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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Objectives 
 
The Seminole County Water Supply Plan (Plan) objectives are to meet Cooperators’ 
current and future water demands with traditional and alternative water sources while 
sustaining water quality and protecting wetland and aquatic systems.   
 
Background 
 
Historically, Florida has primarily used groundwater as a potable water supply source.  
Concerns have arisen from the nearly exclusive use of groundwater and the effort of 
doing so has on the nature systems of the state.  Therefore, new water supply sources 
have been identified and are considered “non-traditional” or “alternative” water supply 
sources.  Examples of alterative water supply sources are surface water, sea water, or 
brackish water.  The water management districts of Florida are encouraging potable and 
non-potable (irrigation) water suppliers to investigate and implement the use of 
alternative water supply sources for future capacity expansion and/or new facilities. 
 
Seminole County and surrounding areas are experiencing development and population 
growth that have led to increased demands on water resources and the related natural 
environment.  To this end, Seminole County and the municipalities of Altamonte Springs, 
Casselberry, Lake Mary, Longwood, Oviedo, Sanford and Winter Springs (Cooperators) 
formed a coalition, in cooperation with the SJRWMD to prepare the Seminole County 
Water Supply Plan (the “Plan”).  The Plan is the fulfillment of a local water supply plan 
to investigate traditional and alternative water supply sources that will be incorporated 
wholly or in part into the SJRWMD District Water Supply Plan. ARCADIS was hired to 
prepare the Plan and coordinate with the Cooperators to ensure that future demands are 
met while preserving and protecting environmental resources.   
 
Water Deficits in Seminole County 
 
As part of Tasks E and F of the Plan, flow/demand projections were complied.  To 
evaluate future needs, a supply deficit was calculated.  The deficit was calculated by 
subtracting the demand projections from the supply.  The supply part of the equation was 
estimated as the SRJWMD consumptive use permit limitation for each entity.  The 
Seminole County water supply future needs for the Plan horizons are summarized in the 
following table. 
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Projection 

Date 
Supply 

(1) 
Demand 

(2) 
Demand 

Difference

2005 71 58 13 
2010 75 73 3 
2015 77 80 -3 
2020 77 83 -6 
2025 77 90 -13 
2030 77 103 -26 
2035 77 114 -37 
2040 77 127 -50 
2045 77 140 -63 

 
Notes:  
1. Supply is equal to demand in 2013 
2. Demand is Cooperator provided projections through 2025 (blended data set). 
3. 2030 - 2045 Demand is projected by linear forecast from the 2005 to 2025 data. 
 
Proposed Alternative Water Supply Projects 
 
Alternative Water Supply Projects (AWS) projects were developed from input gathered 
from the Cooperators at workshops and meetings.  Several of the projects were included 
in the 2005 District Water Supply Plan.  Initially traditional groundwater water supply 
sources were identified; however, following a cooperator discussion on impacts from 
potential additional groundwater withdrawals, AWS projects gained favor over the 
traditional supply sources.  A list of Alternative Water Supply Projects is as follows: 

 
1 – Water Conservation/Demand Reduction  
 
2 – North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation 

System Expansion and Optimization Study 
2a – Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water System Improvements 
2b – Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
2c –Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
2d – New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New Reclaimed Water 

Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria St, New Reclaimed Water Main 
from US 17-92 to SR 46 

2e – Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 
2f – Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
2g – Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 
2h – Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration & Pumping System, 

Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes 
Reclaimed Water System Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins 

2i – Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with Altamonte Springs 
2j – Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation 
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3 – East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 
 
4 – Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT 
 
5 – Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project 
 
6 – Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe – Potable 
 
7a – Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System Augmentation Project 
7b – Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility – Potable 
 
8 – Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 
 
9a – Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 
9b – Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 – Potable 
 
10a – Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with Storage 
10b – Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 

 
Plan Technical Memoranda 
 
The Plan development efforts began in June 2005 as an effort between the Cooperators 
and ARCADIS to promote viable alternative water supply projects for planning purposes 
to satisfy future source water needs.  After the July 19, 2005 kick-off meeting which 
confirmed objective, schedule, and means of communication, the data gathering and 
processing procedures began. The June 2005 Scope of Services for the Plan includes 
Tasks A to H as follows: 
 
• Task A - Project Management 
• Task B - Data Gathering & Processing; Review of Existing Plans* 
• Task C - Data Gathering & Processing; Data Collection, Compilation and Reduction* 
• Task D - Data Gathering & Processing; Water Conservation and Reuse* 
• Task E - Data Gathering & Processing; Flow Projections* 
• Task F1 - Analysis and Recommendations; Identification of Readily Identifiable 

Traditional and Alternative Water Supply Development Projects* 
• Task F - Analysis and Recommendations; Evaluation of Existing Facilities and 

Alternatives Development * 
• Task G - Analysis and Recommendations; Regional Monitoring Plan  
• Task H- Analysis and Recommendations; Groundwater Modeling  
 
In August 2006, a contract change was requested by the Seminole Cooperators and 
SJRWMD to address water supply needs through the year 2045 (to affect Tasks E and F) 
and eliminate Task G and H as groundwater projects were not being considered in the 
Plan. Tasks with an asterisk indicate deliverables in the form of Technical Memoranda 
(TM) that are presented in the Appendices.  The June 2005 Scope of Services and August 
2006 Scope of Service Amendment are provided in Appendix A for reference.   
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Tasks and Technical Memoranda descriptions are described below.   
 
Task A - Project Management and Administration 
 
Task A was a managerial task with no deliverable. 
 
Task B – Review Existing Plans 
 
The efforts of Task B - Data Gathering & Processing; Review of Existing Plans were 
summarized in a December 2005 TM is included herein as Appendix B.  The Task B TM 
provided a list of applicable and significant information sources for the Plan.   
 
Task C – Data Collection, Compilation and Reduction 
 
A database was developed in Task C using the information sources outlined in Task B.  
The task required data collection from the Cooperators, SJRWMD, and the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection and compilation of data in an Access database 
and GIS format.  

 
The data includes: 
 

• Compilation and identification of present and future water sources and their 
treatment requirements, including surface water, wastewater and reclaimed water 
throughout the County; 

• Status report and schedule of all consumptive water use permits in Seminole 
County in excess of 100,000 gallons per day (gpd) and an estimate of the total 
water use for all groundwater users below the 100,000 gpd threshold; 

• Tabulation, correlation and adjustment as necessary of existing population and 
water demand projections through 2025 using data from the Cooperators and the 
Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR); and 

• A composite map based on existing information of water lines, reuse lines, and 
interconnects. The TM discussed the content of the database and how it was 
compiled.  

The March 2006 Technical Memorandum, is included as Appendix C.  The Technical 
Memorandum outlines and presents the following information; 

• Data Collection Efforts 

• Content of the Database 

• Database Compilation Procedures 

• User’s Guide 
 



 

 
Seminole County Water Supply Plan   
  

5

Task D – Water Conservation and Reuse 
 
Task D considered water conservation and water reuse efforts that were implemented, 
proposed for implementation, and a literature review for potential uses and procedures.  
Water conservation includes methods to reduce the amount of water used through 
enhancements in efficient use of water. Water reuse entails the capture of water discarded 
from one user for use by another. Water reuse involves the use of treated wastewater 
effluent as a resource for irrigation and other non-potable water purposes.   
 
ARCADIS conducted a workshop to help identify practical means of water conservation 
and reuse measures that may be implemented within Seminole County.  The Technical 
Memorandum also served as a summary of the strategies that were discussed at the 
workshop.  Information regarding specific strategies used by the Cooperators was 
provided by the Cooperators.  
 
The Task D TM for the Plan includes: 
 
• A review of the District’s literature search available on water conservation. 

ARCADIS summarized the methods that are being primarily implemented in the 
State of Florida and secondarily outside of Florida. 

• A description of each water conservation measure currently being implemented or 
scheduled for implementation by the Cooperators in Seminole County. 

• A summary of findings and recommendations for water conservation and reuse.   

The March 2006 Task D Technical Memorandum is included as Appendix D. 
 
Task E – Flow Projections 
 
Task E provides an evaluation of flow/demand projections supplied by the Cooperators and 
private utilities.  In Subtask E.1, ARCADIS was requested to review the projected users’ 
water needs and render an opinion on whether the projected uses are reasonable.  Further, 
ARCADIS was requested to review SJRWMD land use projections and determine if the 
maps are consistent with the Cooperator’s anticipated plans and population projections. 
 
Population and potable water demand projections were provided by the SJRWMD and the 
Cooperators.  Population and potable water demand projections in 5-year increments were 
provided through the year 2020 for the following entities: Altamonte Springs, Casselberry, 
Lake Mary, Oviedo, Sanford, Seminole County (4 service areas), Sanlando Utilities, and 
Winter Springs.  With the exception of Altamonte Springs, and the Seminole County 
Southwest, Northeast and Northwest service areas, projections for 2025 also were provided 
by the Cooperator’s.  For completeness, 2025 potable demand projections for Altamonte 
Springs and the 3 Seminole County Service areas were estimated by average percent 
change between 2015 and 2020.   
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Note that the flow/demand projections presented in the May 2006 Technical Memorandum 
were subsequently modified.  The modified flow/demand projections were used as a basis 
for future needs in Task F.  Details are described in the Task F section of this executive 
summary.  The May 2006 Task E Technical Memorandum is included as Appendix E. 
 
Task F1 – Identification of Readily Identifiable Traditional and Alterative Water 
Supply Development Projects  
 
The Task F1 Technical Memorandum presents projects identified under “Task F1.  
Identification of Readily Identifiable Traditional and Alternative Water Supply 
Development Projects” developed for the Plan.  These projects were identified through a 
polling of public and private utilities in Seminole County, presented, and discussed in a 
public workshop held on September 8, 2005.   
 
The Task FI Technical Memorandum presents proposed projects submitted to SJRWMD 
for consideration for the cost sharing for construction of alternative water supply options 
under Senate Bill 444 and inclusion in their District Water Supply Plan.  The projects in 
the Technical Memorandum are not ranked and the project information reflects 
information provided by the specific entities that have proposed the projects and is not 
the result of an analysis by the Cooperators. 
 
The September 2005 Task F1 Technical Memorandum is included as Appendix F. 
 
Task F – Evaluation of Existing Facilities and Alternative Development 
 
ARCADIS facilitated a workshop on July 12, 2006 to review Cooperator-proposed 
projects and to help identify other traditional and alternative water supply development 
projects to be considered for further review.  Evaluation criteria was also discussed and 
selected at the workshop.  To identify preferred alternatives, ARCADIS performed an 
evaluation of potential traditional and alternative water supply development projects for 
future water supply.  The evaluation scored each project based on the selected criteria and 
ranked the AWS projects. 
 
In August 2006 a contract change was requested by the Seminole Cooperators and 
SJRWMD to address water supply needs through the year 2045.  The modification to the 
Scope of Services extended the time frame for flow/demand projections for the Plan.  
Although flow/demand projections had been presented in the May 2006 Technical 
Memorandum, ARCADIS revised those projections by extending them from 2025 to 
2045 on a county wide basis in order to satisfy the scope of services amendment.   
 
Another element effecting water deficits in the Plan is the proposed “Recommended 
Action Plan for the Central Florida Coordination Area (CFCA), A Cooperative Effort of 
the South Florida, Southwest Florida and St. Johns River Water Management Districts”.   
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The November 2006 SJRWMD WaterWatch publication summarizes the CFCA efforts 
as follows:  
 

“In Spring 2006, the executive directors of the three districts instructed their staffs 
to work together to develop a plan for better coordination and communication in 
the high-growth area of central Florida. This effort was necessitated by the 
frequency and complexity of issues in each of the districts related to the 
sustainability of groundwater resources to meet current and future demands. 
Decisions made by one district in an area often impact the two neighboring 
districts.” 
 

The three districts are developing an action plan to assure a coordinated and consistent 
approach throughout the CFCA, which includes Polk, Orange, Osceola and Seminole 
Counties, and southern Lake County. The plan for the CFCA requires AWS projects to be 
developed to meet allocation of groundwater beyond 2013-projected demands. 
 
The CFCA action plan includes three elements — regulatory, water supply planning, and 
modeling and tools. In the short term, the CFCA action plan:  
 
• Limits new groundwater allocations to a maximum needed to meet 2013 demands; 
• Provides opportunity for 20-year permit durations based on the 2013 allocation for 

those utilities committed to alternative water source projects by 2013 
 
Over the long range, the CFCA plan will help develop consistent permitting criteria 
among the districts, as well as develop and implement a long-term water supply strategy 
for alternative water sources and for equitable allocation of any additional available 
groundwater.” 
 
Task E considered supply was as equal to each facility’s existing consumptive use permit 
(CUP).  The CFCA action plan limits caps future CUP allocation to the respective facilities 
2013 demand.  Future needs were calculated as the difference of supply minus demand.  
The CFCA action plan affected the “supply” portion of the equation used to evaluate future 
needs in the Plan.  Additionally the CFCA action plan stressed the need for alternative 
water supply sources such as surface water rather than traditional groundwater supplies.  
Task F takes both of these items (long term projections and the CFCA action plan) into 
consideration when calculating future needs. 
 
Task F Technical Memorandum presents the following efforts; 
 
• Future water supply needs were calculated; 

• Alternative Water Supply (AWS) projects identified in Task F1 were considered for 
evaluation, 

• New AWS projects stemming from workshops were identified, 

• A consolidated AWS project list was complied and agreed upon by the Cooperators, 
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• Evaluation criteria was agreed upon over the course of several workshops, 

• The weighting of the evaluation criteria was developed and applied to the AWS 
projects for ranking, 

• The evaluated and ranked AWS projects were presented. 

The January 2007 Task F TM is presented herein as Appendix G. In summary the ranked 
AWS projects are shown in the following table. 
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Suggested Cooperator Action Items 
 
As water sources become limited or unavailable, regional planning will be required to 
satisfy the water supply needs of Florida. This is evidenced in the CFCA action plan. The 
Cooperators have shown their ability to consider regional planning with the culmination 
of this Seminole County Water Supply Plan.  To conduct regional planning and 
implementation efforts, new partnerships and instruments of implementation may need to 
be developed.   
 
Two examples of municipalities seeking and developing cooperative agreements to 
satisfy regional needs are discussed below. 
 
Example one is past and present regional planning and partnering efforts between 
Seminole County, Oviedo, University of Central Florida, Orlando (Orlando Utilities 
Commission (OUC)), and Orange County Utilities. In summary, the OUC Water Conserv 
I wastewater treatment facility (Conserv I) will be decommissioned and a pumping 
facility will send raw wastewater through an existing pipeline to OUC’s Iron Bridge 
Regional Water Pollution Control Facility (Iron Bridge) for treatment.  Iron Bridge has an 
agreement with Seminole County Utilities to supply reclaimed water and Seminole 
County Utilities has agreements with Oviedo, University of Central Florida for reclaimed 
water.  At present a reclaimed water pipeline is under construction from Iron Bridge 
south into Orange County.  Orange County Utilities has a draft agreement with OUC for 
purchase of reclaimed water from Iron Bridge.  Therefore, through the use of multiple 
agreements the Iron Bridge facility can supply both eastern Orange and Seminole 
Counties making it a true regional facility. 
 
The second example of cooperative action is an endeavor in western Seminole County 
including Seminole County Utilities’ efforts to partner with strategically located 
municipalities such as Lake Mary, Sanford, Utilities Inc. - Sanlando, Lake County and 
Volusia County. The parties to the cooperative agreement would benefit from the 
Seminole County Utilities’ proposed potable and reclaimed water facilities.  The 
partnerships would be used to successfully develop Projects 7a - Seminole County 
Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System Augmentation Project and 7b - Seminole County 
Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility.   
 
Possible benefits for regional cooperative efforts may be, but are not limited to the 
following:  
 

• Reduced costs to each cooperator   
o Water management districts may extend funding to partners who develop 

AWS projects. Cost sharing may be obtained for preliminary planning and 
design (up to 30%) and capital construction costs (up to 40%). 

o By taking advantage of the economy of scale with capital and O&M costs 
for the AWS projects. 

• Achievement of sustainable yields, by identifying long term regional needs and 
working with regulators to help protect and maintain the source 
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Regional planning must be supplemented by critical interconnections to allow water (raw 
water, wastewater, potable water and/or reclaimed water) resource sharing throughout 
Seminole County and with adjacent counties.  The country can be viewed geographically 
to identify potential interconnections. 
 
Western Seminole County 
 
The northwestern portion of Seminole County has several projects that would allow water 
(raw water, wastewater, potable water and/or reclaimed water) resource sharing with 
southwestern and central county areas.  Some of these opportunities can be developed 
with implementation of interconnection(s) outlined within the North Seminole Regional 
Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation System Expansion and Optimization 
Study (aka Tri-Party Plan).  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County are the parties 
involved with the Tri-Party Plan.  The above mentioned projects at Seminole County 
Utilities Yankee Lake facility could promote implementation of interconnections between 
Seminole County Utilities, Lake Mary, Sanford, Utilities Inc. - Sanlando Utilities, Lake 
County and Volusia County.  Therefore a “bridge” would be established between the 
north and south portions of western Seminole County.   
 
Central Seminole County 
 
Sanford as part of the Tri-Party group has current interconnections with Seminole County 
Utilities - Northwest, Lake Mary, and Seminole County Utilities – Northeast.  These 
interconnections link Sanford with the northwest and central Seminole County areas.  
Other potential interconnections for Sanford are within the eastern Seminole County area. 
 
Eastern Seminole County 
 
Potential AWS Projects collectively referred to as the St. Johns River Facility include   
 

9a – Surface WTP on St. Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 
9b – Surface WTP on St. Johns River at SR46 – Potable 
10a – Surface WTP on St. Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with Storage 
10b – Surface WTP on St. Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 

  
This facility(s) would “bridge” the eastern portions of the county from north to south.  
Potential interconnections may be between  
 

• Sanford and the St. Johns River facility 
• St. Johns River facility and Volusia County 
• St. Johns River facility and Oviedo 
• Oviedo and Winter Springs 
• Winter Springs and Casselberry 
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Through these partnerships and interconnections a regional facility located at the St. 
Johns River could allow water (raw water, wastewater, potable water and/or reclaimed 
water) resource sharing north into Volusia County and south along the eastern half of 
Seminole County.  With several additional interconnections, the eastern and western 
portions of the county could be linked, by means of east-west interconnections in the 
southern portion of the county.  These interconnections may be between 
 

• Casselberry and Longwood  
• Casselberry and Altamonte Springs 
• Altamonte Springs and Utilities Inc. - Sanlando 

 
These interconnections would in theory connect most Seminole County municipalities 
directly or indirectly and also link Seminole County to Lake, Volusia, and Orange 
Counties. 
 
The above suggested interconnections are based on geographical location only. 
Additional consideration is needed for implementability and cost effectiveness of 
interconnections.  These are suggested in order to create dialogue between potential 
cooperators. 
 
This Plan and the knowledge of the AWS project details, scoring outcome of the criteria 
points, and is a basis for the Cooperators to take the next step in the process of 
developing and implementing alternative water supply sources for future needs.   
 
The following action item is scheduled. 
 

• The Chairperson of the Seminole County Cooperators presents the Plan to the 
Seminole joint County/City elected officials meeting in April 2007. 

 
Other suggested milestones/schedules for Cooperator’s consideration are: 
 

• 2007 - Development of implementation strategies; and Partnership Evaluation and 
Potential Agreements; 

 
• 2007 to 2013 - Initiate Planning, Design, Permitting, and Construction as 

appropriate. 
 

















 

 

 

 

Mr. Gerald Chancellor, PE  
City of Casselberry 
95 Triplet Lake Drive 
Casselberry, Florida  32707 

Subject: 

Seminole County Water Supply Plan – Amendment No. 1 
 
 
Dear Mr. Chancellor: 

As we discussed with you and Mr. Seeber, we propose that our contract be modified 
to address water supply demand needs through 2045.  This contract change is being 
requested because the Seminole Cooperators and the District have determined that:  

• The water supply plan needs to address a wider vision to examine longer-term 
demands and potential long-term sources that may be compromised in the future 
by other competing demands from communities outside of the planning area. 

• A plan with a schedule needs to be established so that the Cooperators of 
Seminole County can make prudent planning decisions to assure that efforts can 
be made far enough in advance to help secure new water sources to meet the 
long-term needs of Seminole County. 

To this end, we propose the following contract scope changes: 

• Delete Task G Regional Monitoring Plan.  The Regional Monitoring Plan is no 
longer needed because the original intent of this task would have been to 
monitor the effects of additional groundwater withdrawals.  Since the alternative 
water supply projects identified in the planning process do not involve changes to 
groundwater withdrawals a monitoring plan is not needed. 

• Reduce Task H Groundwater Modeling fee to $.  The remaining fee represents 
services for a comparison and review of groundwater models.  Groundwater 
modeling is no longer needed because the alternative water supply projects 
identified in the planning process do not involve changes to groundwater 
withdrawals 

ARCADIS G&M, Inc. 

4307 Vineland Road 

Suite H-20 

Orlando 

Florida 32811 

Tel 407 835 0266 

Fax 407 835 0267 

www.arcadis-us.com 

 

 

WATER RESOURCES 

Date: 

30 August 2006 

Contact: 

John D. Hermann 

Phone: 

4078350266 

Email: 

jhermann@arcadis-
us.com 
 
Our ref: 

OR000208.0001 
 

Imagine the result 
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Landscape Architecture 
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Surveying 
LB7062 
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Mr. Gerald Chancellor 
30 August 2006 

Page: 

2/2 

The $62,500 fee available from deleting Task G and reducing Task H should be 
reallocated into the following tasks with the additional work as follows:  

• Task E Flow Projections - Develop flow projections to the year 2045 and revise 
appropriate documentation to reflect these numbers.    

Add $  

Total revised fee for Task E is $  

• Task F Evaluation of Existing Facilities and Alternatives Development - Prepare 
a Tech Memo that summarizes the 2045 demands and identifies alternative 
sources of water that can be used to meet these demands.  The Tech Memo will 
include a section on the additional demands from 2025 and 2045 that will not be 
met with the projects identified by the Cooperators.  The Tech Memo will include 
an Executive Summary and recommendations of projects or actions that can be 
taken to meet demands for the periods of 2005-2025 and 2025-2045.  

Add $  

Total revised fee for Task F is $  

The total fee for the contract will not change. 

Sincerely, 

ARCADIS G&M, Inc. 
 
 
 
John D. Hermann, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Copies: 

File 
 

























































































































































































































































































































 

  

 
 
 

Flow Projections – Task E 
 
 
 
 
 

For The  
 
 
 
 

Seminole County Water Supply Plan 
 
 
 
 

By 
 
 
 
 

ARCADIS G&M 
4307 Vineland Road H-20 

Orlando, Florida 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

May 2006

Since the issuance of this Task E Technical Memorandum, regulatory conditions 
and the Plan’s scope of services have changed.  Therefore some of the data shown 
in this document has been modified.  The modified data is included in the Task F 
Technical Memorandum of the Seminole County Water Supply Plan.  In 
summary, changes include: 

• Demand projections were extended to 2045 on a County-wide basis. 
• SJRWMD made changes to their demand projections. 
• SJRWMD implemented a directive to use alterative water supply projects 

for considering future needs satisfaction. 
• SJRWMD has indicated that groundwater consumptive use permit will be 

extended to meet an entities demand only until 2013. 
These conditions have altered the way of calculating future needs for Seminole 
County.  These conditions and data changes were considered in Task F and are not 
reflected this Task E Technical Memorandum. 
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Task E - Flow Projections 
 
Based on events since the issuance of Task E, data changes were made that are reflected in Task F’s 
basis for calculating future needs. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Task E requires an evaluation of flow projections.  In Subtask E.1, ARCADIS was 
requested to review the projected users and render an opinion on whether the use 
represents a reasonable demand.  Further, ARCADIS was requested to review the 
SJRWMD land use projections and determine if the maps are consistent with the 
Cooperator’s anticipated plans and population projections. 
 
Population and potable water demand projections were provided from the SJRWMD 
and the Cooperators.  Population and potable water demand projections in 5-year 
increments were provided through the year 2020 for the following entities: Altamonte 
Springs, Casselberry, Lake Mary, Oviedo, Sanford, Seminole County (4 service areas), 
Sanlando Utilities, and Winter Springs.  With the exception of Altamonte Springs, and 
the Seminole County Southwest, Northeast and Northwest service areas, projections for 
2025 also were provided.  For completeness, 2025 potable demand projections for 
Altamonte Springs and the 3 Seminole County Service areas were estimated by average 
percent change between 2015 and 2020.  The population projections are presented in 
Table 1 and the potable water demand projections are presented in Table 2.   
 
Studies have documented that certain areas could have adverse impacts to water 
resources and natural systems if the rate of groundwater withdrawal continues to 
sustain at the current level or increases at a higher rate.  SJRWMD has recently 
indicated that existing Consumptive Use Permit (CUP) allocations may not be 
increased by the traditional source of groundwater withdrawal for future demands.  
Therefore, future water use will be required to be met by the development of alternative 
water supply methods.   
 
The CUP allocations through 2025 are summarized in Table 3, along with the 
Cooperator potable water demand projections and water treatment plant capacities.  The 
projected CUP allocations assume that after the CUP expiration date, there is no 
increase in permitted allocation.  For example, if the CUP expired today, at a permitted 
amount of 10 mgd, the projected allocations for the next twenty (20) years remain at 10 
mgd.  CUP allocations could also be subject to decrease per decision of the SJRWMD. 
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DEMAND/FLOW PROJECTIONS AND REASONABLE USE 
 

Potable water demand projections and population projections provided by various 
Utilities and by SJRWMD were reviewed for consistency.  Wastewater flow 
projections and reuse projections provided by various Utilities were reviewed.  The 
projections were reviewed for “reasonableness”. 

 
City of Altamonte Springs  

 
Potable water demand for Altamonte Springs has been projected to increase steadily by 
both the City and by SJRWMD.  Demand projections by Altamonte Springs 
consistently exceed SJRWMD projections through 2025.  However, the difference is 
only about 0.3 mgd (more or less) in 2020, or about 3 %.  Since the projected 
population figures are the same, this difference represents about 4 gallons per capita per 
day (gpcd) in average daily consumption.  SJRWMD and the City projected no change 
in per capita consumption (138 gpcd and 142 gpcd).   
 
Altamonte Springs projected that its wastewater flows will more than double (107 %) 
between 2005 and 2020 (6.05 mgd to 12.5 mgd). Projected 2025 wastewater flows 
exceed potable water demand by 2.5 to 3.0 mgd, indicating that other systems are 
connecting.  Reuse demand is only projected to increase by 29 % in the same period.  
SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow summary is 
presented in Figure 1. 
 
The projected per capita potable water demand suggests that the City anticipates an 
increase in reuse, although it appears that the City does not anticipate significant 
retrofitting of existing development. Excess wastewater for reuse would appear to be 
available, but Altamonte Springs may have committed that excess capacity to other 
utilities. 
 
City of Casselberry 
 
Potable water demand for Casselberry has been projected to increase steadily by both 
the City and SJRWMD, although the City projects the increase to occur much more 
slowly (lower increase per year). Projections by Casselberry were consistently lower 
than SJRWMD through 2025.  The gap is about 1.3 mgd (25 %) in 2005 but increases 
to 2.5 mgd (40 %) in 2025. 
 
The differences between the City’s potable water demand projections and the 
SJRWMD’s projections appear to result from differences in population projections as 
well as per capita consumption.  SJRWMD projected the Casselberry population to 
increase from 49,727 in 2005 to 64,778 in 2025, an increase of 30 %.  In contrast, 
Casselberry projected a population increase from 53,739 in 2005 (higher than 
SJRWMD) to 61,500 in 2025, an increase of 14 %.  SJRWMD projected no change in 
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per capita consumption (132 gpcd); Casselberry projected a slight increase (98.1 to 99.4 
gpcd) during the 2005-2025 period. 
 
Casselberry projected that its wastewater flows will increase by 76 % between 2005 
and 2025 (1.1 mgd to 1.9 mgd).  Casselberry projected 100 % reuse of its wastewater 
through 2025.  SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow 
summary is presented in Figure 2. 
 
With Casselberry’s low per capita potable water demand and 100 % reuse, it appears 
that conservation is effective and the only opportunity to reduce consumption or 
increase reuse capacity would be to extend sewer service to more customers. 
 
City of Lake Mary 
 
Potable water demand for the City of Lake Mary has been projected to increase slowly 
by both the City and the SJRWMD.  The City projected a 5 % increase (from 4.0 to 4.2 
mgd) between 2010 and 2025.  SJRWMD projected a 16 % increase (from 3.8 to 4.4 
mgd) in the same period.  By 2025, potable demand projections differ by only 0.2 mgd. 
 
The SJRWMD and the City of Lake Mary use distinctly different population 
projections and per capita consumption rates to make potable demand projections.  
Lake Mary projected a population of 18,000 by 2010, increasing to 19,000 by 2015 
which would remain stable through 2025.  SJRWMD projected a population of 14,815 
in 2010 with an increase of 2,000 by 2015 and a further increase of 2,200 by 2025.  The 
difference in population in 2025 between the City’s projection (19,000) and the 
SJRWMD’s projection (17,187) is 1,813.  SJRWMD anticipated a per capita 
consumption of 258 gpcd throughout the planning period.  Lake Mary projected a slight 
decrease in per capita consumption from 222 gpcd in 2010 to 221 in 2025.   
 
Lake Mary projected wastewater flow at less than 1 mgd during the years 2010-2025.  
Lake Mary provided no reuse demand projections.  SJRWMD did not project 
wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow summary is presented in Figure 3. 
 
Based on the high per capita consumption and the low wastewater generation rate, Lake 
Mary may benefit from further conservation and reuse. The limited projected growth 
indicates that additional wastewater generation and additional reuse would have to be 
achieved by retrofitting existing development.  
 
City of Longwood 
 
The City of Longwood has projected potable water demand to increase only slightly 
between 2005 (2.4 mgd) and 2025 (2.48 mgd), about 3 %.  SJRWMD projected 
Longwood’s potable demand to increase significantly between 2005 (2.1 mgd) and 
2025 (2.9 mgd), an increase of 35.7 %. 
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SJRWMD estimated consumption at 149 to 150 gpcd; Longwood estimated 
consumption at 169 to 170 gpcd. The big discrepancy is the population projection.  
Although both entities projected a population of near 14,200 for 2005, SJRWMD’s 
2025 projected population of nearly 18,000 far exceeded Longwood’s projected 
population of 14,612.  A flow summary is presented in Figure 4. 
 
Longwood provided no projections of wastewater flow or reuse demand. SJRWMD did 
not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.   
 
Based on the moderate (and unchanging) projection of per capita consumption and 
limited future growth, it appears Longwood would have to retrofit existing 
development in order to benefit from conservation and reuse. 
 
City of Oviedo 
 
Potable water demand for the City of Oviedo has been projected to increase steadily by 
the SJRWMD and more rapidly by the City.  The City projected a 100 % increase 
(from 4.2 to 8.5 mgd) between 2005 and 2025.  SJRWMD projected a 26 % increase 
(from 4.5 to 5.7 mgd) in the same period.  By 2025, potable demand projections differ 
by 49 % (2.8 mgd). 
 
The SJRWMD and the City of Oviedo applied approximately the same per capita 
consumption rates (159 gpcd compared to 160 gpcd) to make potable demand 
projections.  The discrepancy lies in population projections. Oviedo projected a 
population of 26,316 in 2005, with a steady increase to 53,138 by 2025.  SJRWMD 
projected a higher population of 28,478 in 2005 with a steady increase to 35,861 by 
2025.  The difference in population in 2025 between the City’s projection (53,138) and 
the SJRWMD’s projection (35,861) is 17,277 (48 %).  A flow summary is presented in 
Figure 5. 
 
Oviedo projected wastewater flow increasing from 0.4 mgd in 2005 to 1.4 mgd in 2025.  
Oviedo provided no reuse demand projections.  SJRWMD did not project wastewater 
flow or reuse demand.  
 
Based on the projected rapid growth and the low wastewater generation rate, Oviedo 
may benefit by providing wastewater service and reuse supply to new development. 
Additional wastewater customers would generate additional wastewater with the 
opportunity for increased reuse capacity. 
 
City of Sanford 
 
Potable water demand for the City of Sanford has been projected to increase steadily by 
the SJRWMD and more rapidly by the City.  The City projected a 62 % increase (from 
5.4 to 9.6 mgd) between 2005 and 2025.  SJRWMD projected a 52 % increase (from 
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7.2 to 10.9 mgd) in the same period. By 2025, potable demand projections differ by 
14% (1.3 mgd). 
 
The SJRWMD and the City of Sanford have similar population projections and per 
capita consumption rates to make potable demand projections.  Sanford projected a 
population of 52,103 in 2005, increasing to 72,193 by 2025.  SJRWMD projected a 
population of 47,982 in 2005 with an increase to 70,333 by 2025.  The difference in 
population in 2025 between the City’s projection (72,193) and the SJRWMD’s 
projection (70,333) is 1,860 (3 %).  SJRWMD anticipated a slight increase in per capita 
consumption from 150 to 156 gpcd.  Sanford projected an increase in per capita 
consumption from 113 gpcd in 2005 to 133 gpcd in 2025. 
 
Sanford projected wastewater flow to increase from 8.4 mgd in 2005 to 12.2 mgd in 
2025 and reuse demand to increase to the same volume. As wastewater is projected to 
exceed potable demand, it is obvious that Sanford intends to accept wastewater from 
other areas. SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow 
summary is presented in Figure 6. 
 
Sanford’s increase in projected water demand appears to be offset by its increase in 
wastewater flows and reuse. It appears that all of Sanford’s wastewater is committed to 
reuse, which explains the reduction in per capita consumption.  
 
City of Winter Springs  
 
Potable water demand for Winter Springs has been projected to increase slowly by the 
City and more quickly by the SJRWMD.  The City projected a 4.5 % increase (from 4.4 
to 4.6 mgd) between 2005 and 2025 with most of the increase between 2015 and 2020.  
SJRWMD projected a consistent increase from 5.1 to 6.0 mgd between 2005 and 2025 
(18%).  By 2020, potable demand projections differ by 1.6 mgd (35.2 %). 
 
The SJRWMD and the City use distinctly different per capita consumption rates but 
similar population projections to make potable demand projections.  The City projected 
a population of 40,261 in 2010 rising to 43,889 by 2025.  SJRWMD projected a 
population of 37,641 in 2010 with an increase to 43,595 by 2025.  The difference in 
population in 2025 between the City’s projection (43,889) and the SJRWMD’s 
projection (43,595) is 294 (0.7 %).  SJRWMD anticipated a per capita consumption of 
138 gpcd throughout the planning period.  The City projected a slight increase in per 
capita consumption from 109 gpcd in 2010 to 105 gpcd in 2020. 
 
The City projected wastewater flow to increase from 2.6 mgd in 2010 to 3.5 mgd in 
2025. SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow summary is 
presented in Figure 7. 
   
Based on the low per capita consumption the City may not benefit significantly from 
increased conservation. As wastewater is projected to exceed potable water use, it 
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appears Winter Springs will import wastewater and could further benefit from the 
additional wastewater for reuse. 
 
 
 
 
Seminole County Northeast  
 
Potable water demand for the County Northeast System has been projected to increase 
slowly by the SJRWMD and by the County.  The County projected a 14.5 % increase 
(from 3.4 to 3.9 mgd) between 2005 and 2020.  SJRWMD projected a 33.7 % increase 
(from 2.6 to 3.5 mgd) in the same period.  By 2020, potable demand projections differ 
by 0.4 mgd (11.3 %). 
 
The SJRWMD and the County use distinctly different per capita consumption rates and 
population projections to make potable demand projections.  The County projected a 
population of 20,020 in 2005 rising to 22,681 by 2020. No projection to 2025 was 
provided.  SJRWMD projected a population of 17,400 in 2005 with an increase to 
23,336 by 2020 and a further increase 23,792 by 2025.  The difference in population in 
2020 between the County’s projection (22,681) and the SJRWMD’s projection 
(23,336) is 655 (2.9 %).  SJRWMD anticipated a per capita consumption of 152 gpcd 
in 2005 and 151 in 2025.  The County projected a slight increase in per capita 
consumption from 171 gpcd in 2005 to 173 gpcd in 2020. 
 
The County projected wastewater flow for the County Northeast System increasing 
from 2.6 mgd in 2005 to 3.0 mgd in 2020. Reuse demand was projected to increase at 
the same rates and volumes. SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse 
demand.  A flow summary is presented in Figure 8. 
 
It appears that the County Northeast System captures a high percentage of its potable 
water use as wastewater and has committed 100 % of its wastewater for reuse.  
 
Seminole County Northwest  
 
Potable water demand for the County Northwest System has been projected to increase 
rapidly by the SJRWMD and by the County.  The County projected a 69.3 % increase 
(from 6.92 to 11.72 mgd) between 2005 and 2020.  SJRWMD projected an 82.3 % 
increase (from 6.16 to 11.23 mgd) in the same period.  By 2020, potable demand 
projections differ by 0.49 mgd (4.4 %). 
 
The SJRWMD and the County use distinctly different per capita consumption rates and 
but similar population projections to make potable demand projections.  The County 
projected a population of 16,848 in 2005 rising to 30,554 by 2020. No projection to 
2025 was provided.  SJRWMD projected a population of 17,143 in 2005 with an 
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increase to 30,437 by 2020 and a further increase 30,870 by 2025.  The difference in 
population in 2020 between the County’s projection (30,554) and the SJRWMD’s 
projection (30,870) is 316 (1.3 %).  SJRWMD anticipated a per capita consumption of 
359 gpcd in 2005 and 370 gpcd in 2025.  The County projected a decrease in per capita 
consumption from 411 gpcd in 2005 to 384 gpcd in 2020. 
 
The County projected wastewater flow for the County Northwest System to increase 
from 2.2 mgd in 2005 to 3.5 mgd in 2020. Reuse demand was projected at the same 
rate and volume.  SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow 
summary is presented in Figure 9. 
 
Based on the high per capita consumption and low wastewater production, the County 
Northwest System may benefit from further conservation and reuse.  The projected 
reduction in per capita consumption suggests that conservation and reuse are expected 
to occur but that there will be limited opportunities for retrofits of existing 
development. 
 
Seminole County - Southeast   
 
Potable water demand for the County Southeast System has been projected to increase 
slowly by the SJRWMD and more rapidly by the County.  The County projected a 54% 
increase (from 10.1 to 15.5 mgd) between 2005 and 2025.  SJRWMD projected a 15 % 
increase (from 8.8 to 10.1 mgd) in the same period.  By 2025, potable demand 
projections differ by 5.4 mgd (53.6 %). 
 
The SJRWMD and the County use similar per capita consumption rates and distinctly 
different population projections to make potable demand projections.  The County 
projected a population of 47,327 in 2005 rising to 57,900 by 2015 and a slight leveling 
out by 2020 (59,162). No projection to 2025 was provided.  SJRWMD projected a 
population of 41,663 in 2005 with an increase to 47,007 by 2020 and a further increase 
47,934 by 2025.  The difference in population in 2020 between the County’s projection 
(57,900) and the SJRWMD’s projection (47,007) is 10,893 (23 %).  SJRWMD 
anticipated a per capita consumption of 211 gpcd throughout the planning period.  The 
County projected a slight increase in per capita consumption from 213 gpcd in 2005 to 
214 gpcd in 2020. 
 
The County provided no wastewater flow projection for the County Southeast System. 
Reuse demand was projected to increase from 4.1 mgd in 2005 to 5.8 mgd in 2020.  
SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow summary is 
presented in Figure 10. 
 
Considering the projected growth, and based on the high per capita consumption and 
depending upon wastewater generation, it appears that the County Southeast System 
may not be taking full advantage of opportunities for conservation and reuse. 
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Seminole County Southwest  
 
Potable water demand for the County Southwest System has been projected to increase 
slowly by the SJRWMD and by the County.  The County projected an 8.1 % increase 
(from 1.4 to 1.5 mgd) between 2005 and 2020.  SJRWMD projected a 22.4 % increase 
(from 1.3 to 1.6 mgd) in the same period.  By 2020, potable demand projections differ 
by 0.1 mgd (8 %). 
 
The SJRWMD and the County use distinctly different per capita consumption rates and 
population projections to make potable demand projections.  The County projected a 
population of 6,236 in 2005 rising to 6,603 by 2020. No projection to 2025 was 
provided.  SJRWMD projected a population of 8,995 in 2005 with an increase to 
10,970 by 2020 and a further increase 11,289 by 2025.  The difference in population in 
2020 between the County’s projection (6,236) and the SJRWMD’s projection (10,970) 
is 4,367 (66.1 %).  SJRWMD anticipated a per capita consumption of 144 gpcd 
throughout the planning period.  The County projected a slight increase in per capita 
consumption from 217 gpcd in 2005 to 221 gpcd in 2020. 
 
The County projected no wastewater flow for the County Southwest System. Reuse 
demand was projected to increase from 0.4 mgd in 2005 to 0.43 mgd in 2020. 
SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.   A flow summary is 
presented in Figure 11. 
 
Considering the limited projected growth and the high per capita consumption, and 
depending upon wastewater generation, the County Southwest System may benefit 
only marginally from further conservation and reuse unless opportunities to retrofit 
existing development exist. 
  
 
Sanlando Utilities  
 
Potable water demand for Sanlando Utilities has been projected to increase slowly by 
the SJRWMD and by Sanlando Utilities.  Sanlando Utilities projected an 8.8 % 
increase (from 6.8 to 7.3 mgd) between 2005 and 2025.  SJRWMD projected an 8.2 % 
increase (from 9.9 to 10.8 mgd) in the same period.  By 2025, potable demand 
projections differ by 3.4 mgd (46.5 %). 
 
The SJRWMD and Sanlando Utilities use distinctly different per capita consumption 
rates and population projections to make potable demand projections.  Sanlando 
Utilities projected a population of 34,097 in 2005 rising to 36,722 by 2025.  SJRWMD 
projected a population of 35,174 in 2005 with an increase to 38,071 by 2025.  The 
difference in population in 2025 between the Sanlando Utilities’ projection (36,722) 
and the SJRWMD’s projection (38,071) is 1,299 (3.5 %).  SJRWMD anticipated a per 
capita consumption of 283 gpcd throughout the planning period.  Sanlando Utilities 
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projected a slight increase in per capita consumption from 198 gpcd in 2005 to 200 
gpcd in 2025. 
 
Sanlando Utilities did not provide wastewater flow projections for the utility. Reuse 
demand was projected to increase from 3.1 mgd in 2005 to 3.4 mgd in 2015.  
SJRWMD did not project wastewater flow or reuse demand.  A flow summary is 
presented in Figure 12. 
 
 
Based on the high per capita consumption and depending upon wastewater generation, 
Sanlando Utilities may benefit from further conservation and reuse. At the present time, 
it appears Sanlando Utilities does not anticipate deriving much benefit from 
conservation or reuse of future development or retrofitting opportunities for existing 
development. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The total SJRWMD and Cooperator population projections were tabulated and 
compared as presented in Table 1.  Cooperators who provided population projections 
projected an additional population of 22,395 for a difference of 5% in 2025 when 
compared to SJRWMD projections.  The total 2025 population is projected by 
Cooperators to be 516,862.  Please note, if population projections were not provided by 
the Cooperators, SJRWMD projections were assumed.  2025 population projections not 
provided were calculated to be the same percent increase between the 2015 and 2020 
populations.   
 
The total SJRWMD and Cooperator potable water demand projections were tabulated 
and compared as presented in Table 2.  The Cooperators that provided demand 
projections estimated an additional potable water demand of 0.6 mgd in 2025 when 
compared to SJRWMD projections, or a difference of 1%.  The total 2025 public 
supply water demand projected by Cooperators, for all utilities greater than 0.1 mgd, is 
89.7 mgd.  If projections were not provided, SJRWMD demand projections were 
assumed.  As indicated in Table 3, for those utilities that provided projections only 
through 2020, the 2025 demand was calculated to be the same percent increase between 
the 2015 and 2020 demand.  The projected total 2025 CUP allocation is 76.1 mgd, for a 
shortfall of 13.6 mgd.  The total water demand and the CUP allocations are presented in 
Figure 13. 
 
The wastewater treatment plant capacities, wastewater projections and reuse projections 
are summarized in Table 4.  Projections were not provided for each facility.  The total 
reported wastewater flow projection for 2025 is 87.3 mgd.  The potential additional 
available reuse is 35.6 mgd.  However, only a portion of the reuse flows generated will 
be allocated to utilities in Seminole County because the Iron Bridge Facility is located 
in Seminole County but owned by the City of Orlando.   
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CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL WATER USE AND RESULTING 
AVAILABILITY OF GROUNDWATER FOR PUBLIC USE 

 
Historical agricultural water use and agricultural acreage and projections to Year 2025 
have been tabulated in the District’s Water Supply Assessment (2003).  The data 
indicate that agricultural water use will reduce from 9.8 mgd in 1995 to 8.2 mgd for an 
average rainfall year and to 9.2 mgd in a 1 in 10-year rainfall year.  A predicted 
decrease in agricultural acreage (from 4,797 acres to 3,704 acres) is expected during the 
same time period.  The reduction in water use amounts to 1500 gallons per day per acre 
([9.8 – 8.2]/ [4,797 – 3,704]). 
 
Based on the County Comprehensive Plan, most of the reduction in agricultural land 
will occur on parcels where the future land use is anticipated as Low Density 
Residential (4 to 7 Dwelling Units per acre).  The County has adopted a level of service 
standard of 350 gallons per day (average daily flow) per Equivalent Residential 
Connection (ERC). Thus, for Low Density Residential development of agricultural 
land, the projected average daily flow can be expected to be 1400 (350 x 4) to 2450 
(350 x 7) gallons per day per acre. On that basis, conversion of agricultural land to 
residential is likely to increase demand for water. To the extent that the agricultural 
land was supplied by surface water or reuse and the residential use needs to be supplied 
by groundwater, this will create a further gap in the availability of groundwater.  The 
gap can only be narrowed by increased conservation and/or increased reuse to 
residential projects. 
 
 





Utility 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
City of Altamonte Springs 1 55,576 60,620 64,625 67,540 68,701 55,576 60,620 64,625 67,540 70,586 1,885 3% 68,701
City of Casselberry 49,727 53,732 61,159 63,467 64,778 53,739 55,383 57,057 59,120 61,500 -3,278 -5% 61,500
City of Lake Mary 13,411 14,815 16,797 17,012 17,187 - 18,000 19,000 19,000 19,000 1,813 10% 19,000
City of Longwood 14,265 15,608 17,542 17,961 19,332 14,177 14,289 14,400 14,512 14,612 -4,720 -32% 14,612
City of Oviedo 28,478 31,094 34,393 34,847 35,861 26,316 29,928 37,444 42,675 53,138 17,277 33% 53,138
City of Sanford 47,982 57,022 64,423 68,180 70,333 42,252 63,391 81,589 105,011 135,158 64,825 48% 135,158
City of Winter Springs 36,944 37,641 39,694 42,093 43,595 - 40,261 41,447 42,668 43,889 294 1% 43,889
Florida Water Services - Chuluota 3,937 4,921 5,781 6,643 7,382 - - - - - - - 7,382
Palm Valley MHP 1,812 1,949 2,254 2,221 2,275 - - - - - - - 2,275
Seminole County - Apple Valley 2,966 3,344 3,774 4,101 4,380 - - - - - - - 4,380
Seminole County - Druid Hills/Bretton Woods 579 579 579 579 579 - - - - - - - 579
Seminole County - Meredith Manor 1,349 1,401 1,436 1,451 1,467 - - - - - - - 1,467
Seminole County - Northeast 1 17,400 19,839 22,708 23,336 23,792 20,020 20,483 21,259 22,681 24,198 406 2% 23,792
Seminole County - Northwest 1 17,143 23,485 30,005 30,437 30,870 16,848 25,623 29,878 30,554 31,245 375 1% 30,870
Seminole County - Southeast 1 41,663 43,853 45,719 47,007 47,934 47,327 52,074 57,900 59,162 60,452 12,518 21% 60,452
Seminole County - Southwest 1 8,995 9,824 10,582 10,970 11,289 6,236 6,451 6,603 6,603 6,603 -4,686 -71% 11,289
Utilities Inc - Oakland Shores 326 326 326 326 326 - - - - - - - 326
Utilities Inc - Ravenna Park 925 951 976 976 976 - - - - - - - 976
Utilities Inc - Sanlando Utilities 35,174 36,629 37,529 37,830 38,071 34,097 35,252 35,777 36,302 36,722 -1,349 -4% 36,722
Utilities Inc - Weathersfield 3,278 3,307 3,319 3,319 3,319 - - - - - - - 3,319
SUB-TOTAL 381,930 420,940 463,621 480,296 492,447 316,588 421,755 466,979 505,828 557,103 85,360 17% 579,827
Domestic Self Supply and Utilities <0.1 mgd 29,863 30,849 31,740 32,361 32,804 - - - - - - - 32,804
TOTAL 411,793 451,789 495,361 512,657 525,251 316,588 421,755 466,979 505,828 557,103 85,360 16% 612,631

Notes:
1.  2025 Cooperator projection was calculated as the average percent increase between 2015 and 2020.
2.  If Cooperator projections were not provided,the Total 2025 Population is equal to the SJRWMD projection.

COOPERATOR 

Table 1:  Population Projection Comparison 

Total 2025 
Population 2

% 
Difference

2025 Difference 
(Coop. - 

SJRWMD) 

SJRWMD



Utility 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

City of Altamonte Springs 1 7.69 8.39 8.94 9.34 9.50 7.91 8.63 9.20 9.62 10.06 0.56 6% 10.06
City of Casselberry 6.58 7.11 8.09 8.39 8.57 5.27 5.43 5.59 5.85 6.11 -2.46 -40% 6.11
City of Lake Mary 3.45 3.82 4.33 4.38 4.43 - 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.20 -0.23 -5% 4.20
City of Longwood 2.13 2.33 2.62 2.68 2.89 2.41 2.43 2.44 2.47 2.48 -0.41 -17% 2.48
City of Oviedo 4.52 4.94 5.46 5.53 5.69 4.21 4.79 5.99 6.83 8.50 2.81 33% 8.50
City of Sanford 7.21 8.72 9.95 10.58 10.94 5.87 6.89 8.84 9.49 9.62 -1.32 -14% 9.62
City of Winter Springs 5.11 5.21 5.49 5.82 6.03 - 4.40 4.40 4.60 4.60 -1.43 -31% 4.60
Florida Water Services - Chuluota 0.56 0.75 0.91 1.08 1.22 - - - - - - - 1.22
Palm Valley MHP 0.35 0.38 0.44 0.43 0.44 - - - - - - - 0.44
Seminole County - Apple Valley 0.55 0.62 0.70 0.76 0.81 - - - - - - - 0.81
Seminole County - Druid Hills/Bretton Woods 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 - - - - - - - 0.11
Seminole County - Meredith Manor 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34 - - - - - - - 0.34
Seminole County - Northeast 1 2.64 3.00 3.44 3.53 3.60 3.43 3.55 3.60 3.93 4.29 0.69 16% 4.29
Seminole County - Northwest 1 6.16 8.58 11.06 11.23 11.39 6.92 9.96 11.51 11.72 11.93 0.54 5% 11.93
Seminole County - Southeast 8.79 9.25 9.64 9.91 10.11 10.08 11.20 12.43 12.67 15.53 5.42 35% 15.53
Seminole County - Southwest 1 1.29 1.41 1.52 1.58 1.62 1.35 1.40 1.46 1.46 1.46 -0.16 -11% 1.46
Utilities Inc - Jansen S/D 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 - - - - - - - 0.07
Utilities Inc - Oakland Shores 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 - - - - - - - 0.10
Utilities Inc - Ravenna Park 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 - - - - - - - 0.10
Utilities Inc - Sanlando Utilities 9.94 10.35 10.61 10.69 10.76 6.75 7.05 7.16 7.26 7.34 -3.42 -47% 7.34
Utilities Inc - Weathersfield 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 - - - - - - - 0.37
SUB-TOTAL 68.02 75.94 84.28 87.02 89.09 54.20 69.73 76.82 80.10 86.13 0.60 1% 89.69
Domestic Self Supply and Utilities <0.1 mgd 3.81 3.94 4.05 4.13 4.19 - - - - - - - 4.19
TOTAL 71.83 79.88 88.33 91.15 93.28 54.20 69.73 76.82 80.10 86.13 0.60 1% 93.88

Notes:
1.  2025 Cooperator projection was not provided and calculated as the average percent increase between 2015 and 2020.
2.  If Cooperator projections were not provided,the Total 2025 Water Demand is equal to the SJRWMD projection.

COOPERATOR 

Table 2:  Potable Water Demand Projection Comparison (mgd)

Total 2025 
Water 

Demand 2
% 

Difference

2025 Difference 
(Coop. - 

SJRWMD)

SJRWMD



2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

City of Altamonte Springs* 18.00 18.00 3/7/2026 7.30 7.80 8.40 8.70 8.90 5.37 7.91 8.63 9.20 9.62 10.06
City of Casselberry 14.23 14.23 8/8/2020 6.42 6.62 6.82 7.00 7.02 4.84 5.27 5.43 5.59 5.85 6.11
City of Lake Mary 12.96 17.28 5/11/2025 4.50 4.90 4.40 4.40 4.40 3.47 - 4.00 4.20 4.20 4.20
City of Longwood 7.09 7.10 9/6/2022 2.52 2.54 2.24 2.24 2.24 1.94 2.41 2.43 2.44 2.47 2.48
City of Oviedo 20.48 19.24 10/9/2006 4.12 4.27 4.27 4.27 4.27 3.88 4.2 4.8 6.0 6.8 8.5
City of Sanford 15.10 15.10 2/8/2026 8.51 9.58 9.58 9.58 9.58 7.04 5.87 6.89 8.84 9.49 9.62
City of Winter Springs 11.45 11.45 10/8/2006 5.19 5.38 5.38 5.38 5.38 4.02 - 4.40 4.40 4.60 4.60
Florida Water Services - Chuluota 1.80 1.80 4/12/2007 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.37 0.56 0.75 0.91 1.08 1.22
Palm Valley MHP 0.90 0.90 12/20/2006 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.15 0.35 0.38 0.44 0.43 0.44
Seminole County - Apple Valley 1.50 1.50 3/7/2026 0.52 0.64 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.50 0.55 0.62 0.70 0.76 0.81
Seminole County - Druid Hills 0.90 0.90 9/16/2012 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
Seminole County - Meredith Manor 0.83 0.83 5/8/2022 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.22 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34
Seminole County - Northeast* 4.03 4.03 11/30/2003 3.02 3.02 3.02 3.02 3.02 1.81 3.43 3.55 3.60 3.93 4.29
Seminole County - Northwest* 8.15 8.15 3/11/2010 6.43 8.23 8.23 8.23 8.23 5.09 6.92 9.96 11.51 11.72 11.93
Seminole County - Southeast 15.64 15.64 11/30/2003 9.15 9.15 9.15 9.15 9.15 9.00 10.08 11.20 12.43 12.67 15.53
Seminole County - Southwest* 2.56 2.56 9/11/2021 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.16 1.35 1.40 1.46 1.46 1.46
Utilities Inc - Jansen S/D 0.31 0.31 11/15/2005 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
Utilities Inc - Oakland Shores 0.33 0.33 10/15/2020 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Utilities Inc - Revenna Park 0.36 0.36 11/15/2020 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Utilities Inc - Sanlando Utilities 16.70 16.70 11/11/2004 9.71 9.71 9.71 9.68 9.71 8.06 6.75 7.05 7.16 7.26 7.34
Utilities Inc - Weathersfield 0.86 0.86 11/22/2005 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.31 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37
SUBTOTAL 154.19 157.28 - 70.81 75.26 75.36 75.81 76.06 57.54 56.71 72.56 79.95 83.46 89.69
Domestic Self Supply and Utilities <0.1 mgd 3.52 3.52 - - - - - - 4.13 3.81 3.94 4.05 4.13 4.19
TOTAL 157.71 160.80 - 70.81 75.26 75.36 75.81 76.06 61.67 60.52 76.50 84.00 87.59 93.87

Notes:
1.  If a build-out capacity was not provided, assume current permitted capacity is equal to build-out capacity
2.  The Current Flow provided by Cooperators or FDEP.
* If 2025 year projection was not provided, SJRWMD 2025 projection was used.

Potable Water Demand Projections (mgd)

Table 3:  Potable Water Demand Summary

Current 
Flow 2

Permitted 
WTP 

Capacity

2025 Planned 
WTP Capacity 1

CUP 
Expiration 

Date

CUP Allocation (mgd)
Owner



2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

Utilities Inc. Alafaya PUD 2.40 1.15 2.40 - - - - - 1.15 1.18 1.22 1.25 1.28
City of Altamonte Springs Altamonte Springs 12.50 6.05 12.50 5.26 - - 6.78 - 6.05 11.02 11.90 12.50 13.1
City of Cassellberry Cassellberry 2.20 1.08 2.20 1.05 1.45 1.75 1.85 1.85 1.05 1.45 1.75 1.85 1.85
Florida Water Chuluota 0.10 0.03 0.10 - - - - - 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06
Utilities Inc. Shadow Hills 0.47 0.42 0.47 - - - - - 0.42 0.47 0.52 0.57 0.62
City of Orlando Iron Bridge Regional 2 40.00 27.50 40.00 - - - - - 27.50 31.73 35.95 40.17 44.39
Palm Valley Association Palm Valley MHP 0.13 0.09 0.13 - - - - - 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.16
City of Sanford Sanford 7.30 7.55 7.30 8.38 10.45 11.33 11.75 12.19 8.38 10.45 11.33 11.75 12.19
City of Sanford Sanford South (Proposed) 2.00 - 6.00 - - - - - - - - - 3.42
Seminole County Greenwood Lakes 3.50 1.91 3.50 2.59 2.75 2.83 2.96 - 2.59 2.75 2.83 2.96 3.1
Seminole County Northwest Regional 2.50 1.63 2.50 2.15 3.02 3.42 3.51 - 2.15 3.02 3.42 3.51 3.6
Utilities Inc. Lincoln Heights 0.12 - 0.12 - - - - - - - - - -
Utilities Inc. Wekiva Hunt Club 2.90 2.34 2.90 - - - - - - - - - -
Utilities Inc. Woodlands/Des Pinar 0.50 0.31 0.50 - - - - - - - - - -
City of Winter Springs Winter Springs East/Tuscawilla 2.01 1.16 2.01 - - - - - 2.30 2.60 2.88 3.18 3.51
City of Winter Springs 3 Winter Springs West 2.07 1.16 2.07 - - - - - - - - - -

80.70 52.38 84.70 19.43 17.67 19.33 26.85 14.04 51.71 64.81 71.96 77.93 87.31

Notes:
1.  If a build-out capacity was not provided, assume current permitted capacity = build-out capacity
2.  Iron Bridge Regional is located in Seminole County, owned by City of Orlando, and serves parts of Orange and Seminole County.
3.  The City of Winter Springs wastewater projections for the Winter Springs East Facility are projections for the East and West facilities.

Projected Reuse Demands, mgd Projected Wastewater Flows, mgd

Facility Name

Table 4:  Wastewater and Reuse Summary

2025 
Planned 
WWTP 

Capacity 1

Average 
Flow 
(mgd)

Permitted 
Capacity 

(mgd)
Owner or Operator



2005 2020 2025 2005 2020 2025 2005 2020 2025 2005 2020 2025 2005 2020 2025
City of Altamonte Springs 142.33 142.43 55,576 67,540 - 7.91 9.62 - 5.26 6.78 - 6.05 12.50 - 6.45 5.00 6.08 - 1.08
City of Casselberry 98.07 99.35 53,739 59,120 61,500 5.27 5.85 6.11 1.05 1.85 1.85 1.05 1.85 1.85 0.80 4.84 5.32 5.54 0.70
City of Lake Mary - 221.05 - 19,000 19,000 - 4.20 4.20 - - - - 0.93 0.93 0.00 - 1.71 1.71 0.00
City of Longwood 169.99 169.72 14,177 14,512 14,612 2.41 2.47 2.48 - - - - - - - 1.28 1.31 1.32 0.04
City of Oviedo 159.98 159.96 26,316 42,675 53,138 4.21 6.83 8.50 - - - 0.42 1.15 1.39 0.97 2.37 3.84 4.78 2.41
City of Sanford 138.93 71.18 42,252 105,011 135,158 5.87 9.49 9.62 8.38 11.75 12.19 8.38 11.75 12.19 3.81 3.80 9.45 12.16 8.36
Seminole County - Southeast 212.99 214.16 47,327 59,162 - 10.08 12.67 15.53 - - - 4.61 5.84 - 1.23 4.26 5.32 - 1.07
Seminole County - Southwest 216.48 221.11 6,236 6,603 - 1.35 1.46 - - - - 0.38 0.43 - 0.05 0.56 0.59 - 0.03
Seminole County - Northeast 171.33 173.27 20,020 22,681 - 3.43 3.93 - 2.59 2.96 - 2.59 2.96 - 0.37 1.80 2.04 - 0.24
Seminole County - Northwest 410.73 383.58 16,848 30,554 - 6.92 11.72 - 2.15 3.51 - 2.15 3.51 - 1.36 1.52 2.75 - 1.23
Utilities Inc - Sanlando Utilities 197.94 199.99 34,097 36,302 36,722 6.75 7.26 7.34 - - - 3.13 - - - 3.07 3.27 3.30 0.24
City of Winter Springs - 104.81 - 42,668 43,889 - 4.60 4.60 - 3.18 3.51 - 3.18 3.51 0.33 - 3.84 3.95 0.11
TOTAL 171.20 160.39 316,588 505,828 364,019 54.20 80.10 58.38 19.43 30.03 17.55 28.76 44.10 19.87 15.37 28.49 45.52 32.76 15.51

Notes:  
1.  Information not provided was left blank.
2.  If 2025 Projection was not provided, 2020 data was used.

Wastewater Flow 
Projections (mgd)Population Projections Water Use 

Projections (mgd)

Increase over 
period of 
projection 

(mgd)

Table 5:  Cooperator Potable Water Demand Per Capita Comparison

Utility

Increase over 
period of 
projection 

(mgd)

2005 Per 
Capita 
(gpd)

2020 or 2025 
Per Capita 

(gpd) 

Wastewater Generation 
Potential at 100 gallons per 

day per capita (mgd)

Reuse Water 
Projections (mgd)





Figure 1:  City of Altamonte Springs -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN

Notes:  The City of Altamonte Springs has a wholesale agreement with 
the Seminole County Southwest Wastewater Service Area.  

CUP Expiration Date



Figure 2:  City of Casselberry -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 3:  City of Lake Mary -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 4:  City of Longwood -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 5:  City of Oviedo -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 6:  City of Sanford -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 7:  City of Winter Springs -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 8:  Seminole County Northeast -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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CUP Expiration Date

Note: CUP renewal under review.



Figure 9:  Seminole County Northwest -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 10:  Seminole County Southeast -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Note: CUP renewal under review.



Figure 11:  Seminole County Southwest -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Figure 12:  Sanlando Utilities -
Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Note: CUP renewal under review.
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Figure 13:  Total Water Demand vs CUP Allocation (ADF)
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Note: Demands are for Utilities >0.1 mgd.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Objectives 
 
The Seminole County Water Supply Plan (Plan) objectives are to meet Cooperators’ 
current and future water demands with traditional and alternative water sources while 
sustaining water quality and protecting wetland and aquatic systems.  Task (F) of the Plan 
identifies preferred alternative water supply (AWS) projects, develops evaluation criteria, 
applies the criteria to projects, and ranks the alternative water supply projects. 
 
Background 
 
Seminole County and surrounding areas are experiencing development and population 
growth that have led to increased demands on water resources and the related natural 
environment.  The St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) predicts that 
within 20 years, traditional groundwater supplies will not be adequate to provide for 
future demands in many areas of east-central Florida, and that alternative sources will be 
required. 
 
Seminole County and the municipalities of Altamonte Springs, Casselberry, Lake Mary, 
Longwood, Oviedo, Sanford and Winter Springs (Cooperators) have formed a coalition, 
in cooperation with the SJRWMD to prepare a Seminole County Water Supply Plan.  
ARCADIS was hired to prepare the Plan and coordinate with the Cooperators to ensure 
that future demands are met while preserving and protecting environmental resources.   
 
Project Efforts 
 
Two planning periods were considered for the Plan.  The first period includes horizons 
2005 to 2025, viewed on individual Cooperator and private utility basis.  The second 
period includes horizons 2030, 2035, 2040, and 2045, viewed on a county basis.   
 
Each Cooperator maintains at least one consumptive use permit (CUP) which allocates 
groundwater withdrawals for the permittee.  SJRWMD has indicated that the existing CUP 
allocations held by the Cooperators would not likely be increased in the future.  Therefore 
the future available “supply” is effectively limited to the CUP allocation.  Based on recent 
SJRWMD proposed policies, the traditional sources will be limited to the 2013 demand of 
the permittee. 
 
The difference or deficit for each Cooperator (2005 to 2025) and for the entire County 
(2026 to 2045) was calculated by subtracting the demand from supply.  Table 1 shows the 
supply, water demand projections, and deficit (or difference) equals supply minus demand 
for 2005 to 2045 on a county-wide basis. Table 2 shows the supply, water demand 
projections, and difference on a Cooperator level for 2005 to 2025. 
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As shown in Figure 10 (as named in the complete Plan), the potable water demand in 
Seminole County is projected to increase steadily through the 40-year planning period to 
2045.  The Seminole County total indicates that the projected average day demand in 2025 
is 89.7 mgd and 140.4 mgd in 2045.  The projected water demand is expected to exceed the 
supply (existing CUP allocation) in 2013, as shown on Figure 10.  In 2025, the demand is 
projected to exceed supply by 13.3 mgd and then by 64.3 mgd in 2045.   
  

Figure 10:  Seminole County Water Supply Summary (MGD)
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Findings 
 
As part of Task F, several workshops were attended by Cooperators and other Plan 
participants.  The outcome of the workshops was a mutually agreed upon list of four 
alternative water supply projects for potable (drinking water) supply and 17 alternative 
water supply projects for non-potable supply purposes, excluding water 
conservation/demand reduction efforts. The project details and costs are summarized in 
this technical memorandum.   
 
Two criteria were chosen by the Cooperators for evaluation of the alternative water 
supply projects.  The evaluation criteria chosen are 1) Environmental Impact and 2) Cost. 
 
The projects are presented in a table format to show how the Deficit (or Difference, 
Supply-Demand) could be satisfied by the selected projects on a Cooperator-basis for the 
planning horizons 2010 to 2025 for both potable and non-potable needs.  A regional 
approach was taken when reviewing future needs from 2026 to 2045.  The total capacity 
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and adjusted capital costs for all projects combined are summarized below.  Adjusted 
capital costs are costs minus anticipated funding dollars.  (Projects 9a and 9b were not 
included in the total because they vary by intake location only from projects 10a and 
10b.) 
 

• Potable: Total Capacity = 36 mgd, ADF 
  Total Adjusted Capital Cost = $158 Million     
• Non-potable: Total Capacity = 57 mgd, ADF 
 Total Adjusted Capital Cost = $103 Million     

 
Based on workshop discussion, three project rankings were developed: 

 
1. Environmental Impact 
2. Cost 
3. Total (Environmental Impact + Costs) 

 
Table 6 presents each AWS project in ranked order for the environmental impact 
criterion.  Table 7 presents each AWS project in ranked order for the cost criterion.  The 
scores for environmental impact and cost are totaled and thereby ranked and shown on 
Table 8. 
 
Suggested Cooperator Action Items 
 
As water sources become limited or unavailable, regional planning will be required to 
satisfy the water supply needs of Florida. This is evidenced by the Central Florida 
Coordination Area (CFCA) Action Plan. The Cooperators have shown their ability to 
consider regional planning with the culmination of this Plan.  To conduct regional 
planning and implementation efforts, new partnerships and vehicles of implementation 
may need to be developed.  This Plan and the knowledge of the AWS project details, 
scoring outcome of the criteria points, and ranking (as presented in this TM) is a basis for 
the Cooperators to take the next step in the process of developing and implementing 
alternative water supply sources for future needs.  At present, the following actions items 
are scheduled. 
 

1. Gerald Chancellor and ARCADIS will present the Plan to Team A (City 
Managers) for their review and approval, February 2007. 

2. Gerald Seeber presents the Plan to the Seminole joint County/City elected 
officials meeting in March 2007. 

 
Other suggested milestones/schedules for Cooperator’s consideration are: 

• 2007 - Development of implementation strategies; and Partnership Evaluation and 
Potential Agreements 

• 2007 to 2013 - Initiate Planning, Design, Permitting, and Construction as 
appropriate 
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It is important to remember that the ranking of the projects is subjective as the AWS 
projects do not serve the same geographical area.  The ranking provides a guideline for 
further investigation and evaluation by the Cooperators.  AWS project details are subject 
to change, based on funding availability, CIP plans, availability of willing partners, and 
other influencing factors. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
 
Seminole County and surrounding areas are experiencing development and population 
growth that have led to increased demands on water resources and the related natural 
environment.  The St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) predicts that 
within 20 years, traditional groundwater supplies will not be adequate to provide for 
future demands in many areas of east-central Florida, and that alternative sources will be 
required. 
 
Seminole County and the municipalities of Altamonte Springs, Casselberry, Lake Mary, 
Longwood, Oviedo, Sanford and Winter Springs (Cooperators) have formed a coalition, 
are cooperating with the SJRWMD to prepare a Seminole County Water Supply Plan 
(Plan).  ARCADIS was hired to prepare the Plan and coordinate with the Cooperators to 
ensure that future demands are met while preserving and protecting environmental 
resources.   
 
Previous Plan task efforts included review of existing plans, data collection, review of 
water conservation and reuse programs, and development of flow projections.  Involved 
in these efforts were workshops, development of technical memoranduma and a GIS 
database.  This document represents the deliverable under “Task F: Compilation, 
Evaluation, and Ranking of Alternative Water Supply Projects.”   
 
Objective 
 
The Seminole County Water Supply Plan (Plan) objectives are to meet Cooperators’ 
current and future water demands with traditional and alternative water sources while 
sustaining water quality and protecting wetland and aquatic systems.  
 
Scope of Services 
 
As a part of Task F, ARCADIS facilitated a workshop on July 12, 2006, to review 
Cooperator-proposed projects and to help identify other traditional and alternative water 
supply development projects for further review.  Evaluation criteria was also discussed 
and selected at the workshop.  To identify preferred alternatives, ARCADIS performed 
an evaluation of potential traditional and alternative water supply development projects 
for future water supply. 
 
At the workshop held on July 12, 2006, ARCADIS presented a list of suggested criteria for 
evaluation of the identified projects.  The list of suggested criteria is as follows: 

 
1. Resource Availability 
2. Water Quality 
3. Permittability 
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4. Environmental Impacts 
5. Constructability 
6. Cost 
7. Customer Satisfaction 
8. Multi-Jurisdictional 
 

The Cooperators were requested to add or delete any criteria and to rank the criteria in 
order of importance.  At the workshop and after subsequent discussions, the Cooperators 
agreed that the final list of project evaluation criteria is limited to two.  In order of ranking 
these criteria are: 
 

1. Environmental Impact 
2. Cost 

 
ARCADIS facilitated a second workshop on October 12, 2006 to review the evaluated 
projects.  Cooperators provided comments at the workshop and in the  following weeks.  
These comments were taken under consideration and the results are reflected in this 
technical memorandum. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS FOR COOPERATORS 
 
The primary water suppliers in Seminole County include public and private water utility 
systems.  Figure 1 shows the present service area of each of the major water suppliers in the 
County.  There are 46 reported potable water treatment facilities in Seminole County with a 
total permitted capacity of 152.72 million gallons per day (mgd) in 2005.  There are 16 
reported wastewater treatment facilities in Seminole County with a total permitted 
treatment capacity of 80.7 mgd in 2005.   
 
Existing facility capacities, current and projected demands/flows, and storage capacities 
were summarized and provided in the Task E technical memorandum.  At the time of 
writing the Task E technical memorandum, supply was designated as each facility’s 
existing consumptive use permit (CUP).  Since that time, SJRWMD has proposed a new 
policy concerning future CUP allocations.  The new policy will affect the “supply” portion 
of a deficit (or difference) equals supply minus demand equation used to evaluate future 
needs.  The effects of these changes are discussed in the Central Florida Coordination Area 
section and in Appendix A.  For ease of review, the Cooperator system characteristic; 
projected water demand, supply, wastewater flow, and reuse quantities have been graphed 
and provided as Figures 2 to 9.   
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FUTURE NEEDS FOR COOPERATORS 
 
Planning Period Development  
 
As outlined in the revised Task E technical memorandum, two planning periods were 
considered for the Plan.  The first period includes horizons 2005, 2010, 2015, 2020 and 
2025, viewed on an individual Cooperator and private utility basis.  The second period 
includes horizons 2030, 2035, 2040, and 2045, viewed on a county basis.   
 
Two projection data sets were provided to ARCADIS. For the initial planning period, 
population and water demand projections were provided by SJRWMD and the Cooperators 
for the horizons 2005 to 2025.  Portions of Seminole County and some private utilities did 
not provide self-generated data; and consequently SJRWMD water demand projection data 
were used to evaluate future needs.  Included in the data are private utilities which 
comprise 11% of the total water demand for geographic Seminole County in the 2005 to 
2025 period. 
 
The population and water demand projection data set for 2005 to 2025 provided by 
SJRWMD was developed using a forecasting model developed for SJRWMD by GIS 
Associates, Inc.  The model used various factors such as historical data and spatial 
considerations (non-developable land, inappropriate land uses, “build out” data, etc) to 
develop the 2005 to 2025 population and water demand projection data set.  It is assumed 
that the Cooperators used similar information in their data set development as the 
projections in most cases are similar to the SJRWMD data set.   
 
The Cooperators also requested that ARCADIS provide population and water demand data 
for horizons 2030, 2035, 2040 and 2045. A linear forecasting method was used to predict 
county-wide water demand.  The basis for the forecasts was the blended data set (as 
discussed above) from 2005 to 2025, linearly extrapolated to 2045.  
 
Central Florida Coordination Area (CFCA) 
 
In September 2006, SJRWMD issued a memorandum titled “Recommended Action Plan 
for the Central Florida Coordination Area.  A Cooperative Effort of the South Florida, 
Southwest Florida and St. Johns River Water Management Districts”.  This document is 
provided as Appendix A.  The November SJRWMD WaterWatch publication summarized 
the CFCA efforts as follows:  
 

“In spring 2006, the executive directors of the three districts instructed their staffs 
to work together to develop a plan for better coordination and communication in 
the high-growth area of central Florida. This effort was necessitated by the 
frequency and complexity of issues in each of the districts related to the 
sustainability of groundwater resources to meet current and future demands. 
Decisions made by one district in an area often impact the two neighboring 
districts.” 
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The three districts have developed an action plan to assure a coordinated and 
consistent approach throughout the Central Florida Coordination Area (CFCA), 
which includes Polk, Orange, Osceola and Seminole counties, southern Lake 
County, and the city of Cocoa’s public supply service area in Brevard County. 
The plan for the CFCA requires alternative water supply (AWS) projects to be 
developed to meet allocation of groundwater beyond 2013-projected demands. 
 
The CFCA action plan includes three elements — regulatory, water supply 
planning, and modeling and tools. In the short term, the regulatory plan  
 
• Limits new groundwater allocations to a maximum needed to meet 2013 
demands 
• Provides opportunity for 20-year permit durations based on the 2013 allocation 
for those utilities committed to alternative water source projects by 2013 
 
Over the long range, the plan will help develop consistent permitting criteria 
among the districts, as well as develop and implement a long-term water supply 
strategy for alternative water sources and for equitable allocation of any 
additional available groundwater.” 

 
As mentioned in the existing conditions section of this TM, supply was previously viewed 
equal to each facility’s existing CUP.  The CFCA action plan limits caps future CUP 
allocation to the respective facilities 2013 demand.  The new policy affects the “supply” 
portion of a deficit (or difference) equals supply minus demand equation used to evaluate 
future needs in the Plan.   
 
Evaluation of Deficits/Differences 
 
The blended data set was used as the basis for the projected “demands”.  The difference 
or deficit for each Cooperator (2005 to 2025) and for the entire County (2026 to 2045) 
was calculated by subtracting the demand from supply, with the supply being the 
Cooperators’ respective 2013 demand.  Table 1 shows the supply, water demand 
projections, and difference (supply minus demand) for 2005 to 2045 on a county-wide 
basis. For each Cooperator water supply, water demand, and difference (supply minus 
demand) is summarized for 2005 to 2025 in Table 2.   
 
As shown in Figure 10, the potable water demand in Seminole County is projected to 
increase steadily through the 40-year planning period to 2045.  The Seminole County total 
demand indicates that the projected average day demand in 2025 is 89.7 mgd and 140.4 
mgd in 2045.  Based on the CFCA proposal, projected water demand will exceed the 
supply in 2014, as shown on Figure 10.  In 2025, the demand is projected to exceed supply 
by 13.3 mgd and then by 63.4 mgd in 2045.   
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ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY PROJECTS 
 
Development of Alternative Water Supply Projects 

 
Alternative water supply (AWS) projects were developed from input gathered from the 
Cooperators at workshops and meetings.  Several of the projects were included in the 
2005 District Water Supply Plan (DWSP).  Some of the AWS projects were updated 
and/or combined and are included in the Plan.   The AWS projects have been 
geographically located and are shown on Figure 11. 

 
List of Alternative Water Supply Projects 

 
1 – Water Conservation/Demand Reduction  
2 – North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water Augmentation 

System Expansion and Optimization Study 
2a – Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water System Improvements 
2b – Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
2c –Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
2d – New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New Reclaimed Water 

Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria St, New Reclaimed Water Main 
from US 17-92 to SR 46 

2e – Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 
2f – Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
2g – Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 
2h – Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration & Pumping System, 

Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes 
Reclaimed Water System Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins 

2i – Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with Altamonte Springs 
2j – Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation 

3 – Eastern Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 
4 – Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT 
5 – Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project 
6 – Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 
7a – Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System Augmentation Project 
7b – Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility - Potable 
8 – Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects; Kingsbridge West Phase I & Lake Rogers; Big 

Oak, Twin Rivers Phase I and Alafaya Woods 17 & 18; Division Street 
Reclaimed Water Main; Twin Rivers Reclaimed Water Main 

9a – Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 
9b – Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable 
10a – Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with Storage 
10b – Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 
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Development of Associated Costs of the Alternative Water Supply 
Projects 

 
Costs were developed either by Cooperators or by ARCADIS.  ARCADIS developed the 
costs based on the Cost Estimating and Economic Criteria for 2005 District Water Supply 
Plan, SJRWMD.  The total capital cost is the sum of construction cost, non-construction 
capital cost, land cost, and land acquisition cost.  The unit production cost is based on the 
equivalent annual cost divided by the annual water production and expressed in terms of 
dollars per 1,000 gallons.  The equivalent annual cost accounts for total capital cost and 
operation and maintenance costs with facility operating at average day design capacity. 
 
Once costs were developed for each AWS project, consideration was given to potential 
cost-sharing for capital costs under the SJRWMD Water Protection and Sustainability 
Program (WPSP).  The current funding SJRWMD basis is:   
 
• Up to 40% of capital costs for surface water projects providing new public supply 

potable needs 
• Up to 30% of capital costs for surface water augmentation projects  
• Up to 20% of capital costs for reclaimed water projects  
 
It should be further recognized that SJRWMD is prioritizing most of the future projected 
funding to cost-share on multi-jurisdictional surface water projects that provide new 
water to meet potable water supply needs.  Therefore, future funding for these types of 
projects has a higher degree of certainty.  Future funding for reclaimed water projects is 
uncertain and is likely to be lower than the current 20%, if funds are available at all.  For 
the Plan the 20, 30 and 40 % were used based solely on the water use type of the AWS 
project i.e., surface water potable, surface water non-potable and reclaimed water.  Actual 
funding will likely differ.  Capital cost, potential WPSP cost sharing, total adjusted 
capital cost,  O&M cost, equivalent annual cost, and unit production cost were developed 
for each AWS project and are summarized in Table 3.  

 
Description of Alternative Water Supply Projects 
 
Each Cooperator strives to satisfy potable and non-potable demands.  Total demand equals 
the addition of the two components (potable and non-potable).  In most cases the 
Cooperators maintain a CUP for groundwater withdrawals.  The Cities of Oviedo and 
Sanford also maintain Reuse CUPs which limit surface water withdrawals.    In an effort to 
use the highest raw water quality for potable uses first, the demand was split into 40% for 
potable needs and 60% non-potable needs.  The 40/60 split was developed using SRJWMD 
data as well as other sources.   By using the split, each option could be allocated based on 
the water quality, with highest water quality satisfying the potable needs first.  Each AWS 
project was viewed by what need it would satisfy, thus two scenarios were used, potable 
options and non-potable options. 
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POTABLE WATER 
 
Project 1 – Water Conservation/Demand Reduction  
 
Description:  Each Cooperator currently has a water conservation/demand reduction plan in 
effect that includes one or more of the following potable and non-potable water 
conservation strategies: 
 

• Conservation Rate Structure 
• Meter Replacement Program 
• Low Volume Plumbing Programs 
• Audits 
• Reuse Water Program 
• XeriscapeTM Projects/Codes 
• Rain Sensor Program 
• Public Education/Outreach 
• Mail Outs to High Consumption Water Customers 
• Water Line Retrofits 
• Automatic Meter Reading 

 
These methods are currently in use throughout the County to reduce water demand and 
increase water conservation awareness.  With further awareness and implementation of 
these conservation methods, it is assumed that Cooperators can achieve a greater overall 
reduction in the short term with diminishing achievements as conservation efforts become 
universal.  
 
Project 2 – North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water and Surface Water 
Augmentation System Expansion and Optimization Study 
 
Projects 2a through 2j were included in the North Seminole Regional Reclaimed Water 
and Surface Water Augmentation System Expansion and Optimization Study, 2004. The 
Study was developed by the three parties (Sanford, Lake Mary, and Seminole County) 
and is often referred to as the Tri-Party Plan.  As previously mentioned, in some cases 
projects 2a through 2j have been updated with new information, provided by the 
Cooperators as part of this project.  Adjusted capital costs are total capital minus the 
potential WPSP cost sharing dollars.  
 
The water augmentation and reclaimed water system AWS projects allow the capability 
of users to move water between multi-jurisdictional Tri-party users.  This type of project 
will maximize displacement of current and future potable water demand to reduce per 
capita consumption of potable water in high use neighborhoods, thereby maximizing 
effectiveness of alternative water supplies. 
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Key elements of each AWS project have been developed and are summarized as follows: 
 
Project 2a – Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water System 
Improvements 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 

• Description:  The project includes the addition of the following 
improvements to the Sanford North WRF: augmentation, chlorine contact 
chamber and associated piping and fittings; augmentation transfer pump 
station; Actiflo systems and associated piping and fittings; sodium 
hypochlorite system modifications and augmentation system sludge 
management system components.  

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, St. Johns River 
 
• Potential Project Yield:  7.3 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $4.3 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.21/kgal 

 
Project 2b – Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Seminole County 
 
• Description:  The project includes construction of approximately 40,000 

feet of reclaimed water transmission main to serve reuse customers in a 
high irrigation area along Markham Woods Road as recommended in Tri-
Party Optimization Plan 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield: 3.0 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $3.9 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.23/kgal 

 
Project 2c – Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  Design and construct approximately 7,000 feet of reclaimed 

water transmission main on Orange Blvd from Markham Road to SR 46.  
Reclaimed main to increase capacity and interconnectivity of Tri-Party 
reclaimed water system. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 
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• Potential Project Yield:  2.5 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $0.4 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.03/kgal 
 

Project 2d – New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New Reclaimed 
Water Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria St, New Reclaimed Water Main 
from US 17-92 to SR 46 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  This project proposes a new reclaimed water main along East 

Lake Mary Blvd from Sanford South WRC to SR 46; a new reclaimed 
water main extending west from Sanford South WRC around Sanford 
International Airport and tying into the east main at the corner of Victoria 
Street and Willow Avenue; and a new reclaimed water main along 
Riverview Avenue from the existing 20-inch water main at US 17-92 to the 
existing 16-inch water main on SR 46.   

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  2.0 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $3.6 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.31/kgal 

 
Project 2e – Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  The project includes a reclaimed water main along Timacuan 

Blvd from Rinehart Rd to Mohegan Blvd upgrade from 8" to 16". 
 

• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 
 

• Potential Project Yield:  2.9 mgd 
 

• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $0.8 Million 
 

• Unit Production Cost:  $0.05/kgal 
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Project 2f – Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  Design and construct approximately 18,000 feet of reclaimed 

water transmission main on CR 46A, Heathrow Blvd and Bridgewater 
Drive as recommended in the Tri-Party Optimization Plan.  This allows 
the capability of users to move water between multi-jurisdictional Tri-
party users.   

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  2.5 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $1.7 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.12/kgal 

 
Project 2g – Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  Construct a residential reclaimed water retrofit in Heathrow 

Woods, Bristol Park, Chestnut Hill, East Camden and Magnolia Plantation 
to directly offset approximately 1.09 mgd of potable water currently used 
for irrigation.  This will provide reuse for reclaimed water from Yankee 
Lake Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 
 
• Potential Project Yield:  1.09 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $3.8 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.61/kgal 

 
Project 2h – Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration & Pumping System, 
Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes Reclaimed 
Water System Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins 

 
• Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  Conveyance and storage of reclaimed water in an existing 240 

MG pond in the Mill Creek drainage basin; installation of a pumping 
station, screening system and disinfection facilities to recover the stored 
water and deliver it to the existing reclaimed water distribution system; 
modification of an existing stormwater pond to conduct a new 2.3 MG 
reclaimed water storage pond; installation of a new 1.75 MG reclaimed 
water ground storage tank and associated piping and fittings at Greenwood 
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Lakes storage and re-pump facility; installation of any necessary 
appurtenances to allow for discharge of reclaimed/augmentation water into 
recharge basins; and the ability to deliver an additional 1.8 mgd of 
reclaimed/surface water for recharge and irrigation, improve system 
reliability, and reduce wet weather surface water discharges to the St. Johns 
River.  

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  1.8 mgd  

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $4.3 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.42/kgal 

 
Project 2i – Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with Altamonte Springs 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Altamonte Springs, Sanford, Winter Springs, 

and Utilities Inc Sanlando Utilities. 
 
• Description:  Install 16-inch reclaimed water main from Greenwood Lakes 

Wastewater Treatment Plant to Sanlando Utilities/Altamonte Springs 
Reclaimed System; and install 16-inch reclaimed water main from Seminole 
Community College to Winter Springs Water Reclamation Facility. 

 
This AWS project allows multi-jurisdiction transfer and use of reclaimed 
water which reduces the consumption of ground or surface water sources. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  3.8 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $5.1 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.23/kgal 
 

Project 2j – Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary and Seminole County 
 
• Description:  Design and construct rehabilitation of the Greenwood Lakes 

Rapid Infiltration Basin site.  Optimize aquifer recharge capacity of 
reclaimed water for existing basins.  Assist with City of Sanford effluent 
disposal capacity displacement due to de-mucking of Lake Jesup.  
Rehabilitation will increase capacity of WWTF back to original design 
flows. 

 
The infiltration basins will provide a benefit to regional groundwater by 
allowing aquifer recharge. 
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• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  1.0 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $0.5 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.09/kgal 

 
Project 3 – Eastern Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Seminole County, Oviedo 
 
• Description:  This project was identified in the 2005 District Water Supply 

Plan (DWSP).  This project will utilize reclaimed water from the Iron 
Bridge Regional Water Reclamation Facility (WRF).  Seminole County 
currently has an agreement to accept 8.0 mgd of reclaimed water from Iron 
Bridge.  Seminole County has agreements with the City of Oviedo to send 
3.0 mgd of the allocated amount and with the University of Central Florida 
to send 3.3 mgd.  The total cost was determined based on the total estimated 
project cost of $45 Million and the total flow for the Eastern Reuse project 
of 19.4 mgd which is $2.32/gallon.  It was assumed that Seminole County 
would contribute the proportionate amount equal to the 8.0 mgd allocation.  
 
This AWS project allows multi-jurisdiction transfer and use of reclaimed 
water which reduces the consumption of ground or surface water sources. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  4.7 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $14.8 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.18/kgal 
 

Project 4 – Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Altamonte Springs 
 
• Description:  The City of Altamonte Springs currently discharges excess 

reclaimed water from its Regional Reclamation Facility to the Little 
Wekiva River.  The City is proposing to transmit up to 6 mgd of reclaimed 
water to Project ARROW in Apopka.  Design of the transmission facilities 
will include the ability to convey up to 6 mgd with the additional 3 mgd 
coming from various sources.  Phase I includes six miles of 16-inch 
transmission line with a capacity of 6 mgd.  Phase II includes upgrades to 
the Altamonte RWRF to improve reclaimed water quality as required by 
Project ARROW in Apopka.  
 



 

 
Seminole County Water Supply Plan   
Task F: Compilation, Evaluation, and Ranking of Alternative Water Supply Projects  

14

The reclaimed water previously sent to the Little Wekiva River will be 
help to satisfy the remaining water needs of Apopka and will provide 
regional benefits by reducing the ground and/or surface water 
withdrawals. 

 
• Water Supply Source: Reclaimed Water 
 
• Potential Project Yield:  6.0 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $10.8 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.4/kgal 

 
Project 5 – Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Casselberry, Longwood, Oviedo, Winter 
Springs, and Seminole County 

 
• Description:  Treatment, storage, and pumping of surface waters of Lake 

Jesup for reclaimed water augmentation and system expansion to reduce 
potable water demands.  The City is also considering augmentation of an 
adjacent uncapped spring of approximately 0.7 mgd.   

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, Lake Jesup 
 
• Potential Project Yield:  2.25 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $4.7 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.58/kgal 

 
Project 6 – Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford 
 
• Description:  The proposed augmentation system would draw water from 

the St. Johns River and would include treatment through an Actiflo system 
followed by filtration through Dynasand filters and chlorine disinfection.   

 
The water augmentation and reclaimed water system project will 
maximize the effectiveness of alternative water supplies and displacement 
of current and future potable water demand to reduce per capita 
consumption of potable water in high use neighborhoods. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, St. Johns River at Lake Monroe 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  4.0 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $8.3 Million 
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• Unit Production Cost:  $0.62/kgal 
 

Project 7a – Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System Augmentation 
Project 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Lake Mary, Sanford, Seminole County, and 

Sanlando Utilities 
 
• Description:  This project proposes construction of a 10 mgd surface water 

treatment plant to treat water to reclaimed water standards using the St. 
Johns River as a water source.  The surface water will receive Actiflo 
treatment followed by chlorine disinfection. 

 
The water augmentation/reclaimed water system AWS project allow the 
capability of users to move water between multi-jurisdictional users. This 
type of project will maximize displacement of current and future potable 
water demand to reduce per capita consumption of potable water in high 
use neighborhoods, thereby maximizing effectiveness of alternative water 
supplies. 

 
• Water Supply Source: Surface water, St. Johns River at Lake Monroe 
 
• Potential Project Yield:  10.0 mgd Phase I and 15.0 mgd in Phase II 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $22 Million (Phase I) 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $1.26/kgal (Phase I) 
 

Project 7b – Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility - Potable 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Lake Mary, Longwood, Winter 
Springs, Seminole County, and Sanlando Utilities 

 
• Description:  Design and construct a potable water storage and re-pump 

facility at the Yankee Lake Water Reclamation Facility site location.  This 
project proposes construction of a 25 mgd surface water treatment plant to 
treat water to potable water standards using the St. Johns River as a water 
source.  The surface water will receive Actiflo treatment followed 
nanofiltration, reverse osmosis and UV disinfection. 

 
Surface water as source for potable water will reduce the demands on 
ground water supply. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface Water, St Johns River at Lake Monroe 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  25.0 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $120 Million 
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• Unit Production Cost:  $3.05/kgal 

 
Project 8 – Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 
 

• Potential Entities Served:  Oviedo 
 
• Description:  Installation of a new service main into Kingsbridge West 

Subdivision, scheduled for 2006; and installation of reclaimed water 
distribution system into Kingsbridge West Phase I and Lake Rogers, 
scheduled for 2007.  Installation of reclaimed water distribution system 
into Big Oak, Twin Rivers Phase I and Alafaya Woods Phases 17 and 18.  
Installation of reclaimed water transmission main on Division St between 
Mitchell Hammock Road and CR 419; installation of reclaimed water 
transmission main north on Division St from CR 419; and install 
connection from north Division St to Lake Charm Country Estates and the 
Meadows.   

 
This type of project will maximize displacement of current and future 
potable water demand to reduce per capita consumption of potable water 
in high use neighborhoods, thereby maximizing effectiveness of 
alternative water supplies. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Reclaimed water 

 
• Potential Project Yield:  1.5 mgd 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $5.2 Million 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.6/kgal 

 
Project 9a– Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Seminole County, Oviedo, and Winter 

Springs, Volusia County 
 

• Description:  The project is proposed as a multi-jurisdictional potable and 
non-potable facility with a surface water source.  A potential location of 
the facility is the Sanford’s Site 10, which is adjacent to SR46, the St 
Johns River and Lake Jessup.  The intake structure would be located on 
the St Johns River at SR46.  Membrane technology would be used to treat 
to potable water standards.  The non-potable water needs would be served 
by a lesser degree of treatment that would satisfy non-potable water 
standards. A reservoir to provide non-potable water storage would be 
constructed. 

 
The reclaimed water augmentation AWS project allows the capability of 
users to move water between multi-jurisdictional users.  The storage 
element of the project will allow the capture of fresh water during the 
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rainy season for distribution during the dry season.  This type of project 
will maximize displacement of current and future potable water demand to 
reduce per capita consumption of potable water, thereby maximizing 
effectiveness of alternative water supplies. 
 

• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, St Johns River  
 

• Potential Project Yield:  5.0 mgd in Phase I and 10 mgd in Phase II 
 

• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $15.8 Million (Phase I) 
 

• Unit Production Cost:  $0.82/kgal (Phase I) 
 
Project 9b– Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable  

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Seminole County, Casselberry, 

Oviedo, Winter Springs, and Volusia County 
 

• Description:  The project will be a multi-jurisdictional potable and non-
potable facility with a surface water source.  A potential location of the 
facility is the Sanford’s Site 10, which is adjacent to SR46, the St Johns 
River and Lake Jessup.  The intake structure would be located on the St 
Johns River at SR46.  Membrane technology would be used to treat to 
potable water standards.   

 
Surface water as source for potable water will reduce the demands on 
ground water supply. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, St Johns River  

 
• Potential Project Yield:  7.0 mgd in Phase I and 26 mgd in Phase II 

• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $29.1 Million (Phase I) 
 

• Unit Production Cost:  $1.25/kgal (Phase I) 
 

Project 10a – Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with 
Storage 

 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Seminole County, Oviedo, and Winter 

Springs, Volusia County 
 

• Description:  The project will be a multi-jurisdictional potable and non-
potable facility with a surface water source.  A potential location of the 
facility is the Sanford’s Site 10, which is adjacent to SR46, the St Johns 
River and Lake Jessup.  The intake structure would be located on the 
Mullet Lake.  Membrane technology would be used to treat to potable 
water standards.  The non-potable water needs would be served by a lesser 
degree of treatment that would satisfy non-potable water standards. A 
reservoir to provide non-potable water storage would be constructed. 
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The reclaimed water augmentation AWS project allows users to move 
water between multi-jurisdictional users.  The storage element of the 
project will allow the capture of fresh water during the rainy season for 
distribution during the dry season.  This type of project will maximize the 
effectiveness of alternative water supplies and displacement of current and 
future potable water demand to reduce per capita consumption of potable 
water. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, St Johns River  

 
• Potential Project Yield:  5.0 mgd in Phase I and 10 mgd in Phase II 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $17.1 Million (Phase I) 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $0.87/kgal (Phase I) 
 

Project 10b – Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake- Potable  
 
• Potential Entities Served:  Sanford, Seminole County, Casselberry, 

Oviedo, Winter Springs, and Volusia County 
 

• Description:  The project will be a multi-jurisdictional potable and non-
potable facility with a surface water source.  A potential location of the 
facility is the Sanford’s Site 10, which is adjacent to SR46, the St Johns 
River and Lake Jessup.  The intake structure would be located on the 
Mullet Lake.  Membrane technology would be used to treat to potable 
water standards.   

 
Surface water as source for potable water will reduce the demands on 
ground water supply. 

 
• Water Supply Source:  Surface water, St Johns River  

 
• Potential Project Yield:  7.0 mgd in Phase I and 26 mgd in Phase II 

 
• Total Adjusted Capital Cost:  $29.6 Million (Phase I) 

 
• Unit Production Cost:  $1.27/kgal (Phase I) 
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Alternative Water Supply Projects Satisfaction of Deficits and Schedule 
  

As shown above in the project descriptions the AWS project vary in water source (potable 
and non-potable including reclaimed and irrigation quality).  There is also an inherent 
difference in capacity ranging from 1.1 to 25.0 mgd.  To effectively evaluate the 
significance, each project’s capacity was divided by the deficit in 2025 and 2045 to 
calculate the percent of satisfaction.  In this way, the “bang for the buck” effect of each 
AWS project can be considered. It was assumed that there is 100% replacement of potable 
water from reclaimed water sources, which is the SJRWMD goal for 2025.  For example 
the following steps were used: 

 
1. Project 6 has a capacity of 4 mgd.   
2. The 2025 potable deficit is 5.1 mgd.   
3. 4/5.1 = 79%.   
4. Therefore Project 6 can satisfy 79% of the potable water deficit in 2025. 

 
Another component to consider is the project schedule.  In order to be consistent with the 
DWSP, the overall schedule is a series of several tasks. 

 
• Partnering agreements 
• Consultant selection 
• Design/Permit/Bid 
• Construction/Startup 

 
A schedule is provided for each AWS project.  The schedule is based on current knowledge 
and is subject to change.  Table 4 summarizes the 2025 and 2045 percent-deficit 
satisfaction, as well as capacity, adjusted capital costs, unit costs ($/1000 gallon) and 
schedule. 
 
To facilitate the Cooperators’ review of the Plan, Table 5 was developed to show potential 
projects available to each Cooperator (based on geography and current partnering 
agreements) and how the AWS project would satisfy the developed deficits.  The 
Individual Cooperator Adjusted Deficits by Project tables are provided in Appendix B. 

 



 

 
Seminole County Water Supply Plan   
Task F: Compilation, Evaluation, and Ranking of Alternative Water Supply Projects  

20

ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY PROJECT EVALUATION 
CRITERIA 
 
As previously stated the Cooperators agreed that the final list of project evaluation criteria 
in order of ranking is: 

 
1. Environmental Impact 
2. Cost 
 

The environmental impact criterion was developed with the aid of GIS mapping.  
Numerous databases were compiled from State and Federal sources in order to evaluate 
environmental impact.  The GIS data and software to view the data (ArcReader) are 
provided on a disk in Appendix D.  One copy of the disk is provided to each Cooperator.  
The GIS data is interactive and provides geographic locations of AWS project 
improvements at a street level, summary of provided data in an Adobe PDF format and 
other relevant data.  Environmental impact considerations for the purpose of the Plan are:   
  

a) Potential harm caused by the consumptive use to water bodies’ minimum flow 
levels (MFLs).  Three conditions applied: 

 
• Established MFL 
• Pending MFL 
• Absence of MFL 

 
b) Presence of protected habitats (wetland and conservation areas) using: 

• FNAI Conservation Lands 
• Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas 
• National Wetlands Inventory 

 
c) Proximity to conservation land, aquatic preserves, national/state parks using: 

• SJRWMD Springs 
• Outstanding Waters 
• Aquatic Preserve Boundaries 
• Florida State Parks 

 
d) Existence of protected or economically important species (bald eagle, scrub jay, 

gopher tortoise, etc)  using: 
• Eagle Nest Locations 
• FNAI Species Occurrence 
• Listed Species (FFWCC) 
• FDEP Ecological Boundaries 

 
e) Consideration of cultural factors (Archeological and Historical sites) using: 

• Historical Structures 
• Indian Areas 
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Costs developed for each AWS project and were evaluated on two considerations: 
 

• Units Costs, $/1000 gallons ($/kgal) 
• O&M Cost, $Million/yr ($M/yr) 

 
Criteria Weighting and Scoring 

 
ARCADIS has applied a weighting factor to each criterion.  The higher the cumulative 
score, the higher the rank.  Rank was determined by multiplying the criteria score by a 
weighting factor.  The following weighting factors (WF) indicated importance: 
 

1) Most Important (WF=3) 
2) Important (WF=2) 
3) Marginal (WF=1) 

 
Scoring was developed in ranges with a maximum score of 4 which is the preferred site 
characteristic.  The environmental impact criterion consists of 5 parts. The WF and 
scoring methodology was applied as follows 
 

a)  MFLs  with WF=3 
• 0 = Does not meet MFL  
• 1 = No MFL set 
• 2 = Pending MFL 
• 3 = Meets MFL 
• 4 = Not Applicable 
 

b) Presence of protected habitats with WF=2 
• 1 = yes 
• 2 = no 

 
c) Proximity to conservation land with WF=2 

• 0 = within conservation land 
• 1 = within 100 ft 
• 2 = within 500 ft 
• 3 = 500-1000 ft 
• 4 = >1000 ft 
 

d) Existence of protected or economically important species with WF=3 
• 1 = yes 
• 2 = no 
 

e) Consideration of cultural factors with WF=2 
• 1 = within 500 ft 
• 2 = >500 ft 
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The costs criterion consists of 2 parts. The WF and scoring methodology was applied as 
follows 
 

a) Adjusted Capital Costs with WF=3 
• 1= > $1/kgal 
• 2 = $0.5-1/kgal 
• 3 =$0.25-0.5/kgal  
• 4 = <$0.25/kgal) 

 
b) O&M Cost with WF=1 

• 1=> $0.5/kgal 
• 2 = $2-5/kgal 

 
Each AWS project has a scoring sheet that summarizes the criteria, weighting factors, 
criteria score, weighted score (environmental impact and costs) and total score.  Please 
refer to Appendix C. 
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ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLY PROJECT RANKINGS 
 

Ranking of Preferred Alternative Water Supply Projects 
 

Based on workshop discussion, three projects rankings were developed 
 

1. Environmental Impact 
2. Cost 
3. Total (Environmental Impact + Costs) 

 
Table 6 presents each AWS project in ranked order for the environmental impact criterion.  
Table 7 presents each AWS project in ranked order for the cost criterion.  The scores for 
environmental impact and cost are summed and thereby ranked and shown on Table 8. 
 
It is important to remember that the ranking of the projects is subjective as the AWS 
projects do not cover the same geographical area.  The ranking provides a guideline for 
further investigation and evaluation by the Cooperators.  AWS project details are subject to 
change, funding availability, CIP plans, availability of willing partners, etc. 
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SUGGESTED COOPERATOR ACTION ITEMS 
 
As water sources become limited or unavailable, regional planning will be required to 
satisfy the water supply needs of Florida. This is evidenced by the CFCA Action Plan. 
The Cooperators have shown their ability to consider regional planning with the 
culmination of this Plan.  To conduct regional planning and implementation efforts, new 
partnerships and vehicles of implementation may need to be developed.  This Plan and 
the knowledge of the AWS project details, scoring outcome of the criteria points, and 
ranking (as presented in this TM) is a basis for the Cooperators to take the next step in the 
process of developing and implementing alternative water supply sources for future 
needs.  At present, the following actions items are scheduled. 
 

1. Gerald Chancellor and ARCADIS will present the Plan to Team A (City 
Managers) for their review and approval, February 2007. 

2. Gerald Seeber presents the Plan to the Seminole joint County/City elected 
officials meeting in March 2007. 

 
Other suggested milestones/schedules for Cooperator’s consideration are: 

• 2007 - Development of implementation strategies; and Partnership Evaluation and 
Potential Agreements 

• 2007 to 2013 - Initiate Planning, Design, Permitting, and Construction as 
appropriate 



Figure 2:  City of Altamonte Springs -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 3:  City of Casselberry -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 4:  City of Lake Mary -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 5:  City of Longwood -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 6:  City of Oviedo -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 7:  City of Sanford -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 8:  City of Winter Springs -
Summary of Projections
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Figure 9:  Seminole County Utilities
Summary of Projections
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Figure 10:  Seminole County Water Supply Summary (MGD)
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Projection 
Date Population

Supply 
(1)

Demand 
(2)

Demand 
Difference

2005 397,762 71 58 13
2010 435,544 75 73 3
2015 470,523 77 80 -3
2020 490,523 77 83 -6
2025 512,957 77 90 -13
2030 554,827 77 103 -26
2035 590,761 77 114 -37
2040 629,023 77 127 -50
2045 669,762 77 140 -63

Notes:
1.  Supply is equal 2013 Demand
2.  Demand is Cooperator provided projections through 2025 (blended data set).
3.  2030 - 2045 Demand is projected by linear forecast from the 2005 to 2025 data

Table 1: Seminole County Characteristics Summary, mgd

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development
SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN



Supply (1) Demand (2) Difference Supply Demand Difference Supply Demand Difference Supply Demand Difference Supply Demand Difference Supply Demand Difference

COOPERATORS
City of Altamonte Springs* 7.30 5.37 1.93 7.80 8.63 -0.83 8.97 8.97 0.00 8.97 9.20 -0.23 8.97 9.62 -0.65 8.97 10.06 -1.09
City of Casselberry 6.42 4.84 1.58 6.62 5.43 1.19 5.53 5.53 0.00 5.53 5.59 -0.06 5.53 5.85 -0.32 5.53 6.11 -0.58
City of Lake Mary 4.50 3.47 1.03 4.90 4.00 0.90 4.12 4.12 0.00 4.12 4.20 -0.08 4.12 4.20 -0.08 4.12 4.20 -0.08
City of Longwood 2.52 1.94 0.58 2.54 2.43 0.11 2.44 2.44 0.00 2.44 2.44 0.00 2.44 2.47 -0.03 2.44 2.48 -0.04
City of Oviedo 4.12 3.88 0.2 4.27 4.8 -0.52 5.51 5.5 0.00 5.51 6.0 -0.48 5.51 6.8 -1.32 5.51 8.5 -2.99
City of Sanford 8.51 7.04 1.47 9.58 6.89 2.69 8.06 8.06 0.00 8.06 8.84 -0.78 8.06 9.49 -1.43 8.06 9.62 -1.56
City of Winter Springs 5.19 4.02 1.17 5.38 4.40 0.98 4.40 4.40 0.00 4.40 4.40 0.00 4.40 4.60 -0.20 4.40 4.60 -0.20
Seminole County - Northeast* 3.02 1.81 1.21 3.02 3.55 -0.53 3.58 3.58 0.00 3.58 3.60 -0.02 3.58 3.93 -0.35 3.58 4.29 -0.71
Seminole County - Northwest* 6.43 5.09 1.34 8.23 9.96 -1.73 10.89 10.89 0.00 10.89 11.51 -0.62 10.89 11.72 -0.83 10.89 11.93 -1.04
Seminole County - Southeast 9.15 9.00 0.15 9.15 11.20 -2.05 11.94 11.94 0.00 11.94 12.43 -0.49 11.94 12.67 -0.73 11.94 15.53 -3.59
Seminole County - Southwest* 1.48 1.16 0.32 1.48 1.40 0.08 1.44 1.44 0.00 1.44 1.46 -0.02 1.44 1.46 -0.02 1.44 1.46 -0.02
Seminole County - Apple Valley 0.52 0.50 0.02 0.64 0.62 0.02 0.67 0.67 0.00 0.67 0.70 -0.03 0.67 0.76 -0.09 0.67 0.81 -0.14
Seminole County - Druid Hills 0.13 0.10 0.03 0.13 0.11 0.02 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00
Seminole County - Meredith Manor 0.35 0.22 0.13 0.35 0.33 0.02 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.34 -0.01 0.33 0.34 -0.01
PRIVATE UTILITES
Aqua Utilities 0.53 0.37 0.16 0.53 0.75 -0.22 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.85 0.91 -0.06 0.85 1.08 -0.23 0.85 1.22 -0.37
Palm Valley MHP 0.24 0.15 0.09 0.24 0.38 -0.14 0.42 0.42 0.00 0.42 0.44 -0.02 0.42 0.43 -0.01 0.42 0.44 -0.02
Utilities Inc - Sanlando Utilities 9.71 8.06 1.65 9.71 7.05 2.66 7.11 7.11 0.00 7.11 7.16 -0.04 7.11 7.26 -0.15 7.11 7.34 -0.23
Utilities Inc - Oakland Shores 0.10 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00
Utilities Inc - Revenna Park 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.12 0.10 0.02 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00
Utilities Inc - Weathersfield 0.37 0.31 0.06 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.00
Utilities Inc - Jansen S/D 0.10 0.06 0.04 0.10 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00
TOTAL 70.81 57.54 13.27 75.26 72.56 2.70 76.99 76.99 0.00 76.99 79.95 -2.95 76.99 83.46 -6.47 76.99 89.69 -12.70

Notes:
* If 2025 year projection was not provided, SJRWMD 2025 projection was used.
1.  Through 2010, Supply is equal to the existing CUP allocation.  2013 and beyond, Supply is equal to the Cooperator projected 2013 demand.  
2.  Cooperator projected demand, not historical data.

2025

Table 2:  Cooperator Water Characteristics Summary, mgd

2015 2020
Owner

2005 2010 2013
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Project 
Number Project Sub-Project

Capacity 
(mgd, 
ADF)

Total 
Capital 

Cost $M

Potential 
WPSP Cost 
Sharing (1)

Total Adjusted 
Capital Cost $M (2)

O&M Cost 
$M (3)

Equivalent 
Annual Cost

Unit Production 
Cost ($/kgal) (4)

1 Water Conservation/Demand Reduction 

2a
Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water
System Improvements 7.3 6.1 30% 4.3 0.28 0.562 0.21

2b
Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water
Transmission Main 3.0 4.9 20% 3.9 0.248 0.23

2c
Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission
Main 2.5 0.5 20% 0.4 0.025 0.03

2d

New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main,
New Reclaimed Water Main from Sanford South
WRC to Victoria St, New Reclaimed Water Main
from US 17-92 to SR 46

2.0 4.5 20% 3.6 0.228 0.31

2e Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 2.9 1.0 20% 0.8 0.051 0.05

2f
Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission
Main 2.5 2.1 20% 1.7 0.106 0.12

2g Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 1.1 4.8 20% 3.8 0.243 0.61

2h

Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration
& Pumping System, Timacuan Golf Course
Reclaimed Water Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes
Reclaimed Water System Improvements,
Modification to Recharge Basins

1.8 5.4 20% 4.3 0.274 0.42

2i
Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect
with Altamonte Springs 3.8 6.4 20% 5.1 0.324 0.23

2j
Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins
Rehabilitation 1.0 0.5 0% 0.5 0.032 0.09

3
East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse
Project 20.0 18.5 20% 14.8 0.36 1.302 0.18

4
Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT

6.0 13.5 20% 10.8 0.20 0.880 0.40

5
Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water
Augmentation Project 2.3 6.7 30% 4.7 0.15 0.477 0.58

6 Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 4.0 13.8 40% 8.3 0.37 0.911 0.62

7a
Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System
Augmentation Project 10.0 31.4 30% 22.0 3.16 4.604 1.26

7b
Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water
Facility - Potable 25.0 200.0 40% 120.0 19.89 27.808 3.05

8 Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 1.5 6.5 20% 5.2 0.329 0.60

9a
Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable
with Storage 5.0 22.5 30% 15.8 0.46 1.495 0.82

9b Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable 7.0 48.5 40% 29.1 1.28 3.197 1.25

10a
Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-
Potable with Storage 5.0 24.4 30% 17.1 0.46 1.583 0.87

10b Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 7.0 49.4 40% 29.6 1.28 3.233 1.27

1.  Potential available Water Protection and Sustainability Program (WPSP) cost-sharing for capital costs, SJRWMD.
2.  Cost including WPSP cost-sharing.
3.  Where blank, O&M costs are not applicable.  
4.  Based on equivalent annual cost.

Table 3:  AWS Project Summary
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Project 
Number Project Name Capacity 

(mgd, ADF)
Unit Production 

Cost ($/kgal)
Total Adjusted 

Capital Cost ($M)
2025 % of 
Difference

2045 % of 
Difference Major Activity

20
26

-2
03

0

20
31

-2
03

5

20
36

-2
04

0

20
41

-2
04

5

Potable Projects
Total Potable Difference 5.1 25.4

6 Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 4 0.62 8.3 79% 16% Partnering Agreement(s))
*Serving Sanford only. Consultant Selection

Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

7b 25 3.05 120.0 492% 99% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid

*Other potential partners include Volusia and Lake County. Construction/Start Up

9b (1) Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable Phase I: 1.25 29.1 138% 103% Partnering Agreement(s))
7 Consultant Selection

Planning
Phase II: Design/Permit/Bid

*Other potential partners include Volusia County. 26 Construction/Start Up
10b (1) Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable Phase I: 1.27 29.6 138% 103% Partnering Agreement(s))

7 Consultant Selection
Planning

Phase II: Design/Permit/Bid
*Other potential partners include Volusia County. 26 Construction/Start Up

Project 
Number Project Name Capacity 

(mgd, ADF)
Unit Production 

Cost ($/kgal)
Total Adjusted 

Capital Cost ($M)
2025 % of 
Difference

2045 % of 
Difference Major Activity

20
26

-2
03

0

20
31

-2
03

5

20
36

-2
04

0

20
41

-2
04

5

Non-Potable Projects
Total Non-Potable Difference 7.6 38.0

2a 7.3 0.21 4.3 96% 19% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

2b 3 0.23 3.9 39% 8% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

2c 2.5 0.03 0.4 33% 7% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

2d 2 0.31 3.6 26% 5% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid

*Serving Sanford.  Construction/Start Up
2e Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 2.9 0.05 0.8 38% 8% Partnering Agreement(s))

Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

20
06

Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water 
System Improvements
*Serving Lake Mary, Sanford, Seminole County Northeast 
and Northwest.

Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission 
Main
*Serving Seminole County Northwest.

20
05

*Serving Oviedo, Winter Springs, and Seminole County 
Southeast. 

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
23

20
13

20
22

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
24

20
25

20
18

20
19

20
20

20
21

20
09

20
11

20
13

Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water 
Facility - Potable
*Serving Seminole County Northeast and Northwest service 
areas, Sanford and Lake Mary.

*Serving Oviedo, Winter Springs, and Seminole County 
Southeast. 

20
05

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
14

20
15

20
12

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

20
20

20
25

20
21

20
22

20
23

20
24

Table 4:  AWS Project Cost, Percent Deficit Satisfaction, and Scheduling Summary

Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main

*Serving Sanford, Seminole County Northwest, and Lake 
Mary.

New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New 
Reclaimed Water Main from Sanford South WRC to 
Victoria St, New Reclaimed Water Main from US 17-92 to 
SR 46

*Serving Lake Mary, Sanford, Seminole County Northwest.
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Project 
Number Project Name Capacity 

(mgd, ADF)
Unit Production 

Cost ($/kgal)
Total Adjusted 

Capital Cost ($M)
2025 % of 
Difference

2045 % of 
Difference Major Activity

20
26

-2
03

0

20
31

-2
03

5

20
36

-2
04

0

20
41

-2
04

5

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
23

20
13

20
22

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
24

20
25

20
18

20
19

20
20

20
21

20
09

2f 2.5 0.12 1.7 33% 7% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

2g Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 1.1 0.61 3.8 14% 3% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

2h 1.8 0.42 4.3 24% 5% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid

*Serving Lake Mary, Sanford, Seminole County Northeast 
and Northwest. Construction/Start Up

2i 3.8 0.23 5.1 50% 10% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

2j 1.0 0.09 0.5 13% 3% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

3 4.7 0.18 14.8 62% 12% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection

(20 Total) Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

4 6 0.36 10.8 79% 16% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

5 2.25 0.58 4.7 30% 6% Partnering Agreement(s))
Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

7a Phase I: 1.26 22.0 131% 39% Partnering Agreement(s))
10 Consultant Selection

Planning
Phase II: Design/Permit/Bid

15 Construction/Start Up
8 Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 1.5 0.60 5.2 20% 4% Partnering Agreement(s))

Consultant Selection
Planning
Design/Permit/Bid
Construction/Start Up

9a (2) Phase I: 0.82 15.8 66% 26% Partnering Agreement(s))
5 Consultant Selection

*Serving Casselberry, Winter Springs, and Oviedo. Planning
*Other potential partners include Volusia County. Phase II: Design/Permit/Bid

10 Construction/Start Up

10a (2) Phase I: 0.87 17.1 66% 26% Partnering Agreement(s))
5 Consultant Selection

*Serving Casselberry, Winter Springs, and Oviedo. Planning
*Other potential partners include Volusia County. Phase II: Design/Permit/Bid

10 Construction/Start Up
1.  Either Project 9b or 10b will be selected.  Projects only vary by the intake location.  
2.  Either Project 9a or 10a will be selected.  Projects only vary by the intake location.  

East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse 
Project 

*Serving Winter Springs.

*Serving Oviedo (3 mgd) and Seminole County Southeast 
(1.7 mgd).  Remainder of capacity serving outside 
Seminole County.
Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT

Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation 
Project

Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration & 
Pumping System, Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water 
Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes Reclaimed Water System 
Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins

Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation

Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with 
Altamonte Springs
*Altamonte Springs, Sanford, Winter Springs, Utilities Inc-
Sanlando.

Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main

*Serving Seminole County Northwest.  

*Serving Seminole County Northwest.

Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-
Potable with Storage

Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System 
Augmentation Project
*Serving Lake Mary, Sanford, Seminole County Northeast 
and Northwest.

*Serving Oviedo.  

Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable 
with Storage

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN



Potable Projects

Project 
Number Project Name Capacity 

(mgd, ADF) Potential Partners 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045

6 Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 4 Sanford 0.59 1.08 -0.09 -0.57 -0.62 -2.80 - - 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.59 1.08 3.91 3.43 3.38 1.20
*Serving Sanford only. Total 0.59 1.08 -0.09 -0.57 -0.62 -2.80 0.00 0.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.59 1.08 3.91 3.43 3.38 1.20

7b 25 Lake Mary 0.41 0.36 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.98 - - 6.25 6.25 6.25 6.25 0.41 0.36 6.22 6.22 6.22 5.27
Sanford 0.59 1.08 -0.31 -0.57 -0.62 -2.80 - - 6.25 6.25 6.25 6.25 0.59 1.08 5.94 5.68 5.63 3.45
Seminole County NE 0.48 -0.21 -0.01 -0.14 -0.28 -1.25 - - 6.25 6.25 6.25 6.25 0.48 -0.21 6.24 6.11 5.97 5.00
Seminole County NW 0.54 -0.69 -0.25 -0.33 -0.42 -3.12 - - 6.25 6.25 6.25 6.25 0.54 -0.69 6.00 5.92 5.83 3.13

*Other potential partners include Volusia and Lake County. Total 2.02 0.53 -0.60 -1.08 -1.33 -7.17 0.00 0.00 18.75 18.75 18.75 18.75 2.02 0.53 24.40 23.92 23.64 16.85
9b (1) Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable Phase I: Oviedo 0.08 -0.21 -0.19 -0.53 -1.20 -3.12 - - 3.00 3.00 3.00 9.00 0.08 -0.21 2.81 2.47 1.80 5.88

7 Winter Springs 0.47 0.39 0.00 -0.08 -0.08 -1.12 - - 0.20 0.20 0.20 2.00 0.47 0.39 0.20 0.12 0.12 0.88
Phase II: Seminole County SE 0.06 -0.82 -0.20 -0.29 -1.44 -4.95 - - 3.80 3.80 3.80 13.50 0.06 -0.82 3.60 3.51 2.36 8.55

Casselberry 0.63 0.48 -0.02 -0.13 -0.23 -1.62 - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 0.63 0.48 -0.02 -0.13 -0.23 -0.12
*Other potential partners include Volusia County. 26 Total 0.61 -0.64 -0.39 -0.90 -2.71 -9.19 0.00 0.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 26.00 1.24 -0.16 6.59 5.97 4.06 15.20

10b (1) Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable Phase I: Oviedo 0.08 -0.21 -0.19 -0.53 -1.20 -3.12 - - 3.00 3.00 3.00 9.00 0.08 -0.21 2.81 2.47 1.80 5.88
7 Winter Springs 0.47 0.39 0.00 -0.08 -0.08 -1.12 - - 0.20 0.20 0.20 2.00 0.47 0.39 0.20 0.12 0.12 0.88

Phase II: Seminole County SE 0.06 -0.82 -0.20 -0.29 -1.44 -4.95 - - 3.80 3.80 3.80 13.50 0.06 -0.82 3.60 3.51 2.36 8.55
Casselberry 0.63 0.48 -0.02 -0.13 -0.23 -1.62 - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 0.63 0.48 -0.02 -0.13 -0.23 -0.12

*Other potential partners include Volusia County. 26 Total 0.61 -0.64 -0.39 -0.90 -2.71 -9.19 0.00 0.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 26.00 1.24 -0.16 6.59 5.97 4.06 15.20

Non-Potable Projects

Project 
Number Project Name Capacity 

(mgd, ADF) Potential Partners 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045

2a 7.3 Lake Mary 0.62 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -1.47 - 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.62 2.37 1.78 1.78 1.78 0.35
Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.88 3.44 1.36 0.97 0.89 -2.37
Seminole County NE 0.73 -0.32 -0.01 -0.21 -0.43 -1.88 - 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.73 1.51 1.82 1.62 1.40 -0.06
Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 1.83 0.80 0.79 1.46 1.33 1.20 -2.85

Total 3.03 0.80 -0.90 -1.61 -2.04 -12.23 0.00 7.32 7.32 7.32 7.30 7.30 3.03 8.12 6.42 5.71 5.26 -4.93
2b 3 Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.80 1.96 2.63 2.50 2.37 -1.67

Total 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -23.45 0.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.80 1.96 2.63 2.50 2.37 -1.67
2c 2.5 Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.88 2.44 0.36 -0.03 -0.10 -3.37

Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.80 -0.21 0.46 0.33 0.21 -3.84
Lake Mary 0.62 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -1.47 - 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.62 1.37 0.78 0.78 0.79 -0.64

Total 2.30 1.12 -0.89 -1.40 -1.61 -10.34 0.00 2.49 2.49 2.49 2.50 2.50 2.30 3.61 1.60 1.09 0.89 -7.84
2d 2 Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.88 3.61 1.53 1.14 1.06 -2.20

Total 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 0.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.88 3.61 1.53 1.14 1.06 -2.20

Table 5:  AWS Project - Detailed Deficit Satisfaction

Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main

New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New 
Reclaimed Water Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria 
St, New Reclaimed Water Main from US 17-92 to SR 46

Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water 
System Improvements

Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission 
Main

Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water 
Facility - Potable
*Serving Seminole County Northeast and Northwest service 
areas, Sanford and Lake Mary.

*Serving Oviedo, Winter Springs, and Seminole County 
Southeast. 

Difference Project Allocation Project Adjusted Difference

Difference Project Allocation Project Adjusted Difference

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN



Project 
Number Project Name Capacity 

(mgd, ADF) Potential Partners 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2045

Difference Project Allocation Project Adjusted Difference

2e Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 2.9 Lake Mary 0.62 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -1.47 - 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.62 1.51 0.92 0.92 0.92 -0.51
Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.88 2.58 0.50 0.11 0.03 -3.23
Seminole county NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.80 -0.07 0.60 0.47 0.34 -3.71

Total 2.30 1.12 -0.89 -1.40 -1.61 -10.34 0.00 2.91 2.91 2.91 2.90 2.90 2.30 4.03 2.02 1.51 1.29 -7.44
2f 2.5 Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.80 1.46 2.13 2.00 1.87 -2.17

Total 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 0.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.80 1.46 2.13 2.00 1.87 -2.17
2g Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 1.1 Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.80 0.06 0.73 0.60 0.47 -3.57

Total 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 0.00 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.80 0.06 0.73 0.60 0.47 -3.57
2h 1.8 Lake Mary 0.62 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -1.47 - 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.62 0.99 0.40 0.40 0.40 -1.02

Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.88 2.06 -0.02 -0.41 -0.49 -3.75
Seminole County NE 0.73 -0.32 -0.01 -0.21 -0.43 -1.88 - 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.73 0.13 0.44 0.24 0.02 -1.43
Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.80 -0.59 0.08 -0.05 -0.18 -4.22

Total 3.03 0.80 -0.90 -1.61 -2.04 -12.23 0.00 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 3.03 2.60 0.90 0.19 -0.24 -10.43
2i 3.8 Altamonte Springs 1.16 -0.50 -0.14 -0.39 -0.65 -4.06 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.16 0.45 0.81 0.56 0.30 -3.11

Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.88 2.56 0.48 0.09 0.01 -3.25
Winter Springs 0.70 0.59 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -1.68 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.70 1.54 0.95 0.83 0.83 -0.73
Utilities Inc-Sanlando 0.99 1.60 -0.02 -0.09 -0.14 -2.63 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.99 2.55 0.93 0.86 0.81 -1.68

Total 3.73 3.30 -0.63 -1.46 -1.85 -12.57 0.00 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.80 3.73 7.10 3.17 2.34 1.95 -8.77
3 4.7 Oviedo 0.12 -0.31 -0.29 -0.79 -1.79 -4.68 - 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.12 2.69 2.71 2.21 1.21 -1.68

Seminole County SE 0.09 -1.23 -0.29 -0.44 -2.16 -7.42 - 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70 1.70 0.09 0.47 1.41 1.26 -0.46 -5.72
(20 Total) Total 0.21 -1.54 -0.58 -1.23 -3.95 -12.10 0.00 4.70 4.70 4.70 4.70 4.70 0.21 3.16 4.12 3.47 0.75 -7.40

5 2.25 Winter Springs 0.70 0.59 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -1.68 - - 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 0.70 0.59 2.25 2.13 2.13 0.57
Total 0.70 0.59 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -1.68 0.00 0.00 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 0.70 0.59 2.25 2.13 2.13 0.57

7a Phase I: Lake Mary 0.62 0.54 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -1.47 - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.62 3.04 2.45 2.45 2.45 1.03
10 Sanford 0.88 1.61 -0.47 -0.86 -0.94 -4.20 - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.88 4.11 2.03 1.64 1.56 -1.70

Phase II: Seminole County NE 0.73 -0.32 -0.01 -0.21 -0.43 -1.88 - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.73 2.18 2.49 2.29 2.07 0.62
15 Seminole County NW 0.80 -1.04 -0.37 -0.50 -0.63 -4.67 - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.80 1.46 2.13 2.00 1.87 -2.17

Total 3.03 0.80 -0.90 -1.61 -2.04 -12.23 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 3.03 10.80 9.10 8.39 7.96 -2.23
8 Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 1.5 Oviedo 0.12 -0.31 -0.29 -0.79 -1.79 -4.68 - 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.12 1.19 1.21 0.71 -0.29 -3.18

Total 0.12 -0.31 -0.29 -0.79 -1.79 -4.68 0.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.12 1.19 1.21 0.71 -0.29 -3.18
9a (2) Phase I: Casselberry 0.95 0.71 -0.04 -0.19 -0.35 -2.42 - - 0.50 0.50 0.50 2.50 0.95 0.71 0.46 0.31 0.15 0.08

5 Winter Springs 0.70 0.59 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -1.68 - - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.70 0.59 2.50 2.38 2.38 0.82
*Other potential partners include Volusia County. Phase II: Oviedo 0.12 -0.31 -0.29 -0.79 -1.79 -4.68 - - 2.00 2.00 2.00 5.00 0.12 -0.31 1.71 1.21 0.21 0.32

10 Total 1.77 0.99 -0.32 -1.10 -2.26 -8.78 0.00 0.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 1.77 0.99 4.68 3.90 2.74 1.22
10a (2) Phase I: Casselberry 0.95 0.71 -0.04 -0.19 -0.35 -2.42 - - 0.50 0.50 0.50 2.50 0.95 0.71 0.46 0.31 0.15 0.08

5 Winter Springs 0.70 0.59 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -1.68 - - 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.70 0.59 2.50 2.38 2.38 0.82
*Other potential partners include Volusia County. Phase II: Oviedo 0.12 -0.31 -0.29 -0.79 -1.79 -4.68 - - 2.00 2.00 2.00 5.00 0.12 -0.31 1.71 1.21 0.21 0.32

10 Total 1.77 0.99 -0.32 -1.10 -2.26 -8.78 0.00 0.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 10.00 1.77 0.99 4.68 3.90 2.74 1.22
1.  Either Project 9b or 10b will be selected.  Projects only vary by the intake location.  
2.  Either Project 9a or 10a will be selected.  Projects only vary by the intake location.  
Projects 2j and 4 were removed because they do not provide any additional potable or non-potable capacity to the Cooperators.  

Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-
Potable with Storage

Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System 
Augmentation Project

Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with 
Storage

Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration & 
Pumping System, Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water 
Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes Reclaimed Water System 
Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins

Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with 
Altamonte Springs

Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation 
Project

East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse 
Project 
*Serving Oviedo (3 mgd) and Seminole County Southeast 
(1.7 mgd).  Remainder of capacity serving outside Seminole 
County.

Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN



Project 
Number Project Sub-Project Capacity 

(mgd)
Total Adjusted 

Capital Cost $M
Unit Production 

Cost ($/kgal)

Environmental 
Impacts Evaluation 

Score

Environmental 
Impacts Ranking

2a Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water System
Improvements 7.3 $4.3 $0.21 34 1

2j Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation 1.0 $0.5 $0.09 34 2
2c Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 2.5 $0.4 $0.03 32 3
2e Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 2.9 $0.8 $0.05 32 4
2g Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 1.1 $3.8 $0.61 30 5

8 Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 1.5 $5.2 $0.60 30 6

2h

Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration &
Pumping System, Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water
Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes Reclaimed Water System
Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins

1.8 $4.3 $0.42 30 7

2f Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 2.5 $1.7 $0.12 26 8

6 Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 4.0 $8.3 $0.62 26 9

2b Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 3.0 $3.9 $0.23 24 10

2i Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with
Altamonte Springs 3.8 $5.1 $0.23 24 11

2d
New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New
Reclaimed Water Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria
St, New Reclaimed Water Main from US 17-92 to SR 46

2.0 $3.6 $0.31 21 12

10a Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with
Storage 5.0 $17.1 $0.87 23 13

10b Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 7.0 $29.6 $1.27 23 14

5 Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project 2.3 $4.7 $0.58 22 15

3 East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 4.7 $14.8 $0.18 18 16

4 Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT 6.0 $10.8 $0.36 18 17

7a Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System
Augmentation Project 10.0 $22.0 $1.26 15 18

7b Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility -
Potable 25.0 $120.0 $3.05 15 19

9a Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 5.0 $15.8 $0.82 15 20

9b Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable 7.0 $29.1 $1.25 15 21

Note:  Where evaluation scores are equal, projects are ranked alphabetically.

Table 6:  Summary of Project Rankings - Environmental

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN



Project 
Number Project Sub-Project Capacity 

(mgd)
Total Adjusted 

Capital Cost $M
Unit Production 

Cost ($/kgal)

Cost 
Evaluation 

Score

Cost 
Ranking

2a Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water System
Improvements 7.3 $4.3 $0.21 14 1

2b Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 3.0 $3.9 $0.23 14 2

2c Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 2.5 $0.4 $0.03 14 3
2e Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 2.9 $0.8 $0.05 14 4

2f Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 2.5 $1.7 $0.12 14 5

2i Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with
Altamonte Springs 3.8 $5.1 $0.23 14 6

2j Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation 1.0 $0.5 $0.09 14 7

3 East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 4.7 $14.8 $0.18 14 8

2h

Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration &
Pumping System, Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water
Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes Reclaimed Water System
Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins

1.8 $4.3 $0.42 11 9

4 Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT 6.0 $10.8 $0.36 11 10

2d
New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New
Reclaimed Water Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria
St, New Reclaimed Water Main from US 17-92 to SR 46

2.0 $3.6 $0.31 8 11

2g Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 1.1 $3.8 $0.61 8 12

8 Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 1.5 $5.2 $0.60 8 13

6 Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 4.0 $8.3 $0.62 8 14

5 Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project 2.3 $4.7 $0.58 8 15

10a Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with
Storage 5.0 $17.1 $0.87 7 16

9a Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 5.0 $15.8 $0.82 7 17

7a Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System
Augmentation Project 10.0 $22.0 $1.26 4 18

7b Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility -
Potable 25.0 $120.0 $3.05 4 19

9b Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable 7.0 $29.1 $1.25 4 20

10b Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 7.0 $29.6 $1.27 4 21

Note:  Where evaluation scores are equal, projects are ranked alphabetically.

Table 7:  Summary of Project Rankings - Cost 

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN



Project 
Number Project Sub-Project Capacity 

(mgd)
Total Adjusted 

Capital Cost $M
Unit Production 

Cost ($/kgal)

Environmental 
Impacts Evaluation 

Score

Environmental 
Impacts Ranking

Cost 
Evaluation 

Score

Cost 
Ranking

Total 
Evaluation 

Score

Total 
Ranking

2a Sanford North WRF Augmentation/Reclaimed Water System
Improvements 7.3 $4.3 $0.21 34 1 14 1 48 1

2j Greenwood Lakes Rapid Infiltration Basins Rehabilitation 1.0 $0.5 $0.09 34 2 14 7 48 2
2c Orange Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 2.5 $0.4 $0.03 32 3 14 3 46 3
2e Timacuan Reclaimed Water Main Upgrade 2.9 $0.8 $0.05 32 4 14 4 46 4

2h

Mill Creek Reclaimed Water Storage Pond Filtration &
Pumping System, Timacuan Golf Course Reclaimed Water
Storage Pond, Greenwood Lakes Reclaimed Water System
Improvements, Modification to Recharge Basins

1.8 $4.3 $0.42 30 7 11 9 41 5

2f Heathrow Boulevard Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 2.5 $1.7 $0.12 26 8 14 5 40 6

2b Markham Woods Road Reclaimed Water Transmission Main 3.0 $3.9 $0.23 24 10 14 2 38 7

2g Residential Reclaimed Water Retrofit – Phase I 1.1 $3.8 $0.61 30 5 8 12 38 8

2i Seminole County/Sanlando Utilities Interconnect with
Altamonte Springs 3.8 $5.1 $0.23 24 11 14 6 38 9

8 Oviedo Reclaimed Water Projects 1.5 $5.2 $0.60 30 6 8 13 38 10

6 Sanford Surface WTP on Lake Monroe - Potable 4.0 $8.3 $0.62 26 9 8 14 34 11

2d
New East Lake Mary Blvd Reclaimed Water Main, New
Reclaimed Water Main from Sanford South WRC to Victoria St,
New Reclaimed Water Main from US 17-92 to SR 46

2.0 $3.6 $0.31 21 12 8 11 32 12

3 East Orange and Seminole Counties Regional Reuse Project 4.7 $14.8 $0.18 18 16 14 8 32 13

5 Winter Springs Lake Jesup Reclaimed Water Augmentation Project 2.3 $4.7 $0.58 22 15 8 15 30 14

10a Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Non-Potable with
Storage 5.0 $17.1 $0.87 23 13 7 16 30 15

4 Altamonte Springs and Apopka Project RENEW APRICOT 6.0 $10.8 $0.36 18 17 11 10 29 16

10b Surface WTP on St Johns River at Mullet Lake - Potable 7.0 $29.6 $1.27 23 14 4 21 27 17

9a Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Non-Potable with Storage 5.0 $15.8 $0.82 15 20 7 17 22 18

7a Seminole County Yankee Lake Reclaimed Water System
Augmentation Project 10.0 $22.0 $1.26 15 18 4 18 19 19

7b Seminole County Yankee Lake Regional Surface Water Facility -
Potable 25.0 $120.0 $3.05 15 19 4 19 19 20

9b Surface WTP on St Johns River at SR46 - Potable 7.0 $29.1 $1.25 15 21 4 20 19 21

Note:  Where evaluation scores are equal, projects are ranked alphabetically.

Table 8:  Summary of Project Rankings - Total

Task F: Evaluation of Existing Facilities Alternatives Development SEMINOLE COUNTY WATER SUPPLY PLAN
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