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Greater Than 3,000,000

Gallons Per Day
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Agricultural

Industrial and Commercial

Recreation/Aesthetic

Number, Permit Number, Permit Owner
01A, 007527, HAVEN CITRUS ENTERPRISES, INC

02R, 011394, ALL SAINTS ACADEMY INC

03A, 011911, ANNETTE S SHORT & LAWRENCE C

04A, 011186, FRANK N & JULIA F HANUSCH

05R, 010559, POLK COUNTY BOCC - DEPT OF PARKS

06IC, 010631, WHEELABRATOR RIDGE ENERGY, INC.

07A, 013071, S J BARRANCO

08IC, 003147, CLEAR SPRINGS ENTERPRISES LLC

09A, 009508, MARTIN VAUGHN

10A, 009485, DAVID F SHEFFIELD

11A, 000079, GEORGE C AYCRIGG

12A, 003618, HIGHLAND CASSIDY LLC

13A, 012897, SPIRIT LAKE GROVE LLC

14A, 000943, LYNN & LEIGH HAMPTON

15A, 010089, STEVE & BECKY COSCIA

16A, 000136, W H STUART RANCH



Polk County Comprehensive Water Supply Plan 7/31/2009

Key Number Permit Number Permittee Name Permitted Annual Average 6 Year Average 10 Year Average
01A 007527 HAVEN CITRUS ENTERPRISES, INC 23600 N/A N/A
02R 011394 ALL SAINTS ACADEMY INC 14700 N/A N/A
03A 011911 ANNETTE S SHORT & LAWRENCE C 27600 N/A N/A
04A 011186 FRANK N & JULIA F HANUSCH 10900 N/A N/A
05R 010559 POLK COUNTY BOCC - DEPT OF PARKS 78800 N/A N/A
06IC 010631 WHEELABRATOR RIDGE ENERGY, INC. 1340000 454121 765243
07A 013071 S J BARRANCO 18100 N/A N/A
08IC 003147 CLEAR SPRINGS ENTERPRISES LLC 477700 127625 127625
09A 009508 MARTIN VAUGHN 29000 N/A N/A
10A 009485 DAVID F SHEFFIELD 7100 N/A N/A
11A 000079 GEORGE C AYCRIGG 47600 N/A N/A
12A 003618 HIGHLAND CASSIDY LLC 12300 N/A N/A
13A 012897 SPIRIT LAKE GROVE LLC 25100 N/A N/A
14A 000943 LYNN & LEIGH HAMPTON 82600 0 0
15A 010089 STEVE & BECKY COSCIA 42600 N/A N/A
16A 000136 W H STUART RANCH 1400 N/A N/A

Total= 2,239,100 581,746 892,868

Polk CRSA
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Lower Floridan Aquifer
Due to limited knowledge of the LFA, it is not certain how much water may be
available from this source. Concerns regarding the LFA revolve around the
thickness of the confining unit. If the thickness is not sufficient, withdrawals from 
the LFA could lead to drawdown in the UFA and wetlands within the radius of
influence. Other concerns include the potential degradation of water quality. 

It is assumed for the purposes of this PCCWSP that quantifying the yield or the 
capacity of a well drilled into the LFA will be similar to the process for
quantifying groundwater from a well drilled into the UFA.  It is also assumed that 
the individual local governments will be required to perform sufficient aquifer
performance testing (APTs) to prove the desired supply quantity will have no
impacts to surface waters and wetlands, as well as determine if the water quality
is within the criteria range to be classified as an “alternative water supply,”
particularly in the areas of the County that is governed by only the CFCA
regulations.

The PCU-CRUSA has the choice to utilize 100 percent LFA water and treat as
needed, or blend a lower quantity of LFA water supply with the existing
withdrawals from the UFA at their existing water treatment plants.  The potential 
yield for blending projects assumes that a local government will expand treatment 
capacities to pump their full permitted capacity.  Assuming that the LFA water
has a TDS value of 1,500 mg/L or a 1,000 mg/L chloride level, a one to ten (1:10) 
blending ratio with UFA water can be utilized to increase water supply. This ratio 
was selected because it would not be necessary to change the treatment processes 
based on the blended Lower Floridan water quality given the deciding factors are 
total dissolved solids and chlorides. This helps minimize costs and avoid issues
associated with concentrate disposal. The PCU-CRUSA can potentially gain an
additional 0.227 MGD of supply through groundwater blending projects.

1.3.2 Regional Sources

Potential partnerships among governments to bulk purchase water supply from various
sources outside the County were also investigated as options.  In Section 2.0, three
potential groups were identified for potential future shared-use partnerships; (1) Tampa
Bay Water; (2) the STOPR Group consisting of the City of St. Cloud, the Toho Water
Authority, Orange County Utilities, Polk County Utilities, and the Reedy Creek
Improvement District; and (3) The Peace River Manasota Regional Water Supply
Authority (PRMRWSA).  Obtaining water supply from each of these potential
partnerships would involve purchase of water from the group or co-funding projects to 
obtain water supplies from regions outside the County.

Bulk supply projects provide an opportunity for Polk County and its 17 local
governments to increase their water supply quantities by obtaining water from outside of 
the County. Similar to the previous groundwater examples, after the project has met the 
necessary regulatory requirements a bulk supply would increase the permitted quantity,
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thus shifting the time in which the permitted quantity equals or exceeds the demand
further in the future (Table 1-9).

Table 1-9: Regional Water Supply Options

Regional Sources 

Optional Categories1 Estimated
Quantity (mgd) Estimated Costs2-4

$/ 1000 gal
Tampa Bay Water 10 $6.50
Peace River/Land Use Transition 11 $9.80
SE Wellfield 15 $4.90
STOPR 5 -----

(1) The estimated quantity were selected as the highest value from the range of quantities (identified as part 
of the 2009 PCCWSP (Section 2)) to make the projects cost effective. 
(2) The estimated costs are comparable to the Tampa Bay Water's Long Term Water Supply Plan (July 
2008).  The Tampa Water Project is assumed to be the Alafia River Surface Water Expansion outlined in 
Appendix A, 2009 PCCWSP.
(3)The estimated costs for the Peace River/Land Use Transition Project were based on typical surface and 
groundwater treatment facilities (Section 4) and 40 miles of piping and valves.
(4)The estimated costs were based on Lower Floridan aquifer water treatment (Section 4) and 40 miles of 
piping and valves.

As stated previously, the PCU-CRUSA has the potential to participate in all of the
regional projects. Since the locations of some projects relative to the CRUSA could cause 
them to be cost prohibitive, the closest regional project for the PCU-CRUSA will be
discussed briefly in the following paragraphs. More detailed project descriptions can be
found in Sections 2 and 4 of the 2009 PCCWSP.

1.3.2.1 Peace River

This project is a combined surface water project and land use transition project. It would 
involve the construction of a surface water treatment facility and associated reservoir, as 
well as incorporate a land use transition well through the development of a regional
partnership to supply Polk County and the local governments with blended surface water 
from the Peace River and Upper Floridan aquifer groundwater. The Peace River
Evaluation Report determined that combined flows from the Peace River at Ft. Meade
and Bowlegs Creek could yield approximately 5 MGD of water supply.  This surface
water combined with the Southern Land Use Transition wells would potentially provide 5 
to 11 MGD of water supply to the Polk County region.  It is anticipated that this supply 
would be divided up among several local governments.

1.4 Implementation Considerations

Section 4.0 of the 2009 PCCWSP describes the potential water quality issues, planning, 
permitting, design, civil infrastructure and associated economics, which will need to be
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considered when developing the various water supply options to meet individual local
demands.  In addition to the project infrastructure descriptions, this section of the report 
also provides a brief summary of the qualitative impacts related to the implementation of 
each specific type of project, such as regulatory considerations.  This Section also
includes a quantitative analysis related to the capital project costs for each water supply 
option.  Planning-level annual operating costs were also developed, in order to calculate a 
cost index in dollars per 1,000 gallons ($/1k gal), as a means of comparing each option
for a 30-Year planning period on an equivalent basis. The information in this section is
formatted so that it can be applied to any local governments considering the utilization of 
any category type project as part of their future water supply planning process.

In essence, the evaluation was performed to determine and describe; (1) what is the
process associated with the development of an alternative water supply project (2) what is 
the effort involved in transferring the new water supply to the various municipal entities 
(based on their specific demand deficit quantities) and; (3) what are the associated issues 
related to the implementation of an alternative water in conjunction with the existing
UFA groundwater for a potable water system.  This analysis compares the list of
alternative water supply projects to the current water supply deficits for the 17 local
governments and six County service areas as a means to initiate the formation of the
individual implementation plans (outlined in Section 5) for meeting future public water
supply demands. 

Early on, it became apparent that the secondary driving force behind the viability of each 
type of water supply project would be water quality and the associated level of treatment 
that would be required to implement a new supply project. The difference of constituents 
between the raw water quality of any particular source and the desired finished water
quality determines the type of water treatment requirements.  The type of water treatment 
process required directly impacts both capital and annual operating costs to the
participating local governments.  This is due in large part to the fact that the raw water 
quality for some of the various options is known to vary significantly as compared to the 
existing traditional treatment requirements for most local governments. Finished water
quality, for public supply, must (at a minimum) meet EPA’s and FDEP’s primary and
secondary drinking water standards. Thus, the discussion in this section begins with the
advantages and disadvantage of various treatment considerations applicable to all
categories of water supply projects, and is followed by a detailed discussion on the
treatment considerations for the individual specific categories.

To maintain consistency, the categories will be discussed in the same order as Section 2.0 
(surface water, groundwater, reclaimed water, bulk supply partners, and conservation).
The evaluation of alternative water supplies included a planning level determination of
the following:

• Rules and Regulations

• Finished Water Quality Goals

• Primary Treatment Criteria

• Storage Considerations

• Water Treatment Processes
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• Finished Water Blending 
Considerations

• Transmission and Pumping 
Options

1.5 Sample Implementation Plan

The 2009 PCCWSP provides the PCU-CRUSA options that have the potential, when
implemented, to meet their future water supply demands through 2030. A conceptual
implementation plan has been preliminarily developed for the PCU-CRUSA to utilize in 
their on-going planning efforts (refer to Figure 1-5). This sample implementation plan is 
only meant to provide the PCU-CRUSA with a list of options and the information on how 
these alternative water supply options could be implemented in the future to meet the
water supply needs. It is not the intent of this plan to infer and dictate a specific
procedure to follow, but simply to supply the PCU-CRUSA with a list of options and
information necessary to create an implementation plan of their own to meet future water
supply needs.  For additional project options and information, please refer to the 2009
PCCWSP.
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Figure 1-5: Conceptual Implementation Plan
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ATTACHMENT 1



Example for Polk Water Supply Plan
Public Supply Population and Demand Projections
Southwest Florida Water Management District
Draft 2009 Update

AMENDED / ABBREVIATED TABLE 4-35A. POLK COUNTY MUNICIPAL POPULATION ESTIMATES AND WATER DEMAND PROJECTIONS

(1) (2) (3) (5) DEFICIT SURPLUS TOTAL
Estimated PERMITTED PERMITTED PERMITTED PERMITTED

ESTIMATED PERCENT 2005 (4) (MGD) AAD LESS LESS LESS
2005 OF 2005 WITHDRAWAL 2001-2005 (MGD) 2030 2030 2030
POP POP (MGD) 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 AVG GPCD 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 CURRENT (MGD) (MGD) (MGD)

(6) City of Bartow (341) 20,047 3.75 3.208 23,868 32,272 39,901 47,991 57,721 160 3.819 5.164 6.384 7.679 9.235 7.900 -1.335 -1.335
City of Fort Meade (645) 6,942 1.30 0.757 7,929 8,693 9,397 10,017 10,587 109 0.864 0.948 1.024 1.092 1.154 1.014 -0.140 -0.140
Town of Lake Hamilton (2332) 2,408 0.45 0.344 2,750 3,015 3,260 3,475 3,672 143 0.393 0.431 0.466 0.497 0.525 0.484 -0.041 -0.041

(6) City of Winter Haven (4607) 65,766 12.31 9.733 85,135 95,000 105,676 116,149 127,660 148 12.600 14.060 15.640 17.190 18.894 12.326 -6.568 -6.568
(6) City of Lake Wales (4658) 20,140 3.77 2.779 22,892 26,106 29,898 32,943 35,725 138 3.159 3.603 4.126 4.546 4.930 3.821 -1.109 -1.109

City of Lakeland (4912) 166,345 31.13 23.787 189,998 208,306 225,167 240,029 253,690 143 27.170 29.788 32.199 34.324 36.278 35.030 -1.248 -1.248
(6)(7) Polk County / NERUSA & Oak Hill (6509,SFWMD) 60,366 11.30 8.092 93,397 109,813 126,229 143,990 164,233 134 12.520 14.708 16.907 19.287 22.000 13.950 -8.050 -8.050

(6) City of Davenport (5750) 3,978 0.74 0.597 5,297 6,042 6,875 7,866 9,286 150 0.795 0.906 1.031 1.180 1.393 1.002 -0.391 -0.391
(6) City of Frostproof (5870) 2,900 0.54 0.363 5,581 12,554 14,632 18,664 23,805 125 0.698 1.569 1.829 2.333 2.976 1.338 -1.638 -1.638
(6) Town of Dundee (5893) 3,728 0.70 0.488 4,859 5,527 5,948 6,435 6,963 131 0.637 0.724 0.779 0.843 0.912 1.831 0.919 0.919

City of Mulberry (6124) 4,878 0.91 0.502 5,572 6,108 6,603 7,039 7,439 103 0.574 0.629 0.680 0.725 0.766 1.120 0.354 0.354
(6) Polk County / NWRUSA (6505) 23,100 4.32 3.026 44,121 48,313 49,672 51,355 53,838 131 5.780 6.329 6.507 6.728 7.053 5.085 -1.968 -1.968
(6) Polk County / SWRUSA (6506) 29,447 5.51 3.534 41,812 48,560 53,542 57,220 59,075 120 5.017 5.827 6.425 6.866 7.089 4.948 -2.141 -2.141

Polk County / CRUSA (6507) 12,230 2.29 1.480 13,969 15,315 16,555 17,647 18,652 121 1.690 1.853 2.003 2.135 2.257 2.271 0.014 0.014
(6) Polk County / SERUSA (6508) 5,900 1.10 0.732 6,638 11,567 13,644 14,266 14,915 124 0.823 1.434 1.692 1.769 1.849 1.367 -0.482 -0.482
(6) City of Lake Alfred (6624) 5,584 1.04 0.709 8,262 8,816 9,546 10,289 10,910 127 1.049 1.120 1.212 1.307 1.386 1.381 -0.005 -0.005
(6) City of Eagle Lake (6920) 2,502 0.47 0.283 7,113 8,065 9,047 9,407 9,597 113 0.804 0.911 1.022 1.063 1.084 0.947 -0.137 -0.137
(6) City of Auburndale (7119) 26,129 4.89 4.782 31,210 33,623 37,134 39,512 41,831 183 5.711 6.153 6.796 7.231 7.655 7.036 -0.619 -0.619

Polk County / ERUSA (8054) 4,584 0.86 0.550 5,236 5,740 6,205 6,615 6,991  120 0.628 0.689 0.745 0.794 0.839 1.065 0.226 0.226
(6) City of Polk City (8468) 2,200 0.41 0.262 8,302 10,255 11,593 12,226 12,437 119 0.988 1.220 1.380 1.455 1.480 1.187 -0.293 -0.293
(6) City of Haines City (8522) 22,650 4.24 3.715 29,134 33,018 37,658 42,184 44,858 164 4.778 5.415 6.176 6.918 7.357 5.712 -1.645 -1.645
(6) Village of Highland Park (9807) 261 0.103 261 261 261 261 261 394 0.103 0.103 0.103 0.103 0.103 0.092 -0.011 -0.011

Municipal Total 492,085 69.825 643,336 736,970 818,442 895,579 974,147 90.600 103.584 115.126 126.064 137.215 110.907 -27.820 1.513 -26.308

Notes:
MGD = million gallons per day
(1) From SWFWMD, 2005 Estimated Water Use Report, Table A-1 (June 2007). 2005 values listed may vary if permittees that did not originally submit a survey in 2005 provided valid 2005 population data during the Polk County Water Supply Plan review.
(2) Estimated using average 2001-2005 GPCD, as provided in Table A-1 of the District's reports titled Estimated Water Use, 2001-2005 .
(3) Projected County Population, BEBR adjusted, multiplied by percent of the 2005 Population.

(5) Computed as projected population multiplied by 2001-2005 average per capita water use.

(7) The population and demand projections shown include those for the Polk County Oak Hill SFWMD permitted service area, the two systems are interconnected.  The SFWMD Oak Hill Permit is for 3.031 mgd and the SWFWMD NERUSA permit is for 10.919 mgd.

PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS
PROJECTED POPULATION

(6) The City of Bartow, City of Winter Haven, City of Lake Wales, City of Davenport, City of Frostproof, Town of Dundee, City of Lake Alfred, City of Eagle Lake, City of Auburndale, City of Polk City, City of Haines City, Village of Highland Park and Polk County NERUSA, NWRUSA, SWRUSA and SERUSA supplied acceptable methodology (GIS methods) for 
future population and demand projections during either the water use permit renewal evaluations, Central Florida Coordination Area Planning evaluations, and/or Polk County Water Supply Planning evaluations.  Utilization of the District's GIS Associates population model was incorporated and projections are within the BEBR medium - high total county range.

Monday, April 20, 2009

(4) For utilities with at least 0.1 mgd average annual withdrawal (i.e., the utilities individually listed in the table), year 2001-2005 average estimated per capita water use rates, as provided in Table A-1 of the District's reports titled Estimated Water Use, 2001-2005 were used to project demands.



Polk Co CRUSA

Polk County Utilities Central 
Regional Utility Service Area 

# 6507 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Historical Gross Use (mgd) 0.857 0.898 0.899 0.982 1.102 1.263 1.167 1.139 2.122 0.996 1.428 1.530 1.519 1.507 1.370 1.641 1.416 1.596 1.230 1.306 1.256 1.454 1.187

Projected Demand (mgd) 1.480 1.522 1.564 1.606 1.690 1.853 2.003 2.135 2.257

Permitted Quantities (mgd) 1.484 1.484 1.539 2.025 2.025

Current Permitted Quantity 
(mgd) 2.271

Projected Demand (mgd) Source is 2008 updated Water Supply Assessment / Public Supply Population and Demand Projections (06/30/08).
Permitted Quantities Source is District's Regulatory Database System (Queried 08/26/08).

* Includes historical use and permitted quantities from # 3215 (Polk County Board). Transferred / combined on 09/02/94.
* Includes historical use and permitted quantities from # 6822 (Polk Co BOCC / Wolf Run). Transferred / combined on 09/02/94.
* Includes historical use and permitted quantities from # 9465 (Polk Co BOCC / Tanamora). Transferred / combined on 09/02/94.

Demand projections shown for 2006, 2007, and 2008 were linearly interpolated from the 2005 and 2010 projections shown.

Demand projections for 2005 will not match the Historical Gross Use listed, as the projections for 2005 were calculated using the 2001-2005 five year average per capita for consistency throughout the planning horizon.
 

Historical Gross Use (mgd) Source is various years (1985-2006) Published Estimated Water Use Reports (available online at http://www4.swfwmd.state.fl.us/dbtw-wpd/mywebqbe/librarytst3b.htm) and Internal Draft 2007 Table A-1 (data gathered from submitted 2007 Public Supply Permittee Survey Reports and Regulatory Database System AAD pumpage).  
Gross Use is calculated as withdrawals + imports - exports - treatment losses.  

Historical Use / Projected Demand / Permitted Quantities Analysis
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