitted additional withdrawals from the river 
totaling about 15 mgd since the initial calculations were made. The amount of water proposed for 
this project (10.0 mgd) in combination with the 15 mgd already allocated would be less than the 
155 mgd withdrawal limit previously described. If other projects are implemented prior to 
implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this project would need to be 
reevaluated.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  
This is a single-entity project that is being implemented by the city of Winter Springs. The status 
of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
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Feasibility: This project is technically feasible based on the current use of surface water for 
reclaimed water augmentation by various entities in Florida and the United States. The city of 
Winter Springs considered the financial feasibility of this project when making a decision to plan 
and implement it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both technically and 
financially feasible.  

Permittability: A CUP was issued for this project in April 2007 for 2.23 mgd of surface water 
withdrawal. This project was under construction as of the fall of 2008. Regulatory requirements 
for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to reclaimed water are provided in 
Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water and storm water may be used to 
supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and disinfection is provided such 
that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established for high-level disinfection in 
Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing with the reclaimed water. 

This link between environmental feasibility and permittability is based on the relationship 
between the water resource constraints used in SJRWMD’s water supply planning process and 
the environmental protection criteria used in the consumptive use permitting process; these 
constraints and criteria are conceptually consistent. However, consistency of the project’s 
impacts with the water resource constraints should not be interpreted as the determination or 
application of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria. Before such a determination 
can be made, all details of the project’s design and operation must be prepared by a permit 
applicant and submitted to SJRWMD in a permit application. The application must then be 
reviewed for consistency with all of the SJRWMD’s consumptive use permitting criteria 
applicable to the project, including established MFLs and other environmental protection criteria. 
The proposed project may be further refined during the permit application review process to 
address different permitting criteria. Such refinements may include changes to the schedule when 
water is proposed to be withdrawn, the addition of off-line storage facilities, or, if appropriate, 
mitigation. In addition, since this is a regional project that would provide water for use across 
county boundaries, the Governing Board will also consider the factors in Section 373.223(3), 
F.S., as part of the completed permit application for a specific project, in making a determination 
of whether the project is consistent with the public interest pursuant to Section 373.223(5), F.S. 
As required by Section 373.223(3), F.S., SJRWMD will use the information in DWSP 2005, 
including this addendum, as the basis for its consideration of the special public interest criteria 
(“local sources first”) during its review of the permit application. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 
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Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source. This reclaimed water project option will increase the availability of 
reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise be met by water 
treated to potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This increased use of 
reclaimed water will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of water for 
reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s 
finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be in the public 
interest.” In addition, this project will contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared 
policy to promote the availability of sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-
beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Nova Canal Reclaimed Augmentation Project  

Project number: 77 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a reclaimed 
water augmentation source from storm water, which is a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD 
considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
SJRWMD developed a conceptual-level project description in cooperation with interested water 
suppliers in the fall of 2007 as described in the SJRWMD (2008 draft) special publication 
prepared by Zafar Hyder, Ph.D., P.E., Bengal Engineering Inc., and Bill Dunn, Ph.D., Watershed 
Connections Inc., Feasibility Assessment of the Use of Stormwater from the Nova Canal System 
as Supplemental Source for Reclaimed Water in Volusia County. The conceptual-level project 
description included the potential location of facilities and project costs. The location map and 
conceptual diagram developed for the 2007 conceptual-level project description are shown on 
Figures 77-1 and 77-2. The source of water are the 11th Street Canal, Reed Canal, and Halifax 
Canal basins, which all drain into Nova Canal and are located in the cities of Holly Hill, South 
Daytona, and Port Orange, respectively. The Nova Canal Reclaimed Augmentation Project 
would divert storm water from the Nova Canal basin drainage system to supplement regional 
reclaimed water systems. This project would provide other regional benefits including flood 
relief and improvement of water quality in the Halifax River. The project consists of intake 
structures, storage, piping, and treatment. As of September 2008, the participants interested in 
pursuing the project included the cities of Daytona Beach, Holly Hill, Ormond Beach, South 
Daytona, Port Orange; Utilities Commission of New Smyrna Beach; and Volusia County.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described an average daily flow of 
9.4 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there were no public water supply utilities working to implement this 
project. Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared.  
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Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. 

a. Total capital: $46,000,000 
b. Construction: $41,300,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $270,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $1.05 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2007 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2007 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

No minimum flows and levels apply to this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

Minimum flows and levels do not constrain this project. In addition, there is no recovery or 
prevention strategy or water use reservation that would constrain this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The following water supply entities should consider the implementation of this project: the cities 
of Daytona Beach, Holly Hill, Ormond Beach, South Daytona Beach, and Port Orange. The 
status of this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.Project 
feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: This project appears to be technically and economically feasible based on a 
SJRWMD special publication prepared by Zafar Hyder, Ph.D., P.E., Bengal Engineering Inc., 
and Bill Dunn, Ph.D., Watershed Connections Inc., Feasibility Assessment of the Use of 
Stormwater from the Nova Canal System as Supplemental Source for Reclaimed Water in 
Volusia County, 2008. Further, the augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other 
sources including surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully 
practiced by several reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in 
concept to these other projects. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both technically 
and economically feasible.  

Permittability: Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a 
supplement to reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, 
surface water and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient 
treatment and disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids 
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limits established for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the 
source before mixing with the reclaimed water. SJRWMD assumes that this project would be 
developed in a manner consistent with these requirements. Therefore, this project is considered 
to be permittable. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source. This reclaimed water project option will increase the 
availability of reclaimed water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise 
be met by water treated to potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This 
increased use of reclaimed water will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of 
water for reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida 
Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be 
in the public interest.” In addition, this project will contribute to meeting the Florida 
Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of sufficient water for all existing and 
future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), 
F.S. 
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Figure 77-1. Area map showing the location of the Nova Canal Reclaimed Augmentation 

Project 
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Figure 77-2. Schematic pipeline for diversion of storm water from Nova Canal system for the 

Nova Canal Reclaimed Augmentation Project pursuant to conceptual project 
description developed in 2007 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: St. Johns River Near SR 46–Non-Potable With Storage Project 

Project number: 79 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a brackish 
surface water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers 
all sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by interested water suppliers in the fall of 
2007. The conceptual-level project description included potential location of facilities and 
project costs. The project includes a point of connection, ground storage, and a nonpotable water 
transmission system. The proposed use of the water is reclaimed water augmentation and is 
intended to supplement the project partners’ reclaimed water supply with treated surface water 
for the purpose of maximizing their use of reclaimed water throughout the year. The project will 
not require reverse osmosis and therefore not produce a concentrate. The source of water may be 
supplied partially by Project 36: North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water 
Augmentation System Expansion and Optimization Project, but the primary source of supply is 
anticipated to be Project 64: St. Johns River Near SR 46 Project. The quantity of water necessary 
to supply this project are included in Projects 36 and 64.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 by the city of Sanford described an 
average daily flow of 6.9 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

As of December 2008, there are no public water supply utilities working to implement this 
project. Therefore, a project implementation schedule has not been prepared.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. The unit production cost is listed below. 

a. Total capital: $28,7000,000 
b. Construction: $21,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $15,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $0.72 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2007 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2007 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

This project does not include a surface water withdrawal. The source of water will be either 
Project 36: North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation System 
Expansion and Optimization Project or Project 64: St. Johns River Near SR 46 Project. The 
discussion of MFLs is covered as part of those projects. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

This project does not include a surface water withdrawal. The source of water will be either 
Project 36: North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation System 
Expansion and Optimization Project or Project 64: St. Johns River Near SR 46 Project. The 
discussion of MFLs is covered as part of those projects. 

In addition, there is no recovery or prevention strategy or water use reservation that would 
constrain this project.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

The following water supply entities should consider implementing this project: the cities of 
Oviedo, Sanford, and Winter Springs, Seminole and Volusia counties. The status of this project 
is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully practiced by several 
reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these other 
projects. The water supply entities considered the financial feasibility of this project when 
making a decision to evaluate it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both 
technically and financially feasible.  

Permittability: Permittability is covered under Project 36: North Seminole Regional Reclaimed 
Water and Surface Water Augmentation System Expansion and Optimization Project and Project 
64: St. Johns River Near SR 46 Project. 

Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to 
reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water 
and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and 
disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established 
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for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing 
with the reclaimed water. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a regional project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with 
water from an alternative water source.  

This reclaimed water project option will increase the availability of reclaimed water to meet 
nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise be met by water treated to potable water 
standards by public supply utility systems. This increased use of reclaimed water will serve the 
public interest by increasing the availability of water for reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 
373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a 
“state objective” and is “considered to be in the public interest.” In addition, this project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Umatilla Reclaimed Development and Surface Water Reclaimed Supply Project 

Project number: 80 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a fresh 
surface water source for reclaimed water augmentation and will supply water from a 
nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than fresh groundwater to be 
nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by the city of Umatilla in the fall of 2007. 
The conceptual-level project description included project costs. The source of water is fresh 
surface water from Lake Yale and reclaimed water from the city of Umatilla wastewater facility. 
The project includes a surface water intake structure and improvements to a wastewater plant. 
The project is to supplement the city of Umatilla’s reclaimed water with treated surface water for 
the purpose of maximizing the use of reclaimed water throughout the year.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described 0.1 mgd coming from 
Lake Yale to augment reclaimed water. The project will produce a total of 0.2 mgd from a 
combination of reclaimed and surface water.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The project is scheduled for design in 2009 and construction in 2010.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. 

a. Total capital: $3,040,000 
b. Construction: $3,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $297,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $2.84 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information provided by the city of 
Umatilla and were reviewed by SJRWMD staff.  
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Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

There are no established MFLs that would apply to this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are no MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use reservations that would 
constrain this project. In addition, preliminary information suggests that with the construction of 
additional off-stream storage a limited amount of surface water is available in the Upper 
Ocklawaha River Basin, (technical memorandum [Wycoff 2008 draft]: Evaluation of the 
Feasibility of Water Supply Withdrawals from the Upper Ocklawaha River Basin – Phase 2: 
Investigation of Potential Water Supply Yield at Moss Bluff). The proposed withdrawal of 0.1 
mgd from Lake Yale is well within the estimated quantity of available water. 

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project which is being implemented by the city of Umatilla. The status of 
this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully practiced by several 
reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these other 
projects. The water supply entity considered the financial feasibility of this project when making 
a decision to implement it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both technically and 
financially feasible. 

Permittability: Preliminary information suggests that with the construction of additional off-
stream storage a limited amount of surface water is available in the Upper Ocklawaha River 
Basin (technical memorandum [Wycoff 2008 draft]: Evaluation of the Feasibility of Water 
Supply Withdrawals from the Upper Ocklawaha River Basin – Phase 2: Investigation of 
Potential Water Supply Yield at Moss Bluff). The proposed withdrawal of 0.1 mgd from Lake 
Yale is well within the estimated quantity of available water. Therefore, the portion of this 
project that includes withdrawal of water from Lake Yale is likely permittable based on 
SJRWMD’s CUP requirements. However, if other projects were implemented prior to 
implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this project would need to be 
reevaluated. 

Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to 
reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to these rules, surface water 
and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and 
disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established 
for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing 
with the reclaimed water. 
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The city of Umatilla proposes to treat the water associated with this project to applicable FDEP 
standards for public access reuse. Therefore, the portion of this project that includes the 
treatment of this water is likely permittable based on applicable FDEP requirements.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated planning-level 
costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources include 
revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and Sustainability 
Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, contributions in 
aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local government ad valorem 
tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private investment. These possible 
sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply Development Funding Sources section 
of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source.  

This reclaimed water project option will increase the availability of reclaimed water to meet 
nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise be met by water treated to potable water 
standards by public supply utility systems. This increased use of reclaimed water will serve the 
public interest by increasing the availability of water for reasonable-beneficial uses. Subsection 
373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of reclaimed water is a 
“state objective” and is “considered to be in the public interest.” In addition, this project will 
contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the availability of 
sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural systems, as 
described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Securing Minneola’s Alternative Resources for Tomorrow (SMART) Project  

Project number: 82 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will develop a surface 
water source and supply water from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all 
sources other than fresh groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by the city of Minneola in the fall of 2007. 
This conceptual-level project description includes project costs. The proposed source of water 
for this project is Lake Apopka. It is anticipated that water will be available only when water 
releases are being made from Lake Apopka. The project includes an intake for surface water 
from Lake Apopka, surface water treatment, storage, and a reclaimed water transmission system.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description described a surface water treatment plant with an 
average daily flow of 5.00 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The project is scheduled for planning, design, and construction starting in 2009.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description. 

a. Total capital: $26,700,000 
b. Construction: $25,000,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $2,500,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $5 per 1,000 gallons 
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Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on information provided by the city of Minneola. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

There are no established MFLs that would apply to this project option. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

There are no MFLs, recovery or prevention strategies, or water use reservations that would 
constrain this project. However, SJRWMD believes that water will only be available for this 
project when water is being released from Lake Apopka through the Apopka-Beauclair Canal. 
Evaluations performed by SJRWMD indicate that limited quantities of water could be developed 
from the Upper Ocklawaha River, which includes the Lake Apopka Basin (Wycoff 2008). 
SJRWMD anticipates that diversions of water to an off-line reservoir could extend the reliability 
of this project. Withdrawals of water from this reservoir could be made in order to supply the 
needed water to augment the city’s reclaimed water system.  

Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project which is being considered by the city of Minneola. The status of 
this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully practiced by several 
reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these other 
projects. The water supply entity considered the financial feasibility of this project when making 
a decision to plan it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project is both technically and 
financially feasible. 

Permittability: This project is likely permittable if diversions from Lake Apopka to an off-line 
reservoir to support this project only occur when water is being released from Lake Apopka. 
Under such conditions, the yield of the project may be less than the 5.0-mgd conceptual project 
yield proposed by the city of Minneola. However, if other projects were implemented prior to 
implementation of this project, then the total available quantity for this project would need to be 
reevaluated. 

Regulatory requirements for the use of surface water and storm water as a supplement to 
reclaimed water are provided in Chapter 62-610, F.A.C. According to the code, surface water 
and storm water may be used to supplement a reclaimed water supply if sufficient treatment and 
disinfection is provided such that the fecal coliform and total suspended solids limits established 
for high-level disinfection in Rule 62-600.440(5), F.A.C., are met for the source before mixing 
with the reclaimed water. The city of Minneola proposes to treat the water associated with this 
project to applicable FDEP standards for public access reuse. Therefore, the portion of this 
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project that includes the treatment of this water is likely permittable in regards to applicable 
FDEP requirements.  

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Significant funds will be required to support implementation of this project. (See estimated 
planning-level costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources 
include revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and 
Sustainability Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, 
contributions in aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local 
government ad valorem tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private 
investment. These possible sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply 
Development Funding Sources section of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source.  

This reclaimed water augmentation project option will increase the availability of reclaimed 
water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise be met by water treated to 
potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This increased use of reclaimed water 
will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of water for reasonable-beneficial 
uses. Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of 
reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be in the public interest.” In addition, 
this project will contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the 
availability of sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural 
systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Name of project option and project number: 

Project name: Silver Springs Citrus Industrial Waste for Reuse Blending and Augmentation 
Project 

Project number: 83 

Traditional or an alternative water supply option:  

This project is an alternative water supply option. 

Type of alternative water supply (AWS) project option: This project will use waste byproduct 
from an existing industrial use to augment an existing reclaimed water supply and supply water 
from a nontraditional source. (Note: SJRWMD considers all sources other than fresh 
groundwater to be nontraditional.) 
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Description of project:  
A conceptual-level project description was developed by Silver Springs Citrus in the fall of 
2007. The conceptual-level project description included project costs. The source of water for 
this project is waste byproduct from the Silver Springs Citrus processing plant near Howey-in-
the-Hills. The project includes a treatment facility and associated system to facilitate the use of 
treated citrus processing waste to blend with reclaimed water. The blended product will be used 
for irrigation.  

Amount of water estimated to become available through the project option expressed as 
average daily flow (measured in million gallons per day [mgd]): 
The conceptual-level project description developed in 2007 described an average daily flow of 
0.353 mgd.  

Time frame in which project option should be implemented: 

The project was scheduled for design in 2008 and construction in 2009–2010.  

Estimated planning-level costs: 

The following planning-level costs were developed for the conceptual-level project description 
that was completed in 2007. 

a. Total capital: $3,580,000 
b. Construction: $3,150,000 
c. Operation and maintenance: $315,000 per year 
d. Unit production cost: $2.94 per 1,000 gallons 

Basis for planning-level costs:  

Estimated planning-level costs were based on costing information available in 2007 and earlier 
costing information adjusted to 2007 dollars pursuant to methods described in SJRWMD Special 
Publication SJ2005-SP1, Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan. 

Have any minimum flows or levels (MFLs) been established that would apply if a 
consumptive use permit (CUP) were sought for a project implementing the project option:  

This project option utilizes water reclaimed after an industrial use and not water directly from a 
surface water or groundwater source. Therefore, MFLs are not applicable to this project. 

Consideration of any applicable existing water resource constraints such as MFLs, any 
recovery or prevention strategy, or water use reservation:  

This project option utilizes water reclaimed after industrial use and not water directly from a 
surface water or groundwater source. Therefore, MFLs, recovery strategies, or water use 
reservations are not applicable to this project. 
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Name of entity or entities that should implement the project option and current status of 
project option’s implementation:  

This is a single-entity project which is being implemented by Silver Springs Citrus. The status of 
this project is described on Table 15 of this fourth addendum to DWSP 2005.  

Project feasibility and permittability: 
Feasibility: The augmentation of reclaimed water with water from other sources including 
surface water, demineralization concentrate, and groundwater is successfully practiced by several 
reclaimed water utilities in SJRWMD. The proposed project is similar in concept to these other 
projects. The cooperating water supply entities considered the financial feasibility of this project 
when making a decision to plan and implement it. Therefore, SJRWMD assumes that the project 
is both technically and financially feasible.  

Permittability: The reuse of treated citrus processing wastes is permittable under Chapter 62-610, 
F.A.C., Reuse of Reclaimed Water and Land Application, or Chapter 62-660, F.A.C., Industrial 
Wastewater Facilities. 

Analysis of funding needs and sources of possible funding options:  

Funding will be required to support implementation of this project (see estimated planning-level 
costs as described elsewhere in this project description.) Possible funding sources include 
revenues derived from customer charges, state of Florida Water Protection and Sustainability 
Program, SJRWMD ad valorem tax revenues, impact fees for new development, contributions in 
aid of construction, Florida Forever Trust Fund, federal revenues, local government ad valorem 
tax revenues, local government special assessments, and private investment. These possible 
sources are described in more detail in the Water Supply Development Funding Sources section 
of DWSP 2005. 

Consideration of how the public interest is served by the project option or how the project 
option will save costs overall by preventing the loss of natural resources or avoiding greater 
future expenditures for water resource development or water supply development: 
This is a project that will supplement existing traditional groundwater supplies with water from 
an alternative water source.  

This reclaimed water augmentation project option will increase the availability of reclaimed 
water to meet nonpotable water supply demands that would otherwise be met by water treated to 
potable water standards by public supply utility systems. This increased use of reclaimed water 
will serve the public interest by increasing the availability of water for reasonable-beneficial 
uses. Subsection 373.250(1), F.S., contains the Florida Legislature’s finding that reuse of 
reclaimed water is a “state objective” and is “considered to be in the public interest.” In addition, 
this project will contribute to meeting the Florida Legislature’s declared policy to promote the 
availability of sufficient water for all existing and future reasonable-beneficial uses and natural 
systems, as described in Paragraph 373.016(3)(d), F.S. 
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Office of General Counsel
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Fax: (850) 245-2303
Email: Heather.Chapman@dep.state.fl.us



STATE OF FLORIDA
LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION

PUTNAM COUNTY
ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL, INC.,

Petitioner, FLWAC Case No. WMD-09-005

v.

ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

Respondent.
______________________________________________/

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION’S 
RECOMMENDATION ON THE MERITS 

OF PCEC’S REQUEST FOR REVIEW

On June 9, 2009, Putnam County Environmental Council, Inc., (PCEC) filed a request for 

review (Request) pursuant to Florida Administrative Code Rule 42-2.013.  R. 7217-7238.

Numerous procedural actions and appeals followed and on July 24, 2015, the Secretary of the

Commission issued an Order Setting Briefing Schedule requesting briefs on the merits of this 

matter from the St. Johns River Water Management District’s (District) and other entities seeking 

leave to participate and a recommendation from the Department of Environmental Protection 

(Department).  In accordance with Florida Administrative Code Rule 42-2.0132(7)(b) and that 

Order, the Department files this Recommendation on the Merits.  

For the reasons set forth below, the Department recommends that the Commission dismiss 

this matter for lack of standing.  In the alternative, the Department recommends that the 

Commission find the District’s 4th Addendum to its Regional Water Supply Plan consistent with 

Florida Statutes Chapter 373.
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For the Commission’s convenience, citations to the record are both named (with page 

number) and given their record citation set forth in the Commission’s record as filed with the 

District Court of Appeal.

BACKGROUND

1. Regional Water Supply Plans are detailed plans developed by Governing Boards of 

the Water Management Districts in accordance with section 373.709 of the Florida Statutes.  §

373.019(19), Fla. Stat. (2015). These Plans are developed when the Board “determines that 

existing sources of water are not adequate to supply water for all existing and future reasonable-

beneficial uses and to sustain the water resources and related natural systems for the planning 

period.”  § 373.709(1), Fla. Stat. (2015).

2. Plans are based on 20-year planning periods and must include, amongst other 

things, a “list of water supply development project options, including traditional and alternative 

water supply project options, from which local government, government-owned and privately 

owned utilities, regional water supply authorities, multijurisdictional water supply entities, self-

suppliers, and others may choose for water supply development.” § 373.709(2)(a)2., Fla. Stat.

(2015).

3. Pursuant to Florida Statutes section 373.019(1) (2015), alternative water supplies 

“means [1] salt water; [2] brackish surface and groundwater; [3] surface water captured 

predominately during wet-weather flows; [4] sources made available through the addition of 

new storage capacity for surface or groundwater, [5] water that has been reclaimed after one or 

more public supply, municipal, industrial, commercial, or agricultural uses; [6] the downstream 

augmentation of water bodies with reclaimed water; [7] stormwater; and [8] any other water 

supply source that is designated as nontraditional for a water supply planning region in the 
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applicable regional water supply plan.” [numbers and emphasis in bold added].  The bold 

provisions (numbers 2, 3, and 8) are the most relevant provisions to this issue.

4. On May 12, 2009, in its 4th Addendum to its Regional Water Supply Plan,1 the 

District designated surface water bodies within its boundaries as nontraditional water supply 

sources. 4th Addendum, Regional Water Supply Plan, pp. 17-18; R. 19-20. This is distinguished 

from fresh groundwater sources, which the District found to be the only traditional sources of 

water in its district. Id. at p. 17; R. 19. The District listed nine projects using surface water sources 

for potable use, including those on the St. Johns River and the Ocklawaha River. Id. at p. 19; R. 

21.

5. In designating surface waters as non-traditional water supply sources in its Regional 

Water Supply Plan, the District made surface waters an alternative water supply.  The PCEC 

Request focuses primarily on this action by the District, arguing that surface water withdrawals 

must be limited to wet weather flows in order to be alternative water supplies.  Request, ¶ 16; R. 

7225.

6. In considering this case, the Commission may find it helpful to understand the 

significance of whether or not a water supply source is considered an alternative water supply. 

While the regional water supply plan is a planning tool and only a planning tool, the designation 

of a source as an alternative water supply does result in the application of three statutory 

provisions:

a. Firstly, any consumptive use permit applicant seeking to use water, whether 

from an alternative water supply source or a nonalternative water supply source, must meet 

                                                           
1 The District’s 4th Addendum superseded all previous addenda.  4th Addendum, Regional Water Supply Plan, p. 5; 
R. 7.
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the conditions for permit issuance.2 Those conditions are based on the statutory three-part 

test which requires that the proposed use of water:

“(a) Is a reasonable-beneficial use as defined in s. 373.019;3

(b) Will not interfere with any presently existing legal use of water; and

(c) Is consistent with the public interest.”4

§ 373.223(1), Fla. Stat. (2015).

For alternative water supplies, however, “the governing board or department shall presume 

that the alternative water supply use is consistent with the public interest….” § 373.223(5),

Fla. Stat. (2015). That is, for alternative water supplies, the third prong is presumed to have 

been met. However, being presumed consistent with the public interest does not alleviate 

an alternative water supply applicant from meeting the statutory requirement that the use

is reasonable-beneficial, will not interfere with any presently existing legal use of water, 

and is “not harmful to the water resources of the area.”  § 373.219(1), Fla. Stat. (2015).

b. Secondly, “[a]lternative water supply development must receive priority 

funding attention to increase the available supplies of water to meet all existing and future 

reasonable-beneficial uses and to benefit the natural systems.”  § 373.707(1)(d), Fla. Stat.

(2015). Specifically, “[s]tate funds from the Water Protection and Sustainability Program 

created in s. 403.890 shall be made available for financial assistance for the project 

                                                           
2 A statutory exemption is made for consumption of water by individual users, which is not relevant to this matter.  § 
373.219(1), Fla. Stat. (2015).
3 “‘Reasonable-beneficial use’ means the use of water in such quantity as is necessary for economic and efficient 
utilization for a purpose and in a manner which is both reasonable and consistent with the public interest.”  §
373.019(16), Fla. Stat. (2015).
4 Under District rules, to determine whether a proposed withdrawal is in the public interest, the District must 
“consider whether an existing or proposed use is beneficial or detrimental to the overall collective well-being of the 
people or to the water resource in the area, the District and the State.”  SJRWMD Applicant’s Handbook: 
Consumptive Uses of Water, effective date August 14, 2014, Section 3.10, incorporated by reference in Fla. Admin.
Code R. 40C-2.101(1)(a).
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construction costs of alternative water supply development projects selected by a water 

management district governing board for inclusion in the program.”  § 373.707(6)(b), Fla. 

Stat. (2015).

c. Finally, permits for the use of nonalternative supplies are limited to a 

maximum of 20 years, while permits for alternative water supplies are eligible, under 

certain conditions, for permit durations of 30 years or longer. The longer duration permits 

may only be issued “if there is sufficient data to provide reasonable assurance that the 

conditions for permit issuance will be met for the duration of the permit.”  § 373.236(5)(a) 

and (b), Fla. Stat. (2015). This longer duration permit is not applicable to “the use of 

nonbrackish groundwater supplies or nonalternative water supplies.” § 373.236(5)(b)3.,

Fla. Stat. (2015).

THE COMMISSION’S JURISDICTION

7. The Commission is given exclusive authority to review any order or rule of a Water 

Management District for consistency “with the provisions and purposes of” Chapter 373 of the 

Florida Statutes. § 373.114(1), Fla. Stat. (2015). Only its authority over orders is relevant here.

8. In order for the Commission to accept a request for review, three members of the 

Commission must determine on the basis of the record below that an “activity authorized by the 

order would substantially affect natural resources of statewide or regional significance” or that an 

“order raises issues of policy, statutory interpretation, or rule interpretation that have regional or 

statewide significance from the standpoint of agency precedent.” § 373.114(1)(a), Fla. Stat.

(2015). A Regional Water Supply Plan does not authorize an activity, so it is only under the second 

prong the Commission may have jurisdiction. See Putnam County Environmental Council v. St. 
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Johns River Water Management District, 136 So. 3d 766, 767 (Fla. 1st DCA 2014) (holding that 

adoption of a Regional Water Supply Plan does not authorize an activity).

9. In an earlier appeal by PCEC, the First District Court of Appeal was asked to 

determine whether the Secretary of the Commission reversibly erred when he declined Petitioner’s 

request for review and whether that error was harmless.  Id. The Court found it was a reversible 

error and that the error was not harmless.  In doing so, the Court found that the order, that is, the 

4th Addendum to the Regional Water Supply Plan, raises significant issues of policy “sufficient to 

invoke the Commission's jurisdiction.”  Id.

10. It is not clear under the statutes that a court can stand in the place of the 

Commissioners and make the determination that an agency order raises issues of policy, statutory 

interpretation, or rule interpretation that have regional or statewide significance from the 

standpoint of agency precedent.  Specifically, the process invoked by PCEC under section 

373.114(1) of the Florida Statutes provides the Commission with the exclusive jurisdiction to 

review for consistency with the statutes. § 373.114(1), Fla. Stat. (2015).

11. However, assuming arguendo that the Commission has jurisdiction, this matter 

should be dismissed for lack of standing or, in the alternative, the Regional Water Supply Plan 

should be found consistent with Chapter 373 of the Florida Statutes.

PCEC HAS FAILED TO ALLEGE FACTS THAT MAKE IT OR ITS MEMBERS 
“AFFECTED PERSONS” UNDER THE STATUTE AND, THEREFORE, MAY NOT BE 

A “PARTY” WITH STANDING TO BRING THIS REVIEW BEFORE THE 
COMMISSION.

12. PCEC is an “incorporated non-profit organization founded in 1998 to promote the 

conservation, protection and restoration of the natural resources of Putnam County and the State 

of Florida.” Request, ¶ 3; R. 7219. According to its Request, its members “use and enjoy the 
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waters of the Ocklawaha and St. Johns River for fishing, boating, and wildlife observation.”  

Request, ¶ 24; R. 7228.

13. Requests for review to the Commission may only be initiated by “the department 

or by a party to the proceeding below.”  § 373.114(1)(a), Fla. Stat. [emphasis added]. A party is 

defined by statute as “any affected person who submitted oral or written testimony, sworn or 

unsworn, of a substantive nature which stated with particularity objections to or support for the 

rule or order that are cognizable within the scope of the provisions and purposes of this chapter.”  

Id. [emphasis added].

14. PCEC alleges and evidence appears to support PCEC submitted comments 

objecting to the Regional Water Supply Plan while the matter was under consideration by the 

District.  Request, ¶ 7; R. 7221.

15. Conversely, PCEC has failed to show that it is an “affected person” as required by 

the statute.  Specifically, PCEC has failed to set forth facts in its Request that support how the 

designation of surface waters as alternative water supplies affects it or its members other than 

stating general concern of environmental harm.  Harm, it should be noted, that is not supported by 

facts in the lower record or by law.  

16. “To establish standing, a party must demonstrate ‘an injury which is both real and 

immediate, not conjectural or hypothetical.’” Punsky v. Clay County Board of County 

Commissioners, 60 So. 3d 1088, 1092 (Fla. 1st DCA 2011) (quoting, in part, Montgomery v.

Department of Health & Rehabilitation Services, 468 So. 2d 1014, 1016 (Fla. 1st DCA 1985).)

17. While PCEC alleges that its members’ interests will be harmed by lower water 

quality and increased salt water intrusion and habitat loss, Request, ¶ 24; R. 7228, there is no 
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evidence presented or in the record that supports such allegations and the Regional Water Supply 

Plan itself cannot have such an impact. The harm alleged is both conjectural and hypothetical.  

18. Further, PCEC neglects the fact that there are existing District rules that specifically 

prohibit the harm that PCEC alleges will occur—rules that must be met by any permit applicant.   

19. Though PCEC alleges that the public interest presumption that a permittee receives 

in developing an alternative water supply “virtually ensures development of the designated 

supplies, regardless of the public interest and despite likely resource impacts,” Request, ¶ 14; R. 

7224, that is not the case.  “[A] water supply plan—like the one at issue here—does not approve 

anything, it simply lists options from which an entity can then choose.” Putnam County 

Environmental Council, 136 So. 3d at 767 (citing § 373.709(7), Fla. Stat.).

20. As adopted in Rule 40C-2.301 of the Florida Administrative Code, in order to 

obtain a consumptive use permit in the St. Johns River Water Management District, an applicant 

“must provide reasonable assurance that the proposed consumptive use of water, on an individual 

and cumulative basis” will “not cause harmful hydrologic alternations to natural systems, including 

wetland or other surface waters,” “will not cause harmful water quality impacts to the water source 

resulting from the withdrawal or diversion,” and will not “cause harmful saline water intrusion or 

harmful upconing.” See also SJRWMD Applicant’s Handbook: Consumptive Uses of Water, 

effective date August 14, 2014, Section 2.3(g), incorporated by reference in Fla. Admin. Code R. 

40C-2.101(1)(a).

21. If, upon permitting, PCEC believes that the rivers are not adequately protected and 

that harm would occur that would affect its interests, PCEC’s remedy is to challenge the permit.  

Washington County v. Northwest Florida Water Management District, 85 So.3d 1127, 1128–29

(Fla. 1st DCA 2012). A Plan does not “affect a party’s substantial interests” and that “[i]nstead, it 
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is the permitting that affects a party’s interests.” See Putnam County Environmental Council, 136 

So. 3d 766 at 767 (citing Washington County, 85 So. 3d at 1128–29).  This holds true for the 

standard of ‘affected party’ as well.

22. Because there is a legal structure in place that prevents the exact harm PCEC argues 

will occur and there is no evidence to support PCEC’s allegation that harm will occur, PCEC has 

not shown that the Regional Water Supply Plan, or the designation of certain waters as alternative 

water supplies, affects it or its members. Having failed to show it is an affected person, PCEC 

may not be a party and this matter should be dismissed.

THE DISTRICT’S APPLICATION OF THE DEFINITION OF ALTERNATIVE WATER 
SUPPLIES IS REASONABLE AND CONSISTENT WITH CHAPTER 373 OF THE 

FLORIDA STATUTES.

23. As previously stated, in its 4th Addendum to its Regional Water Supply Plan, the 

District designated surface water bodies within its boundaries as a nontraditional water supply 

sources. 4th Addendum at 17-18; R. 19-20. “If there is no evidentiary administrative proceeding 

resulting from a remand or referral for findings of fact by the commission, then the facts contained 

in the proposed agency action or proposed water management district action, including any 

technical staff report, shall be deemed undisputed.” § 373.114(1)(b), Fla. Stat. (2015).

24. PCEC contends that, in order for surface water withdrawals to be properly 

considered alternative water supplies, the definition of alternative water supplies set forth in statute 

requires the surface water withdrawals to be limited to those “captured predominately during wet-

weather flows” and does not allow for surface waters to be designated as nontraditional sources 

without that limitation. Request, ¶ 16; R. 7225.

25. In reviewing a statute, “a court must look to the plain language of the statute.”  This 

means that “[w]here the language is clear and unambiguous, it must be given its plain and ordinary 
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meaning.” Florida Department of Education v. Cooper, 858 So. 2d 394, 396 (Fla. 1st DCA 2003).

Further, where it is clear and unambiguous, there is no occasion for judicial interpretation—“the 

statute’s text is the most reliable and authoritative expression of the Legislature’s plain intent.”  

Hill v. Davis, 70 So. 3d 572, 575-76 (Fla. 2011) (internal citations omitted). “Courts are ‘without 

power to construe an unambiguous statute in a way which would extend, modify, or limit, its 

express terms or its reasonable and obvious implications. To do so would be an abrogation of 

legislative power.” Id. at 575 (citing Holly v. Auld, 450 So. 2d 217, 219 (Fla. 1984) (emphasis 

omitted) (quoting Am. Bankers Life Assur. Co. of Fla. v. Williams, 212 So. 2d 777, 778 (Fla. 1st 

DCA 1968))).

26. PCEC seeks to add words to the definition that do not exist and to apply legal 

principles of statutory construction that distract from the plain meaning of the statute. The 

statutory definition allows for the designation of “any other water supply source” as nontraditional 

to make it an alternative water supply.  There is no statutory language to suggest that the District 

is limited in the manner in which it may designate any other water supply source other than the 

requirements that the water sources are nontraditional and a district designates them as such in its 

regional water supply plan. See § 373.019(1), Fla. Stat. (2015).

27. The District argues, and the Department agrees, that the plain language of the 

statute does not allow PCEC to prioritize one category of alternative water supplies over another.  

District Br. at 23-24. PCEC argues that the list of alternative water supplies sets forth “enumerated 

specific instances” (the first seven types of alterative water supply sources) followed by a “catch 

all clause” (“any other water supply source that is designated as nontraditional for a water supply 

planning region in the applicable regional water supply plan”) and argues the implementation of a 

legal principle of noscitur a socii. PCEC Statement in Support, ¶ 16; R. 7352.  The Department 
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concurs with the District’s argument relating to the incorrect application of this legal principle. 

See District Br. at 24-28. Specifically, that legal principle only comes into play when a court is 

attempting to discern legislative intent from an ambiguous statute.  State v. Hobbs, 974 So. 2d 

1119, 1121 (Fla. 5th DCA 2008). The definition of alternative water supplies is not ambiguous.  

Additionally, PCEC’s implementation of that principle would conflict with other provisions of 

statutory construction.  Namely, that “[i]n addition to the statute’s plain language, a basic rule of 

statutory construction provides that the Legislature does not intend to enact useless provisions, and 

courts should avoid readings that would render part of a statute meaningless.” State v. Goode, 830 

So. 2d 817, 824 (Fla. 2002).

28. In arguing that the eighth type of alternative water supply should be restricted by 

the preceding types of alternative water supplies, PCEC cites a footnote from Quarantello v. Lerov,

PCEC Statement of Support, ¶ 16; R. 7352, but ignores what that order lists as its “catalogue of 

rules of statutory construction”:  

[W]e are required to give effect to every word, phrase, sentence, and 

part of the statute, if possible, and words in a statute should not be 

construed as mere surplusage. Moreover, a basic rule of statutory 

construction provides that the Legislature does not intend to enact 

useless provisions, and courts should avoid readings that would 

render part of a statute meaningless.  [R]elated statutory provisions 

must be read together to achieve a consistent whole, and ... [w]here 

possible, courts must give full effect to all statutory provisions and 

construe related statutory provisions in harmony with one another.
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Quarantello v. Leroy, 977 So. 2d 648, 652 (Fla. 5th DCA 2008)

(internal quotations and citations omitted).

PCEC’s interpretation and application of the legal principle of noscitur a socii would not merely 

restrict the final type of alternative water supply, but make its inclusion wholly meaningless.

29. PCEC argues that by not limiting alternative water supply surface water 

withdrawals to wet weather flows, the District renders that “express limitation” of the statute 

meaningless. Request, ¶ 17; R. 7225. Such an argument is not a reasonable interpretation of the 

statute.  Without any further action by the District, all surface water withdrawals limited to wet 

weather flows are alternative water supplies.  Any other water supply source, including surface 

water withdrawals not limited to wet weather flows, must be designated as nontraditional and, 

being so designated, become alternative water supplies.  It is PCEC’s construction that would 

render the entire last form of alternative water supply (“any other water supply source that is 

designated as nontraditional for a water supply planning region in the applicable regional water 

supply plan”) wholly meaningless.

30. As the District argues in its Answer Brief, PCEC’s interpretation also creates an 

internal inconsistency in the statutory definition.  District Br. at 15-16. As previously stated, all

surface water withdrawals limited to wet weather flows are alternative water supplies by definition.

Additionally, all brackish surface and groundwater are alternative water supplies by definition.

PCEC’s argument that the list of alternative water supply types are somehow (though unexplained 

by PCEC) dependent on one another would render these two types in conflict.

31. Finally, even if the Commission finds the language ambiguous, which the 

Department does not believe it is, the Commission should give deference to the Department’s and 

the Districts’ interpretation of the statute, because the Department and Districts are the agencies 
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charged with implementing Chapter 373 of the Florida Statutes. Florida Department of Education 

v. Cooper, 858 So. 2d 394, 397 (Fla. 1st DCA 2003).

32. The Department believes the statute is clear and unambiguous.  Put simply, the 

legislature intended nontraditional sources, designated as such by a District in a water supply plan,

to be included as alternative water supplies. § 373.019(1), Fla. Stat. (2015). This is precisely what 

the District did.  There is no language to support PCEC’s interpretation of the statute.  

33. For the reasons set forth above, the Department recommends that the Commission 

find the District’s 4th Addendum to its Regional Water Supply Plan consistent with the provisions 

and purposes of Chapter 373 of the Florida Statutes.

THE DISTRICT’S PUBLIC PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING THE REGIONAL WATER 
SUPPLY PLAN, AS WELL AS ITS CONSIDERATION OF CONSERVATION IN THE 
REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN, IS REASONABLE AND CONSISTENT WITH 

CHAPTER 373 OF THE FLORIDA STATUTES.

34. PCEC alleges that the District failed to follow statutory requirements by failing to 

conduct a “valid public process” envisioned by statute.  Request ¶¶ 19-21; R. 7226-27. PCEC also

alleges that the Regional Water Supply Plan is also invalid because it fails to make water 

conservation a priority in regional water supply planning.  Request ¶ 22; R. 7227.

35. PCEC’s has not specified with particularity any specific requirements of statute that 

the District failed to follow.  “The request for review shall state with particularity… [h]ow the 

order or rule conflicts with the requirements, provisions and purposes of Chapter 373, F.S., or rules 

duly adopted thereunder….”  Fla. Admin. Code R. 42-2.013(2)(a) (2015).

36. Further, the Department believes that the reasoning and justification set forth in the 

District’s Brief are reasonable and consistent with statutes. See District Brief, pp. 28-34.
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Status of Wastewater Connections for Florida Keys  

 
EDUs 

Projected 
EDUs 

Connected % Connected 

Monroe 32,356 20,227 63% 

Marathon 5,779 5,587 91-97%* 

Islamorada 8,483 1,103 13-18%* 

Layton  351 351 100% 

Key Colony 
Beach 

1,502 1,502 100% 

Key West 24,075 24,075 100% 

EDU – Equivalent Dwelling Units 

* Variations occur in percentages based on modifications made to EDUs Projected and EDUs connected. 

 

Affordable Housing 

Deed Restricted 
Affordable/Public Housing Units 

Monroe 823 

Marathon 113 

Islamorada 118 

Key West 1,089 

Layton 0 

Key Colony Beach 0 

Total 2,143 
 

Combined total of Key West and Monroe County Housing Authority Section-8 Vouchers is 454 

 

Value and Number of vacant parcels after distribution of 3,550 allocations 

 
# Privately Owned, Vacant Parcels 

Keys-Wide, After “Build Out” 

Average Parcel 
Value 

Approximate Total Land 
Value Of Those Parcels 

7,814 $40,664 $317.7 Million 

 

The Department of Economic Opportunity is working with the Keys’ local governments on a 

vulnerability analysis that will further refine the number of parcels. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Pursuant to Rule 42-2.015(2), F.A.C. and the Florida Land and Water 

Adjudicatory Commission (the “Commission”) Secretary’s July 24, 2015, Order 

Setting Briefing Schedule, Tohopekaliga Water Authority (TOHO), by and through 

its undersigned counsel, respectfully submits the following in support of a 

determination by the Commission that the St. Johns River Water Management 

District’s (the “District” or “SJRWMD”) Fourth Addendum to its 2005 Water 

Supply Plan (the “Fourth Addendum”) is consistent with Chapter 373, Florida 

Statutes. 

This proceeding was initiated by Petitioner Putnam County Environmental 

Council, Inc. (“PCEC”), via its June 9, 2009, Request for Review of the District 

Water Supply Plan 2005, Fourth Addendum (the “Request for Review”). PCEC 

sought invalidation of the Fourth Addendum, which designates alternative water 

supply projects to meet regional water supply needs, including projects involving 

withdrawals of surface water from the St. Johns River and its tributaries.   

Tohopekaliga Water Authority is an independent special district established 

and created pursuant to Chapter 189, Florida Statutes, by special act of the Florida 

Legislature. TOHO was created and is governed by an interlocal agreement entered 

into by the City of Kissimmee and Osceola County. TOHO is the largest provider 

of water, wastewater and reclaimed water services in Osceola County, Florida.  
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TOHO owns and operates its utility system pursuant to permits issued by state and 

federal agencies including consumptive use permits. 

TOHO is a party to the ongoing development of the St. Johns River/Taylor 

Creek Reservoir Water Supply Project (the “Taylor Creek Project”), an alternative 

water supply (“AWS”) development project designed to utilize permitted surface 

water withdrawals from Taylor Creek and St. Johns River to meet the regional 

water supply needs of populations in Osceola County, Orange County, the City of 

Cocoa, and the City of Orlando. [R.34, 37. 39, 83-86, 306, 308, 339, 5514-5515, 

6536, 6538, 6569, 6622, 6624, 6641, 6665, 6670, 6673] This regional project was 

specifically recognized as an AWS and has been selected for implementation by 

the St. Johns River Water Management District as Project No. 12 in Technical 

Publication SJ2006-2D, entitled "St. Johns River Water Management District, 

District Water Supply Plan 2005, Fourth Addendum, May 12, 2009" (the "Fourth 

Addendum").  The Fourth Addendum identifies eight potential sponsors of the 

SJR/TCR Project, including TOHO. TOHO has entered into agreements with 

SJRWMD, SFWMD, the City of Cocoa, Orange County, the City of Orlando, and 

East Central Florida Services, Inc. describing its intent to participate in the 

development of the Taylor Creek Project as shown in the record cites above. 

When the Fourth Addendum was being prepared by the SJRWMD, TOHO, 

as a regulated utility under Chapter 373, Florida Statutes, provided written 
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comments and support to the District by letter dated May 8, 2009, on its Technical 

Publication SJ2006-2D, St. Johns River Water Management District, District 

Water Supply Plan, Draft Fourth Addendum, March 25, 2009.  [R. 644] 

STATEMENT OF CASE AND FACTS 

TOHO adopts the Statement of the Case and Facts presented by the 

SJRWMD in its Answer Brief. 

Summary of the Argument 

The Commission should deny Petitioner’s requested relief for two reasons: 

(1) the Commission lacks the legal authority to order SJRWMD to amend the 

Fourth Addendum; and (2) the Fourth Addendum is consistent with the District's 

interpretation of Chapter 373, Florida Statutes. The District’s interpretation of 

Section 373.019(1) is reasonable and is entitled to great deference. 

The First District Court of Appeal has determined that FLWAC’s 

jurisdiction over this appeal is based solely on the premise that the Fourth 

Addendum raises policy issues of regional or statewide significance. By statute, 

where FLWAC's jurisdiction is found solely on this basis, the remedy FLWAC can 

provide is limited to directing future rulemaking ensuring consistency with Chapter 

373. As such, even if FLWAC were to find the Fourth Addendum to be 

inconsistent with Chapter 373, it cannot order SJRWMD to amend the Fourth 

Addendum, as PCEC requests. 
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Nevertheless, FLWAC should not direct SJRWMD to initiate future 

rulemaking because the Fourth Addendum is consistent with the plain meaning of 

Chapter 373, specifically Section 373.019(1), Florida Statutes. 

FLWAC STANDARD ON REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Pursuant to Section 373.114, Florida Statutes, the Commission has the 

"exclusive authority to review any order a rule of a water management district . . . 

to ensure consistency with the provisions and purposes" of Chapter 373. The 

Commission’s review is appellate in nature and is based solely on the record 

below. See Section 373.114(1)(b), Florida Statutes; and Rule 42-2.0132, Fla. 

Admin Code. Where, as in this case, no evidentiary administrative proceeding has 

been held, the facts contained in the District’s agency action (i.e.. the Fourth 

Addendum), including any technical staff report (i.e. the District staff report for the 

Fourth Addendum) shall be deemed undisputed absent a remand for additional 

factual findings.  See Section 373.114(1)(b), Florida Statutes. 

The interpretation of a statute is a question of law subject to de novo review. 

Southeast Floating Docks, Inc. v. Auto-Owners Ins. Co., 82 So. 3d 73, 78 (Fla. 

2012). An agency’s interpretation of a statute it is charged with administering is 

entitled to great deference and will not be overturned unless clearly erroneous.  

Public Employees Relations Commission v. Dade City Police Benevolent 
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Association, 467 So. 2d 987, 989 (Fla. 1985); Suddath Van Lines v. Department of 

Environmental Protection, 668 So. 2d 209, 212-213 (Fla. 1st DCA 1996).   

ARGUMENT 

I. The Commission Lacks the Legal Authority to Grant Petitioners 

Requested Relief. 

In its June 9, 2009, Request for Review of St. John's River Water 

Management District Water Supply Plan 2005, Fourth Addendum ("Request for 

Review"), PCEC asks the commission to determine that the Fourth Addendum 

improperly identifies surface waters from the St. Johns and Ocklawaha Rivers 

associated with water projects numbered 61 through 65, and 78 and 79 as 

alternative water supplies under Section 373.709, Florida Statutes, and “to order 

that such designations be stricken and/or specifically limited to capture during wet 

weather flows." See Request for Review, p. 21.  As a matter of law, FLWAC may 

not provide the relief requested. 

Under Section 373.114(1)(a), Florida Statutes, FLWAC has jurisdiction to 

review an appealed water management district order that (a) "would substantially 

affect natural resources of state wide or regional significance"; or (b) "raises issues 

of policy, statutory interpretation, or rule interpretation that have regional or state 

wide significance from the standpoint of agency precedent." Relevant to this 

proceeding, the First District Court of Appeals has already determined that the 

Fourth Addendum is not an order that "substantially affects natural resources of 
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state wide or regional significance." Putnam County Environmental Council v. St. 

Johns River Water Management District, 136 So. 3d 766, 768 (Fla. 1st DCA 2014) 

(finding no effect on natural resources because the Fourth Addendum does not 

approve anything, but rather merely lists water supply options for suppliers to 

choose). Instead, the Court ruled that FLWAC's jurisdiction in this proceeding is 

based solely on the premise that the fourth addendum "raises issues of policy ... 

that have regional or state wide significance." Putnam County, 136 So. 3d at 769.  

Given that FLWAC's jurisdiction over the Fourth Addendum is based solely 

on the premise that the Fourth Addendum raises issues and policy that have 

regional or state was significance, Section 373.114(1)(c), Florida Statutes, does not 

authorize FLWAC to require the SJRWMD to amend or change the Fourth 

Addendum, as PCEC requests. Instead, even if FLWAC were to find the Fourth 

Addendum inconsistent with Chapter 373, the statute limits FLWAC to directing 

the SJRWMD to initiate rulemaking ensuring future consistency with Chapter 373. 

See Section 373.114(1)(c), Florida Statutes.  PCEC does not request this relief. 

Therefore, PCEC's Request for Review should be denied because FLWAC 

lacks the legal authority to order that designations of surface waters as alternative 

water supplies be stricken from the Fourth Addendum, or alternatively be limited 

to capture during wet weather flows. In addition, for the reasons set forth herein, 
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FLWAC should not order the District to initiate future rulemaking because the 

Fourth Addendum is consistent with the provisions and purposes of chapter 373. 

II. The District’s Fourth Addendum is Consistent with Chapter 373, 

Florida Statutes, Because the Projects Would Use Water Sources 

That Meet the Definition of “Alternative Water Supplies” in 

Section 373.019(1), Florida Statutes. 

In its Request for Review, PCEC contends that water supply development 

project options 61 – 65, 78, and 79 listed in the Fourth Addendum, which involve 

potential surface water withdrawals from the St. Johns River or lower Ocklawaha 

River, do not meet the definition of “alternative water supplies” under Subsection 

373.019(1), Florida Statutes. [A-4 11287-88]  PCEC’s contention is based on (1) 

disputing numerous facts stated in the Fourth Addendum and the District staff 

report, which are statutorily deemed undisputed in this appellate review, and  (2) 

misinterpreting and misapplying the definition of “alternative water supplies” in 

Section 373.019(1). [A-4 11287-88] 

First, the facts established in the Fourth Addendum and the District staff 

report, which are statutorily deemed undisputed, demonstrate that the challenged 

AWS project options clearly fall within one or more of the following categories of 

“alternative water supplies” in Subsection 373.019(1): 

(1) “Alternative water supplies” means salt water; brackish surface 

and groundwater; surface water captured predominately during wet-

weather flows; sources made available through the addition of new 

storage capacity for surface or groundwater, water that has been 

reclaimed after one or more public supply, municipal, industrial, 
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commercial, or agricultural uses; the downstream augmentation of 

water bodies with reclaimed water; stormwater; and any other water 

supply source that is designated as nontraditional for a water supply 

planning region in the applicable regional water supply plan. 

 

Section 373.019(1), Florida Statutes (Italics added) 

The District staff report, which recommends approval of the Fourth 

Addendum, states that water withdrawn from the St. Johns River “is considered to 

be brackish surface water and is considered to be from a water supply source that 

the District has designated as a nontraditional source.” [A-2 521] The District staff 

report also states that within the District, fresh groundwater is “the only traditional 

water supply source in its jurisdiction.” [A-2 522]  Thus, water withdrawn from the 

St. Johns River meets two categories of AWS – brackish surface water and a 

source that is designated as nontraditional for that region.  

The District staff report also states that while water withdrawn from the 

lower Ocklawaha River, if project options 7 and 61 were implemented, “would be 

fresh at all times,” these options would still be “considered to be alternative water 

supply project options because they are from a nontraditional source.” [A-2 522]  

Therefore, water withdrawn from the lower Ocklawaha River would fall under one 

category of alternative water supplies -- a source designated by the governing 

board as nontraditional for the District-wide water supply planning region. [A-2 

521] 
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A. The Plain and Ordinary Meaning of “Alternative Water 

Supplies” in Subsection 373.019(1) is Clear and No Resort to 

Rules of Statutory Construction is Needed 

In Hill v. Davis, the Florida Supreme Court set out the following principles 

of statutory construction: 

“Legislative intent guides statutory analysis, and to discern that intent 

we must look first to the language of the statute and its plain 

meaning.” In this regard, “legislative intent is determined primarily 

from the text” of the statute. This is because “the statute's text is the 

most reliable and authoritative expression of the Legislature's intent.” 

Courts are “without power to construe an unambiguous statute in a 

way which would extend, modify, or limit, its express terms or its 

reasonable and obvious implications. To do so would be an abrogation 

of legislative power.” “Thus, if the meaning of the statute is clear then 

this Court's task goes no further than applying the plain language of 

the statute.” 

 

Hill v. Davis, 70 So. 3d 572, 575–76 (Fla. 2011) (internal citations omitted). “It is a 

fundamental principle of statutory construction that where the language of a statute 

is plain and unambiguous there is no occasion for judicial interpretation.” Forsythe 

v. Longboat Key Beach Erosion Control Dist., 604 So. 2d 452, 454-55 (Fla. 1992).  

“Even when the court is convinced that the legislature really meant and intended 

something not disclosed in the act, the court should not depart from the plain 

meaning of the statute that is unambiguous.” CGH Hosp., Ltd v. State, Agency for 

Health Care Admin., 965 So. 2d 262, 266 (Fla. 1st DCA 2007) (quoting Van Pelt v. 

Hilliard, 75 Fla. 792, 78 So. 693, 694-95 and Forsythe v. Longboat Key Beach 

Erosion Control Dist., 604 So. 2d 452, 454-55). 
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In this case, the definition of “alternative water supplies” in Subsection 

373.019(1), Florida Statutes, is unambiguous.  Section 373.019(1) states: 

“Alternative water supplies” means [1] salt water; [2] brackish 

surface and groundwater; [3] surface water captured predominately 

during wet-weather flows; [4] sources made available through the 

addition of new storage capacity for surface or groundwater, [5] water 

that has been reclaimed after one or more public supply, municipal, 

industrial, commercial, or agricultural uses; [6] the downstream 

augmentation of water bodies with reclaimed water; [7] stormwater; 

and [8] any other water supply source that is designated as 

nontraditional for a water supply planning region in the applicable 

regional water supply plan. 

 

§373.019(1), Florida Statutes. (Italics added). As indicated in brackets, the statute 

identifies eight separate categories of water supply sources that are not mutually 

exclusive. Water supply sources that fall under the first 7 categories are considered 

alternative water supplies (i.e., non-traditional) throughout the State of Florida.  

Water supply sources other than those identified in the first 7 categories (e.g., 

surface water sources not limited to wet weather flows) may qualify as alternative 

water supplies under the eighth category in those instances where a water 

management district has designated such a source as nontraditional for a particular 

water supply planning region1.  As established in the Fourth Addendum, a source 

may fall under one or more of these categories, all of which are non-traditional 

water supply sources.  [A-3 000061-000177] 

                                                 
1 In the Fourth Addendum, the entire St. Johns River Water Management District is 

one water supply region.  [See A-3 1-177] 
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There is no ambiguity in the wording of the category “any other water 

supply source that is designated as nontraditional for a water supply planning 

region in the applicable regional water supply plan.”  The term “water supply 

source” refers to a source that can be used to supply water, and that term is used in 

Section 373.2234, Florida Statutes (“preferred water supply sources”), and the 

related terms “multijurisdictional water supply entity,” “regional water supply 

plan,” and “water supply development” are defined in Subsections 373.019(12), 

(19), and (26), respectively.  The plain dictionary definition of “designated” is to 

“specify, stipulate” (e.g., “to be sent by a designated shipper”).  See www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/designated. In a regional water supply plan, the 

designation of a water supply development project option as either a “traditional” 

water supply or an “alternative” water supply would necessarily be made by the 

water management district. See Section 373.709(2)(a)2., Florida Statutes. 

The term “nontraditional” is not defined by statute in Chapter 373, but the 

plain meaning of that term is “not traditional.”  The dictionary definition of 

“traditional” is “pertaining to or in accord with tradition.” American Heritage 

Dictionary, (1976 Ed.). The plain dictionary definition of “tradition” is “an 

inherited, established, or customary pattern of thought, action, or behavior.”  See 

www.merriam-webster.com/traditional.  Notably, the term “traditional” appears in 
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several places in Chapter 373, including in Sections 373.0363(2)(c), 

373.707(8)(f)3. , 373.709(2)(a)2. , and 373.709(6)(e) , Florida Statutes. 

Confirming this interpretation of the statute’s plain meaning, the 2005 Staff 

Analysis on Committee Substitute for House Bill 1881 (a companion Bill to Senate 

Bill 444, which added the current definition of “alternative water supplies”), states: 

However, it is now well understood that Florida can no longer rely 

solely on the traditional, inexpensive groundwater sources to meet all 

the potable water needs of the people of the state and the nonpotable 

water needs of agriculture, industry, commerce and the environment. 

The development of alternative water supplies (i.e. sources other than 

the traditional, inexpensive groundwater sources) will be required to 

meet those needs.  

 

Fla. H.R. Comm. on Water & Natural Resources, HB 1881 (2005) Staff Analysis 

Final (April 27, 2005). 

The plain dictionary definition of “region” is “an administrative area, 

division, or district” or “any of the major subdivisions into which the body or one 

of its parts is divisible.” See www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/region.  In the 

water supply planning context of Chapter 373, the phrase “water supply planning 

region in the applicable regional water supply plan” plainly means an area covered 

by a water management district’s water supply plan.  See §373.709(1) , Florida 

Statutes. Taken together, a water supply source that is designated by a water 

management district (in a regional water supply plan) as “not traditional” for “a 
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water supply planning region in the applicable regional water supply plan” would 

be considered “nontraditional.”   

B. The District’s Interpretation of Section 373.019(1) Is Reasonable 

and Should be Given Great Weight. 

An agency has the primary responsibility of interpreting statutes and rules 

within its regulatory jurisdiction and expertise. In Public Employees Relations 

Commission v. Dade County Police Benevolent Association, 467 So. 2d 987, 989 

(Fla. 1985), the Florida Supreme Court held:  

[W]e agree that a reviewing court must defer to an agency’s 

interpretation of an operable statute as long as that interpretation is 

consistent with legislative intent and is supported by substantial, 

competent evidence. See State ex rel. Szabo Food Services, Inc., v. 

Dickinson, 286 So.2d 529 (Fla. 1973); State ex rel Biscayne Kennel 

Club v. Board of Business Regulation, 276 So.2d 823 (Fla. 1973).  See 

also State ex rel. Siegendorf v. Stone, 266 So.2d 345 (Fla. 1972); 

Sections 120.68(9) and (14), Fla. Stat. (1983). 

 

Moreover, an agency’s interpretation of rules and statutes within its regulatory 

jurisdiction do not have to be the only reasonable interpretation. It is enough if the 

agency’s interpretation is a “permissible” one.  Suddath Van Lines v. Department 

of Environmental Protection, 668 So. 2d 209, 212 (Fla. 1st DCA 1996). 

 Thus, the Commission should uphold the District’s interpretation of Section 

373.019(1) as including 7 water source categories that are not mutually exclusive 

and which are considered “alternative water supplies” (i.e., non-traditional) under 
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the statute, as well as water supply sources other than those identified in the first 7 

categories (e.g., surface water supplies not limited to wet weather flows) may 

qualify as “alternative water supplies” in those instances where a water 

management district has designated such as source as nontraditional for a particular 

water supply planning region. The Commission should further uphold the District 

interpretation of Section 373.019(1) as it was specifically applied as a planning 

tool to water supply projects set forth in the Fourth Addendum using brackish 

surface and groundwater as alternative water supplies. The District’s statutory 

interpretations are reasonable and are based upon the plain meaning of the statutes. 

See Forsythe v. Longboat Key Beach Erosion Control Dist., 604 So.2d 452, 454-55 

(Fla. 1992). In contrast, the position of the PCEC in this proceeding is strained, 

fails to follow the plain meaning rule, and should be rejected. 

WHEREFORE, Tohopekaliga Water Authority respectfully requests the 

Commission deny PCEC’s Request for Review as FLWAC lack legal authority to 

order that designations of surface waters as alternative water supplies be stricken 

from the Fourth Addendum, or alternatively be limited to capture during wet 

weather flows, and to determine SJRWMD’s identification of surface water project 

options as AWS in the Fourth Addendum is consistent with Chapter 373, Florida 

Statutes and it would not be proper for the Commission to order the District to 

initiate rulemaking to amend its rules. 
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      Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Segundo J. Fernandez   

      SEGUNDO J. FERNANDEZ 

      Florida Bar No.:  218391 

      TIMOTHY P. ATKINSON 

      Florida Bar No.:  982260 

Oertel, Fernandez, Bryant &  

Atkinson, P.A. 

      Post Office Box 1110 

      Tallahassee, Florida  32302-1110 

      (850) 521-0700 

      (850) 521-0720 Facsimile 

      sfernandez@ohfc.com  

tatkinson@ohfc.com  

 

Counsel for Tohopekaliga Water 

Authority 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was 

served by email or U.S. Mail on this 10th day of August, 2015, on: 

 

Cynthia P. Kelly at FLWAC.Clerk@laspbs.state.fl.us;  

Barbara Leighty at Barbara.Leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us;  

Office of Governor Rick Scott, State of Florida, The Capitol, 400 S. Monroe 

Street, Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001;  

Jeff Atwater at Jeff.Atwater@myfloridacfo.com;  

Pam Bondi at pam.bondi@myfloridalegal.com;  

Adam Putnam at adam.putnam@freshfromflorida.com;  

L. Mary Thomas at thomaslm@elderaffairs.org;  

John R. Thomas, Esquire at jrthomasesq@earthlink.net;  

Kristine P. Morris, Esquire at kristine.p.morris@dep.state.fl.us;  

Douglas Beason, Esquire at doug.beason@dep.state.fl.us; 

Jonathan P. Steverson at jon.steverson@dep.state.fl.us;  

John P. Heekin, Esquire at jack.heekin@eog.myflorida.com;  

Michael W. Woodward, Esquire at info@keyserandwoodward.com;  

Thomas I. Mayton, Jr. Esquire at tmayton@sjrwmd.com; and  

Veronika Thiebach at vthiebach@sjrwmd.com.  
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

 

 The undersigned hereby certifies compliance with the Florida Land and 

Water Adjudicatory Commission’s Standards of Operations rules as follows: 

 

a) The original physically signed Answer Brief for Tohopekaliga Water 

Authority for the duration of the proceeding and of any subsequent appeal or 

subsequent proceeding in that cause, and Tohopekaliga Water Authority 

shall produce it upon the request of the other parties; and 

 

b) Tohopekaliga Water Authority shall be responsible for any delay, disruption, 

or interruption of the electronic signals and accepts the full risk that the 

document may not be properly filed. 

 

      /s/ Segundo J. Fernandez    

      Segundo J. Fernandez, Esq. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

WITH FLORIDA RULE OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 

 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the text herein is printed in Times New Roman 

14-point font, and that this notice complies with the font requirements of Florida 

Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.210. 

      /s/ Segundo J. Fernandez    

      Segundo J. Fernandez 



From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Penrod, Peter
Cc: Kruse, Mark
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal - Seaside v. Walton Co.
Date: Friday, September 18, 2015 10:07:38 AM
Attachments: FlaLandUseAppeal.pdf

Peter,
I received the below request for information on the Seaside Town Council, Inc. v. Walton Co. FLWAC
 appeal. Is there anything we can share with Mr. Zimmerman on the case status?
Thanks.
Barbara
From: Clerk, FLWAC [mailto:FLWAC.Clerk@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Leighty, Barbara ; Benbow, Kathryne 
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal

------------------------------------------- 
From: Peter Zimmerman[SMTP:PETERJOHNZIMMERMAN@GMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:57:54 AM 
To: Clerk, FLWAC 
Subject: Status of Appeal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Honorable Clerk of Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission,
On August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council filed the attached appeal. Can you provide
 any information regarding the status of this appeal?
Best Regards,
Peter Zimmerman
Treasurer
Seaside Town Council



















From: Leighty, Barbara
To: "peterjohnzimmerman@gmail.com"
Cc: Penrod, Peter
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 9:29:17 AM
Attachments: FlaLandUseAppeal.pdf

Mr. Zimmerman:
My apologies for the delay in responding to your message.
In response to your request for a status report on the proceeding, I was informed by our Legal
 Counsel that some type of action is expected to be taken within the next week.
Thank you for your patience.
Barbara Leighty
850-717-9491
From: Clerk, FLWAC [mailto:FLWAC.Clerk@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Leighty, Barbara ; Benbow, Kathryne 
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal

------------------------------------------- 
From: Peter Zimmerman[SMTP:PETERJOHNZIMMERMAN@GMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:57:54 AM 
To: Clerk, FLWAC 
Subject: Status of Appeal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Honorable Clerk of Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission,
On August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council filed the attached appeal. Can you provide
 any information regarding the status of this appeal?
Best Regards,
Peter Zimmerman
Treasurer
Seaside Town Council



















From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Kruse, Mark; Heekin, Jack; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Fwd: Putnam County Environmental Council, Inc. v. St. Johns River Water Management District - Case No. WMD-

09-005 - MOTION AND BRIEF TO BE FILED...
Date: Monday, August 10, 2015 2:09:48 PM
Attachments: image001.gif

ATT00001.htm
Brief of Amici Curiae, SWFWMD, SFWMD, SRWMD, NWFWMD 08-10-15-signed.pdf
ATT00002.htm
Motion for Leave to Appear as Amici Curiae for Respondent 08-10-15-signed.pdf
ATT00003.htm

New filing. 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Clerk, FLWAC" <FLWAC.Clerk@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
To: "Leighty, Barbara" <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>, "Benbow,
 Kathryne" <Kathryne.Benbow@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
Subject: FW: Putnam County Environmental Council, Inc. v. St. Johns
 River Water Management District - Case No. WMD-09-005 - MOTION
 AND BRIEF TO BE FILED...

-------------------------------------------
From: Amissa Smith[SMTP:AMISSA.SMITH@SWFWMD.STATE.FL.US]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2015 1:42:53 PM
To: Clerk, FLWAC
Cc: Amy Brennan; Karen West
Subject: Putnam County Environmental Council, Inc. v. St. Johns River Water
 Management District - Case No. WMD-09-005 - MOTION AND BRIEF TO BE
 FILED...
Auto forwarded by a Rule
Please see attached Motion and Brief re: the above mentioned matter, of which is
 being filed by way of this email with the:
State of Florida
Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission
on this 10th day of August, 2015.
STATE OF FLORIDA
FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION
PUTNAM COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL
COUNCIL, INC.,
Petitioner,
v.
ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,
Respondent.
Thank you
*******************************************************



Amissa L. Smith
Senior Legal Assistant
Office of General Counsel
Southwest Florida Water Management District
7601 US Highway 301 North
Tampa, FL 33637-6759
PHONE: 813-985-7481 Ext. 4658
FAX: 813-367-9776
amissa.smith@swfwmd.state.fl.us
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rity settings or invalid file format do not permit using Brief of Amici Curiae, SWFWMD, SFWMD, SRWMD, N.pdf (323850 B
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Security settings or invalid file format do not permit using Motion for Leave to Appear as Amici Curiae for.pdf (119051 Bytes)
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From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Kruse, Mark; Heekin, Jack; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Fwd: SERVICE OF COURT DOCUMENT - Case No. WMD-09-005
Date: Monday, August 10, 2015 2:10:28 PM
Attachments: image001.gif

ATT00001.htm
Brief of Amici Curiae, SWFWMD, SFWMD, SRWMD, NWFWMD 08-10-15-signed.pdf
ATT00002.htm
Motion for Leave to Appear as Amici Curiae for Respondent 08-10-15-signed.pdf
ATT00003.htm

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Amissa Smith <Amissa.Smith@swfwmd.state.fl.us>
Date: August 10, 2015 at 2:03:46 PM EDT
To: "Leighty, Barbara" <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>,
 "JRThomasesq@Earthlink.net" <JRThomasesq@Earthlink.net>,
 "edelaparte@dgfirm.com" <edelaparte@dgfirm.com>, "nporter@dgfirm.com"
 <nporter@dgfirm.com>, "erico@hgslaw.com" <erico@hgslaw.com>,
 "erint@hgslaw.com" <erint@hgslaw.com>, "kristine.p.morris@dep.state.fl.us"
 <kristine.p.morris@dep.state.fl.us>, "doug.beason@dep.state.fl.us"
 <doug.beason@dep.state.fl.us>, "tmayton@sjrwmd.com"
 <tmayton@sjrwmd.com>, "vthiebach@sjrwmd.com"
 <vthiebach@sjrwmd.com>, "bross@sfwmd.gov" <bross@sfwmd.gov>,
 "jebrown@sfwmd.gov" <jebrown@sfwmd.gov>, "tomreeves@earthlink.net"
 <tomreeves@earthlink.net>, "breck@penningtonlaw.com"
 <breck@penningtonlaw.com>, "Heekin, Jack"
 <Jack.Heekin@eog.myflorida.com>, "Jeff.Atwater@myfloridacfo.com"
 <Jeff.Atwater@myfloridacfo.com>, "Pam.Bondi@myfloridalegal.com"
 <Pam.Bondi@myfloridalegal.com>, "Adam.Putnam@freshfromflorida.com"
 <Adam.Putnam@freshfromflorida.com>, "jon.steverson@dep.state.fl.us"
 <jon.steverson@dep.state.fl.us>
Cc: Amy Brennan <Amy.Brennan@swfwmd.state.fl.us>, Karen West
 <Karen.West@swfwmd.state.fl.us>
Subject: SERVICE OF COURT DOCUMENT - Case No. WMD-09-005
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STATE OF FLORIDA

FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION

PUTNAM COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL

COUNCIL, INC.,

Petitioner,

v.

ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

Respondent.

-----------I

Case No. WMD-09-005

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAR AS AMICI CURIAE

FOR RESPONDENT

 

 

STATE OF FLORIDA

FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION

PUTNAM COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL

COUNCIL, INC.,

Petitioner,

v.

ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

Respondent.

-----------I

Case No. WMD-09-005
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BRIEF OF AMICI CURIAE, SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT

DISTRICT, SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

AND NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

 

*******************************************************

Amissa L. Smith
Senior Legal Assistant

Office of General Counsel

Southwest Florida Water Management District

7601 US Highway 301 North

Tampa, FL 33637-6759

PHONE: 813-985-7481 Ext. 4658

FAX: 813-367-9776

amissa.smith@swfwmd.state.fl.us
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From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Kruse, Mark; Heekin, Jack; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Fwd: SERVICE OF COURT DOCUMENT - Case No. WMD-09-005
Date: Monday, August 10, 2015 2:11:25 PM
Attachments: image001.gif

ATT00001.htm
Brief of Amici Curiae, SWFWMD, SFWMD, SRWMD, NWFWMD 08-10-15-signed.pdf
ATT00002.htm
Motion for Leave to Appear as Amici Curiae for Respondent 08-10-15-signed.pdf
ATT00003.htm

New filing. 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Amissa Smith <Amissa.Smith@swfwmd.state.fl.us>
Date: August 10, 2015 at 2:03:46 PM EDT
To: "Leighty, Barbara" <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>,
 "JRThomasesq@Earthlink.net" <JRThomasesq@Earthlink.net>,
 "edelaparte@dgfirm.com" <edelaparte@dgfirm.com>, "nporter@dgfirm.com"
 <nporter@dgfirm.com>, "erico@hgslaw.com" <erico@hgslaw.com>,
 "erint@hgslaw.com" <erint@hgslaw.com>, "kristine.p.morris@dep.state.fl.us"
 <kristine.p.morris@dep.state.fl.us>, "doug.beason@dep.state.fl.us"
 <doug.beason@dep.state.fl.us>, "tmayton@sjrwmd.com"
 <tmayton@sjrwmd.com>, "vthiebach@sjrwmd.com"
 <vthiebach@sjrwmd.com>, "bross@sfwmd.gov" <bross@sfwmd.gov>,
 "jebrown@sfwmd.gov" <jebrown@sfwmd.gov>, "tomreeves@earthlink.net"
 <tomreeves@earthlink.net>, "breck@penningtonlaw.com"
 <breck@penningtonlaw.com>, "Heekin, Jack"
 <Jack.Heekin@eog.myflorida.com>, "Jeff.Atwater@myfloridacfo.com"
 <Jeff.Atwater@myfloridacfo.com>, "Pam.Bondi@myfloridalegal.com"
 <Pam.Bondi@myfloridalegal.com>, "Adam.Putnam@freshfromflorida.com"
 <Adam.Putnam@freshfromflorida.com>, "jon.steverson@dep.state.fl.us"
 <jon.steverson@dep.state.fl.us>
Cc: Amy Brennan <Amy.Brennan@swfwmd.state.fl.us>, Karen West
 <Karen.West@swfwmd.state.fl.us>
Subject: SERVICE OF COURT DOCUMENT - Case No. WMD-09-005
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STATE OF FLORIDA

FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION

PUTNAM COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL

COUNCIL, INC.,

Petitioner,

v.

ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

Respondent.

-----------I

Case No. WMD-09-005

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAR AS AMICI CURIAE

FOR RESPONDENT

 

 

STATE OF FLORIDA

FLORIDA LAND AND WATER ADJUDICATORY COMMISSION

PUTNAM COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL

COUNCIL, INC.,

Petitioner,

v.

ST. JOHNS RIVER WATER

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

Respondent.

-----------I

Case No. WMD-09-005
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BRIEF OF AMICI CURIAE, SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, SOUTH FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT

DISTRICT, SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT,

AND NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

 

*******************************************************

Amissa L. Smith
Senior Legal Assistant

Office of General Counsel

Southwest Florida Water Management District

7601 US Highway 301 North

Tampa, FL 33637-6759

PHONE: 813-985-7481 Ext. 4658

FAX: 813-367-9776

amissa.smith@swfwmd.state.fl.us
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From: Leighty, Barbara
To: "Peter Zimmerman"
Cc: Kruse, Mark; Penrod, Peter
Subject: RE: FW: Status of Appeal
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 8:07:04 AM

Mr. Zimmerman:
Thank you for your messages. I apologize for the tardiness in responding. I will speak with our
 Counsel today to obtain an update for you on the status of the proceeding.
Thank you for your patience.
Barbara Leighty
From: Peter Zimmerman [mailto:peterjohnzimmerman@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 3:14 PM
To: Leighty, Barbara 
Subject: Fwd: FW: Status of Appeal

Barbara,
Has a decision been rendered on the August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council Appeal?
Thanks for your help.
Peter Zimmerman
Treasurer
Seaside Town Council
On Tue, Sep 22, 2015 at 8:28 AM, Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us>
 wrote:

Mr. Zimmerman:
My apologies for the delay in responding to your message.
In response to your request for a status report on the proceeding, I was informed by our Legal
 Counsel that some type of action is expected to be taken within the next week.
Thank you for your patience.
Barbara Leighty
850-717-9491
From: Clerk, FLWAC [mailto:FLWAC.Clerk@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>; Benbow, Kathryne
 <Kathryne.Benbow@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal

------------------------------------------- 
From: Peter Zimmerman[SMTP:PETERJOHNZIMMERMAN@GMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:57:54 AM 
To: Clerk, FLWAC 
Subject: Status of Appeal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Honorable Clerk of Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission,
On August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council filed the attached appeal. Can you
 provide any information regarding the status of this appeal?



Best Regards,
Peter Zimmerman
Treasurer
Seaside Town Council

--
Peter Zimmerman
President
Kano Laboratories Inc.
w. 615-833-4101
c. 615-944-7784
P.S On April 9th my email account was hacked and some contacts received spam as a result. Sorry.
Image removed by sender.

--
Peter Zimmerman
President
Kano Laboratories Inc.
w. 615-833-4101
c. 615-944-7784
P.S On April 9th my email account was hacked and some contacts received spam as a result. Sorry.
Image removed by sender.



From: Leighty, Barbara
To: Penrod, Peter
Cc: Kruse, Mark; Heekin, Jack
Subject: Seaside Town Council, Inc. v. Walton County
Date: Tuesday, August 11, 2015 9:44:36 AM

Peter,
David Powell, representing Seaside Town Council, Inc., would like to speak with legal staff on
 procedural, jurisdictional, and appeal issues in the above referenced proceeding. He can be reached
 on his cell at 850-524-6553.
Thank you.
Barbara

Barbara Leighty
Office of the Governor
Office of Policy & Budget
Transportation & Economic Development
Room 1801, The Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001
850-717-9491
barbara.leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us



From: Leighty, Barbara
To: "mike@crewlaw.com"; "Peter Zimmerman"; "David Powell"; "mdd@co.walton.fl.us"
Cc: Kruse, Mark; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Seaside Town Council, Inc. v. Walton County
Date: Friday, October 09, 2015 2:56:30 PM
Attachments: 10-9-15 Letter to Michael Crew.pdf

The attached letter was issued today.
Barbara Leighty

Barbara Leighty
Office of the Governor
Office of Policy & Budget
Transportation & Economic Development
Room 1801, The Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001
850-717-9491
barbara.leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us





From: Field, Jessica
To: Penrod, Peter; Kent Perez
Cc: 3c Chelsi Henry
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 2:36:31 PM

Thanks Peter, changes noted.
Jessica M. Field
Deputy Cabinet Affairs Director
Office of Commissioner Adam H. Putnam
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
(850) 617-7710
Jessica.Field@FreshFromFlorida.com
The Capitol - Plaza Level 10
400 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
www.FreshFromFlorida.com
Please note that Florida has a broad public records law (Chapter 119, Florida Statutes).
Most written communications to or from state employees are public records obtainable
by the public upon request. E-mails sent to me at this e-mail address may be considered
public and will only be withheld from disclosure if deemed confidential pursuant to the laws
of the State of Florida.

From: Penrod, Peter [mailto:Peter.Penrod@eog myflorida.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 2:04 PM
To: Kent Perez
Cc: Field, Jessica; 3c Chelsi Henry
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter
Kent –
Attached is the final draft of the Seaside letter that incorporates the changes we discussed. We
 anticipate sending this letter later today or tomorrow.
Thanks,
Peter
From: Kent Perez [mailto:Kent.Perez@myfloridalegal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Penrod, Peter <Peter.Penrod@eog.myflorida.com>
Subject: Re: Seaside Draft Letter

Hi Peter, just circling back on status



From: Kent Perez
To: Penrod, Peter
Cc: 3c Chelsi Henry; Jessica.field@freshfromflorida.com
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 2:19:28 PM

Thank you Peter.

"Penrod, Peter" ---10/08/2015 02:03:53 PM---Kent - Attached is the final draft of the Seaside letter that
 incorporates the changes we discussed.

From: "Penrod, Peter" 
To: Kent Perez 
Cc: "Jessica field@freshfromflorida.com" , 3c Chelsi Henry 
Date: 10/08/2015 02:03 PM
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter

Kent – 
Attached is the final draft of the Seaside letter that incorporates the changes we discussed.
 We anticipate sending this letter later today or tomorrow.
Thanks,
Peter
From: Kent Perez [mailto:Kent.Perez@myfloridalegal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Penrod, Peter 
Subject: Re: Seaside Draft Letter

Hi Peter, just circling back on status[attachment "Final Draft No Jurisdiction Letter.docx" deleted by Kent
 Perez/OAG]



From: Kent Perez
To: Penrod, Peter
Cc: Andrew Fay; 3c Chelsi Henry; Erin Sumpter; Heekin; Heekin, Jack; Rob Johnson
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 3:53:48 PM

How about 430 here if ok

"Penrod, Peter" ---10/06/2015 03:51:51 PM---We would like to get it out this week. I am available pretty much
 anytime this afternoon or tomorrow

From: "Penrod, Peter" 
To: Kent Perez 
Cc: Rob Johnson , Andrew Fay , Erin Sumpter , Heekin , "Heekin, Jack" , "Heekin, Jack" , 3c Chelsi Henry 
Date: 10/06/2015 03:51 PM
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter

We would like to get it out this week.
I am available pretty much anytime this afternoon or tomorrow. Just let me know when you
 would like to meet.
From: Kent Perez [mailto:Kent.Perez@myfloridalegal.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 3:50 PM
To: Penrod, Peter 
Cc: Rob Johnson ; Andrew Fay ; Erin Sumpter ; Heekin; Heekin, Jack ; Heekin, Jack ; 3c Chelsi
 Henry 
Subject: Re: Seaside Draft Letter

Thank you Peter. What is the timeline you are working on. Perhaps we can meet with a couple
 questions/suggestions.

"Penrod, Peter" ---10/06/2015 01:55:12 PM---Kent - Attached is the Seaside Town Council's Petition and Notice
 of Appeal for Appeal of Walton Cou

From: "Penrod, Peter" <Peter.Penrod@eog myflorida.com>
To: "kent.perez@myfloridalegal.com" <kent.perez@myfloridalegal.com>
Date: 10/06/2015 01:55 PM
Subject: Seaside Draft Letter

Kent –

Attached is the Seaside Town Council’s Petition and Notice of Appeal for Appeal of Walton



 County’s Monitoring and Enforcement of the Seaside DRI. Also attached is an overview of the
 applicable statutory language as well as a draft no jurisdiction letter.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.

Thanks,

Peter L. Penrod
Assistant General Counsel
The Capitol, Suite 209
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
Phone: (850) 717-9317
Fax: (850) 488-9810

[attachment "Updated No Jurisdiction Letter.docx" deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] [attachment
 "Overview.docx" deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] [attachment "FLWAC Notice of Appeal.pdf"
 deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] [attachment "FLWAC Petition.pdf" deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] 



From: Field, Jessica
To: Penrod, Peter; Kent Perez
Cc: 3c Chelsi Henry
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 2:36:31 PM

Thanks Peter, changes noted.
Jessica M. Field
Deputy Cabinet Affairs Director
Office of Commissioner Adam H. Putnam
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
(850) 617-7710
Jessica.Field@FreshFromFlorida.com
The Capitol - Plaza Level 10
400 South Monroe Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
www.FreshFromFlorida.com
Please note that Florida has a broad public records law (Chapter 119, Florida Statutes).
Most written communications to or from state employees are public records obtainable
by the public upon request. E-mails sent to me at this e-mail address may be considered
public and will only be withheld from disclosure if deemed confidential pursuant to the laws
of the State of Florida.

From: Penrod, Peter [mailto:Peter.Penrod@eog myflorida.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 2:04 PM
To: Kent Perez
Cc: Field, Jessica; 3c Chelsi Henry
Subject: RE: Seaside Draft Letter
Kent –
Attached is the final draft of the Seaside letter that incorporates the changes we discussed. We
 anticipate sending this letter later today or tomorrow.
Thanks,
Peter
From: Kent Perez [mailto:Kent.Perez@myfloridalegal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Penrod, Peter <Peter.Penrod@eog.myflorida.com>
Subject: Re: Seaside Draft Letter

Hi Peter, just circling back on status



From: David Powell
To: Leighty, Barbara
Cc: Penrod, Peter
Subject: RE: Seaside Town Council, Inc. v. Walton County
Date: Friday, October 09, 2015 2:59:00 PM

Thank you, Barbara and Peter. Have a good weekend. 

David L. Powell | Hopping Green & Sams | P.O. Box 6526 | Tallahassee, FL 32314
Tel: 850.425.2222 | Mobile: 850.524.6553 | Fax: 850.521.2722 | E-mail: dpowell@hgslaw.com |
 Professional Biography
Notice: The information contained in this e-mail message and any attachment(s) may be confidential and protected by the
 attorney-client privilege or the attorney work product privilege. It is not intended for transmission to or receipt by
 unauthorized persons. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this message and any attachments. Any legal
 advice in the message is intended solely for the benefit of clients of Hopping Green & Sams for the particular matter
 addressed in the message. Thank you.

From: Leighty, Barbara [Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US]
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2015 2:56 PM
To: 'mike@crewlaw.com'; 'Peter Zimmerman'; David Powell; 'mdd@co.walton.fl.us'
Cc: Kruse, Mark; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Seaside Town Council, Inc. v. Walton County

The attached letter was issued today.
Barbara Leighty
Barbara Leighty
Office of the Governor
Office of Policy & Budget
Transportation & Economic Development
Room 1801, The Capitol
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001
850-717-9491
barbara.leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us



From: Peter Zimmerman
To: Leighty, Barbara
Cc: Kruse, Mark; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Re: FW: Status of Appeal
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 4:40:23 PM

Barbara,

Were you able to learn anything about the status of the Seaside Town Council Appeal?

Thanks,

Peter

On Tue, Oct 6, 2015 at 7:06 AM, Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us>
 wrote:

Mr. Zimmerman:

Thank you for your messages. I apologize for the tardiness in responding. I will speak with our
 Counsel today to obtain an update for you on the status of the proceeding.

Thank you for your patience.

Barbara Leighty

From: Peter Zimmerman [mailto:peterjohnzimmerman@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 3:14 PM
To: Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
Subject: Fwd: FW: Status of Appeal

Barbara,

Has a decision been rendered on the August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council Appeal?

Thanks for your help.

Peter Zimmerman

Treasurer

Seaside Town Council

On Tue, Sep 22, 2015 at 8:28 AM, Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us>



 wrote:

Mr. Zimmerman:

My apologies for the delay in responding to your message.

In response to your request for a status report on the proceeding, I was informed by our Legal
 Counsel that some type of action is expected to be taken within the next week.

Thank you for your patience.

Barbara Leighty

850-717-9491

From: Clerk, FLWAC [mailto:FLWAC.Clerk@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>; Benbow, Kathryne
 <Kathryne.Benbow@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal

------------------------------------------- 
From: Peter Zimmerman[SMTP:PETERJOHNZIMMERMAN@GMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:57:54 AM 
To: Clerk, FLWAC 
Subject: Status of Appeal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Honorable Clerk of Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission,

On August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council filed the attached appeal. Can you provide any
 information regarding the status of this appeal?

Best Regards,

Peter Zimmerman

Treasurer

Seaside Town Council



--

Peter Zimmerman

President

Kano Laboratories Inc.

w. 615-833-4101

c. 615-944-7784

P.S On April 9th my email account was hacked and some contacts received spam as a result. Sorry.

Image removed by sender.

--

Peter Zimmerman

President

Kano Laboratories Inc.

w. 615-833-4101

c. 615-944-7784

P.S On April 9th my email account was hacked and some contacts received spam as a result. Sorry.

Image removed by sender.





From: Peter Zimmerman
To: Leighty, Barbara
Cc: Kruse, Mark; Penrod, Peter
Subject: Re: FW: Status of Appeal
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 4:40:23 PM

Barbara,

Were you able to learn anything about the status of the Seaside Town Council Appeal?

Thanks,

Peter

On Tue, Oct 6, 2015 at 7:06 AM, Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us>
 wrote:

Mr. Zimmerman:

Thank you for your messages. I apologize for the tardiness in responding. I will speak with our
 Counsel today to obtain an update for you on the status of the proceeding.

Thank you for your patience.

Barbara Leighty

From: Peter Zimmerman [mailto:peterjohnzimmerman@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 3:14 PM
To: Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
Subject: Fwd: FW: Status of Appeal

Barbara,

Has a decision been rendered on the August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council Appeal?

Thanks for your help.

Peter Zimmerman

Treasurer

Seaside Town Council

On Tue, Sep 22, 2015 at 8:28 AM, Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@laspbs.state.fl.us>



 wrote:

Mr. Zimmerman:

My apologies for the delay in responding to your message.

In response to your request for a status report on the proceeding, I was informed by our Legal
 Counsel that some type of action is expected to be taken within the next week.

Thank you for your patience.

Barbara Leighty

850-717-9491

From: Clerk, FLWAC [mailto:FLWAC.Clerk@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Leighty, Barbara <Barbara.Leighty@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>; Benbow, Kathryne
 <Kathryne.Benbow@LASPBS.STATE.FL.US>
Subject: FW: Status of Appeal

------------------------------------------- 
From: Peter Zimmerman[SMTP:PETERJOHNZIMMERMAN@GMAIL.COM] 
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 9:57:54 AM 
To: Clerk, FLWAC 
Subject: Status of Appeal 
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Honorable Clerk of Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission,

On August 6, 2015 Seaside Town Council filed the attached appeal. Can you provide any
 information regarding the status of this appeal?

Best Regards,

Peter Zimmerman

Treasurer

Seaside Town Council



--

Peter Zimmerman

President

Kano Laboratories Inc.

w. 615-833-4101

c. 615-944-7784

P.S On April 9th my email account was hacked and some contacts received spam as a result. Sorry.

Image removed by sender.

--

Peter Zimmerman

President

Kano Laboratories Inc.

w. 615-833-4101

c. 615-944-7784

P.S On April 9th my email account was hacked and some contacts received spam as a result. Sorry.

Image removed by sender.





From: Kent Perez
To: Penrod, Peter
Cc: Rob Johnson; Andrew Fay; Erin Sumpter; Heekin; Heekin, Jack; Heekin, Jack; 3c Chelsi Henry
Subject: Re: Seaside Draft Letter
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 3:50:23 PM

Thank you Peter. What is the timeline you are working on. Perhaps we can meet with a couple
 questions/suggestions.

"Penrod, Peter" ---10/06/2015 01:55:12 PM---Kent - Attached is the Seaside Town Council's Petition and Notice
 of Appeal for Appeal of Walton Cou

From: "Penrod, Peter" 
To: "kent.perez@myfloridalegal.com" 
Date: 10/06/2015 01:55 PM
Subject: Seaside Draft Letter

Kent –
Attached is the Seaside Town Council’s Petition and Notice of Appeal for Appeal of Walton
 County’s Monitoring and Enforcement of the Seaside DRI. Also attached is an overview of the
 applicable statutory language as well as a draft no jurisdiction letter.
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.
Thanks,
Peter L. Penrod
Assistant General Counsel
The Capitol, Suite 209
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
Phone: (850) 717-9317
Fax: (850) 488-9810
[attachment "Updated No Jurisdiction Letter.docx" deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] [attachment
 "Overview.docx" deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] [attachment "FLWAC Notice of Appeal.pdf"
 deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] [attachment "FLWAC Petition.pdf" deleted by Kent Perez/OAG] 



From: Kent Perez
To: Penrod, Peter
Subject: Re: Seaside Draft Letter
Date: Thursday, October 08, 2015 1:18:33 PM

Hi Peter, just circling back on status



From: David Powell
To: Penrod, Peter
Subject: Seaside Town Council v. Walton County
Date: Tuesday, August 11, 2015 11:50:51 AM

Peter, thanks for returning my call this morning and for letting me know the status of this matter. If I
 haven't heard anything by mid-week next week, I'll get back in touch with you. In the meantime, my
 contact information is below.

Thank you. 

David L. Powell | Hopping Green & Sams | P.O. Box 6526 | Tallahassee, FL 32314
Tel: 850.425.2222 | Mobile: 850.524.6553 | Fax: 850.521.2722 | E-mail: dpowell@hgslaw.com |
 Professional Biography

Notice: The information contained in this e-mail message and any attachment(s) may be confidential and protected by the
 attorney-client privilege or the attorney work product privilege. It is not intended for transmission to or receipt by
 unauthorized persons. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this message and any attachments. Any legal
 advice in the message is intended solely for the benefit of clients of Hopping Green & Sams for the particular matter
 addressed in the message. Thank you.




