
 

Audubon Florida ● Audubon of Southwest Florida   
Collier County Audubon Society ● Hendry-Glades 

Audubon Society ● Peace River Audubon Society   
 

September 27, 2012 

 

Linda Hoppes, AICP, Lead Planner 

LWC & LEC Water Supply Plan Manager 

SFWMD Water Resources Division 

Water Supply Planning  

Via email: lhoppes@sfwmd.gov 

 

RE: Audubon comments on the Lower West Coast Water Supply Plan 2012 Update 

 

Dear Ms. Hoppes: 

 

On behalf of Audubon Florida and its 14,000 acre Corkscrew Swamp Sanctuary in Lee and 

Collier Counties, and the Southwest Florida Audubon chapters, including Peace River Audubon 

Society, Audubon of Southwest Florida, Hendry-Glades Audubon Society, and Collier County 

Audubon Society (collectively, “Audubon”), we write to share our joint comments and 

recommendations on the August 15, 2012 draft of the 2012 update of the Lower West Coast 

Water Supply Plan.  Audubon has participated in the public workshops, for which we appreciate 

the opportunity, and we have reviewed the updated plan in detail.   

 

Audubon recognizes water supply planning is critical to achieving the necessary balance between 

water supply of urban and agricultural needs without harming the primary obligations to 

sustaining the natural ecosystems on which all other water uses depend.  Another facet of 

balance is the often conflicting goals of water supply and flood protection. Perhaps most 

significantly, these balancing efforts are made most challenging and vital by the contexts of 

greater Everglades restoration, and the foreseeable impacts of climate change and its consequent 

sea level rise and shifts in weather patterns (droughts, storms, evaporation, etc.).  In response, 

Audubon recommends proactive water supply planning strategies and tools which seek 

landscape restoration and water conservation benefits en route to sustainable water supplies for 

the full spectrum of users, including the natural system. 

 

Audubon’s specific comments and recommendations include: 

 

● Lake Okeechobee is not a future source of increased water supply: Throughout the Lower 

West Coast Water Supply Plan (LWCWSP), there are repeated references to anticipation of 

additional water supply options from Lake Okeechobee once Hoover Dike repairs are completed, 

possibly as early as 2022.  Audubon strongly objects to this suggestion that Dike repairs will 

allow storage of significantly greater water volumes.  While there may be some additional 

flexibility once the repairs are complete, the Lake must be managed as the treasured ecosystem it 

is, and not a water supply reservoir.  The Central and Southern Florida Project Comprehensive 

Review Study (“Restudy”, 1999) determined the ideal Lake stage envelope as between 12.5 feet 

and 15.5 feet, for many vital ecological reasons.  Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers has 

firmly objected to any requests to raise Lake levels, even hypothetically after Dike repairs.  



Therefore, Audubon recommends deletion of anticipation of significant additional water supply 

capability from the Lake on the many pages it is found, using the following standard edit to page 

77 (similar references and edits are also found on pages iii, xi, xii, and 165): 

 

 Summary of Water Source Options 
Overall, this plan update reconfirms the recommendation of the 2005–2006 LWC 
Plan Update to continue the diversification of water supply source options, such 
as use of the FAS, ASR, reclaimed water, and appropriate water conservation, 
which is discussed in the following section. The future water demands of the 
LWC Planning Area can continue to be met through the 2030 planning horizon 
with appropriate management and continued diversification of water supply 
sources and completion of the necessary repairs to the Lake Okeechobee 
Herbert Hoover Dike. Additional storage may become available after the 
completion of necessary repairs to the Lake Okeechobee Herbert Hoover Dike, 
as long as Lake Okeechobee lake levels are effectively managed to support the 
Lake’s ecosystem. 

 
Additional language should be inserted that explains the role of Lake Okeechobee as an 

ecosystem rather than a reservoir. We offer the following suggestions: 

 

  Appendix H, pg 271: 

  

  2008 LAKE OKEECHOBEE REGULATION SCHEDULE 
Lake Okeechobee is a central component of the Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control Project (C&SF Project) and an interconnected regional aquatic 
ecosystem. It serves multiple functions including flood control, agricultural and 
urban water supply, fulfilling Seminole Tribe of Florida water rights, navigation, 
recreation, and fish and wildlife preservation and enhancement. As such, 
operation of the lake affects a wide range of environmental and economic issues. 
Lake operations must carefully consider the entire and sometimes conflicting 
purposes of the C&SF Project. In 2008, the USACE implemented an interim 
regulation schedule for Lake Okeechobee that addressed concerns about the 
integrity of the Herbert Hoover Dike and protecting the ecology of Lake 
Okeechobee by reducing the frequency of high water events. 
 
The dike provides key flood control for developed areas around the lake. The 
2008 Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule (2008 LORS) regulates the lake 
approximately one foot lower than previous regulation schedules. Additional 
information regarding 2008 LORS can be found in the Central and Southern 
Florida Project Water Control Plan for Lake Okeechobee and Everglades 
Agricultural Area (USACE 2008a) and the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement on the Lake Okeechobee Regulation Schedule, Lake 
Okeechobee, Florida (USACE 2008b). 
 
As treasure of our ecosystem, Lake must be managed as a lake and not a 

reservoir. The Restudy (1999; the Central and Southern Florida Project 

Comprehensive Review Study) identified five performance measures for Lake 

Okeechobee hydrology, of which one was a spring water level recession 



declining from ~15 feet to ~12 feeti.  The authors noted that the spring recession, 

“…is the only [performance measure] that relates to seasonal variation in lake 

levels and that variation is…critical for a healthy ecosystem” (page IV-11).   The 

Restudy’s spring recession was further refined into a performance measure now 

termed the “Stage Envelope,” that describes the ecologically-preferred zone that 

is within six inches of the graphed line between 15.5 feet to 12.5 feet from annual 

wet to dry seasons, respectively. 

Stages between 15.5 and 12.5 feet were selected because this range creates the 
most benefit to Okeechobee’s littoral zone (the marsh community where rooted 
plants grow). The single most important factor in determining the character of the 
marsh community is water level fluctuations.  Shallower parts of marsh systems 
thrive with annual drydowns whereas plants in deeper marsh zones are adapted 
to very infrequent drydowns.  Thus, the Stage Envelope between 12.5 to 15.5 
feet matches the contours of Okeechobee’s marshii.  And although the Stage 
Envelope is a desirable average, it is beneficial to have inter-annual variationiii, 
and occasional excursions, especially drawdowns near 11 feet once a decade or 
soiv. 
 

  ● Caloosahatchee River and Estuary Minimum Flows and Levels, and Water Reservation: 

The River’s Minimum Flows and Levels (MFL) Recovery Plan needs expansion beyond just the 

C-43 Reservoir – the LWCWSP needs to identify this important objective of adding contributing 

elements of the Caloosahatchee River Watershed Protection Plan, Aquifer Storage and Recovery 

exploration where geology and budget priorities support it, and dispersed water management and 

wetland restoration projects.  Also:  

- Audubon agrees that data collection is necessary to determine whether to update the 

River’s MFL, including due to sea level rise and better quantified basin flows, but the 

LWCWSP, on page 61, should also include the anticipated outcome of an overdue update of the 

MFL as allowed by Florida Statute 373.0421(3).  

 - Audubon also supports an effective Water Reservation for the C-43 West Reservoir 

CERP project now, and as better data and more basin storage options become available, a future 

wider basin Water Reservation for the Caloosahatchee River and Estuary. We believe the 2012 

LWC update should include a timetable to institute this second phase of a water reservation that 

protects Caloosahatchee River and Basin water beyond the water protected for the C-43 

Reservoir CERP project. 

 

● Water Conservation Strategies Must Be More Proactive: There is no good technical reason 

for permitting any utilities or local governments to allow more than one day per week of 

landscaping irrigation year round.  Citing vague re-use water technical issues confuses the public 

and sends a very mixed message on water conservation.   

 

● Climate Change and Consequent Sea Level Rise and Weather Adversity: LWCWSP does 

not address sea level rise adaptation planning and strategies adequately – utility infrastructure 

vulnerability and flooding risks will increase greatly, with corresponding budget impacts that 

don’t appear sufficiently considered.  Adaptation strategies to consider: 1) wetland restoration 

with reestablishment of overland flows; 2) wellfields move inland; 3) elimination of coastal 

public and private wells; 4) coordination with Army Corps and Regional and Local Planning 

Agencies using appropriate modeling and land use strategies to retard saltwater intrusion, use 



flood control infrastructure to its fullest advantages, and allow for natural coastal ecosystems to 

migrate inland. 

 

Again, Audubon appreciates the opportunity to participate in the workshops and planning 

process for this update of the LWCWSP.  We recognize the significant work and planning that 

has gone into this effort.  We ask for your consideration of our comments and recommendations 

as the District revises the Plan in response to public input and review.   Comprehensive water 

supply planning is integrally tied to natural resource protection and restoration, which is 

fundamental to the sustainability of both human communities and greater Everglades 

ecosystems. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Brad Cornell     Carl Veaux 

Southwest Florida Policy Associate  President 

Audubon Florida    Audubon of Southwest Florida 

bcornell@audubon.org   info@audubonSWFL.org 

 

Alan Keller     Margaret England 

Conservation Chair    President 

Collier County Audubon Society  Hendry-Glades Audubon Society 

ackeller298@comcast.net   sta5birding@embarqmail.com 

 

Larry Behrens 

President 

Peace River Audubon Society 

President1@peaceriveraudubon.org 

 

 

 

                                                 
i
 Havens, K., L. Manners, and R. Pace.  1999.  Priority hydrologic performance measures for Lake Okeechobee.  

Pages IV-9 to 15. In Central and Southern Florida Project:  Comprehensive Review Study, Vol. II.  USACE, 

Jacksonville.  
ii
 Havens, K. E, and D. E. Gawlik.  2005.  Lake Okeechobee conceptual ecological model.  Wetlands  25: 908-925.  a 

detailed peer-reviewed document of water levels and marsh plant and animal communities on Lake Okeechobee.  
iii
 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.  2003.  Management of Lake Okeechobee and Associated 

Estuaries.  Lake Okeechobee and Associated Estuary Issue Team.   
iv
 Havens, K. E., D. Fox, S. Gornak, and C. Hanlon.  2005.  Aquatic vegetation and largemouth bass population 

responses to water-level variations in Lake Okeechobee, Florida (USA).  Hydrobiologia  539:225–237; LORS 2007 

Biological Opinion.  USFWS. 



From:                                         DUrso, Chris [Chris.DUrso@charlottefl.com] 
Sent:                                           Wednesday, September 05, 2012 1:48 PM 
To:                                               Hoppes, Linda 
Cc:                                               Couture, Terri 
Subject:                                     CCU Babcock Ranch WUP 
  
Linda, 
  
As per our conversation, below is language specific to CCU’s Babcock Ranch WUP that should be 
useful for the update. 
  
Thanks  
  
Chris J. D’Urso 
Development Coordinator 
Charlotte County Utilities  
25550 Harborview Road, Unit 1  
Port Charlotte, FL 33980  
941.883.3530 Phone  
941.764.4319 Fax  
   
chris.durso@charlottefl.com  
http://www.CharlotteCountyFL.com 

  
WUP Summary: 
  
  
Pursuant to the 2005 Interlocal Planning Agreement between MSKP III, Inc, the Florida Department of 
Community Affairs, Lee County, and Charlotte County, the Development Agreement Between Board of 
County Commissioners of Charlotte County, Florida and MSKP III, Inc., and Paragraph 33 entitled 
“Water Resources of the State Contract,” Charlotte County was authorized to apply for a Water Use 
Permit from the State Lands of Babcock Ranch provided that the withdrawal of water by Charlotte 
County is solely for public water supply purposes and not for wholesale or retail sale outside Charlotte 
County.   Under these authorizations, Charlotte County applied for the water use permit with SFWMD in 
2007 and was issued the 20-year permit (# 08-00129-W) in December 2011 from SFWMD for 3 MGD 
of raw water as a secondary public water supply. 
  
Because the water supply from Babcock Ranch is a groundwater supply, it provides the desired water
supply diversity, consistent with State of Florida Conjunctive Use objectives. As a secondary supply for
CCU this source would eliminate the need for the County to purchase water from other PR/MRWSA
members at higher rates, and would relieve stress placed upon the natural systems of the area during
the minimum flow levels in the Peace River.  Additionally, there are no anticipated environmental
impacts associated with this use as the water is proposed to be withdrawn from the highly-confined 
Floridan aquifer. Order-of-magnitude cost estimates for development of the Babcock supply are
provided in the table below. Capital costs include construction of the Floridan wells, treatment and
storage facilities, delivery system, and concentrate disposal.  Annual operations and maintenance
(O&M) costs include labor, chemicals, power, membrane replacement, maintenance materials and
spare parts, and sampling and monitoring. 
  

Babcock Ranch Cost Estimate Summary

Raw Yield 
(MGD) 

Finished 
Yield 

(MGD) 
Capital Cost

Cost/Finished 
1,000 Gallons 

Annual O&M in 
2009 Dollars/1,000 

Gallons

Capital & O&M 
Cost/1,000 
Gallons(1)

12.5  10.0  $161M  $3.76 $1.09 $4.85
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****************************************************************** 
Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written  
communications to or from officials regarding county business, are public records  
available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail communications may  
therefore be subject to public disclosure. 
****************************************************************** 

5.0  4.0  $71M  $4.16 $1.09 $5.25
3.0  2.4  $57.5M  $5.59 $1.09 $6.68

ource:  Charlotte County Utilities, 2012 
)  Includes annualized capital costs at 5.7% interest and 20 years plus annual O&M divided by an 
sumed average daily flow of 10 MGD, 4 MGD, or 2.4 MGD respectively.
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September 28, 2012 

 

Linda Hoppes 

LWC Water Supply Coordinator 

South Florida Water Management District 

2301 McGregor Blvd.   

Fort Myers, FL 33901 

 

RE: South Florida Water Management District Draft 2012 Lower West Coast Water Supply 

Plan 

 

Dear Ms. Hoppes: 

 

The Conservancy of Southwest Florida, on behalf of our 6,000 members, submits the following 

comments on the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) Draft Lower West Coast 

Water Supply Plan (LWCWSP).   The Conservancy’s mission to protect Southwest Florida’s 

unique natural environment recognizes the vital importance of careful water supply planning 

within the region to ensure quality of life for residents, as well as the preservation of the 

important ecological attributes of the region.  As we have submitted comments in the past 

regarding the 2012 update to the LWCWSP, we remain concerned with several aspects of the 

update which remain unaddressed, despite our prior recommendations.   

 

LWCWSP Should Include Natural Systems as a Use Category for Planning Purposes 

In order to accurately quantify the level of water supply and demand for the LWC, Natural 

Systems must be considered a user for planning purposes in the water use modeling for the 

region.  Relying on regulatory mechanisms to account for Natural System use is not an 

adequate solution, as there is no established timeline for meeting these regulatory goals.   

Ensuring natural system requirements are met entails quantifying the amount of water needed 

and presenting it in the same way in which the other use categories are included in Chapter 2.  

This will facilitate a greater understanding of how all these various use categories interact within 

the LWC planning area, and also ensures the same level of importance is assigned to the 

Natural System supply as is bestowed upon the other use categories.   

This is done in  the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) Regional Water 

Supply Plan, where seven use categories are identified (as opposed to six) to include 

Environmental Restoration. This natural systems category is described as “Environmental 



restoration comprises quantities of water that may need to be developed and/or existing 

quantities that need to be retired to facilitate recovery of natural systems to meet their 

established MFLs.”    

Since South Florida has many systems that are in need of protection beyond what is typically 

thought of as those requiring restoration, a more comprehensive term such as “Natural 

Systems” would seem more appropriate for our region. Therefore, the Conservancy highly 

recommends that the SFWMD adopt a similar approach to be utilized by the SWFWMD to 

incorporate Natural Systems as an additional use category in the LWCWSP.   

   

LWCWSP Should Include Updated Caloosahatchee MFL and MFL Recovery Strategy 

There is abundant scientific evidence that the current Minimum Flow and Level (MFL) 

established for the Caloosahatchee is insufficient to protect the river from dangerous salinity 

fluctuations.  The fact the currently inadequate MFL continues to be exceeded on a yearly basis 

does not exempt the SFWMD from establishing an MFL for the Caloosahatchee which is 

scientifically supported as protective of the river.  According to SFWMD staff on November 2, 

2010, two and a half additional years of tidal in-flow data was needed to complete the study of 

the estuary and establish an updated MFL.  Therefore, instead of a projected update to the MFL 

in 2017, the LWCWSP should include an expedited timeline in which the MFL is updated within 

the next year based upon the scientific evidence already collected.  For example, within the 

SFWMD Caloosahatchee River Watershed Protection Plan document, it states: 

“3.2.2.2 Insufficient Flows from the Caloosahatchee River Watershed 

Drainage, loss of storage in the watershed, and urban and agricultural demands for 

water have decreased dry season flows to the Caloosahatchee Estuary. At times, 

discharge from the Caloosahatchee River to the downstream estuary ceases entirely 

and salt water intrudes upstream, with salinities at S-79 often exceeding 10 ppt. These 

high salinities cause the mortality of brackish water organisms that ordinarily live in this 

region of the estuary. During such dry periods, a flow of 450 cfs at S-79 is required to 

maintain salinity less than 10 ppt in the estuary upstream of Fort Myers (SFWMD, 2003a 

and b; Chamberlain & Doering, 2004; Chamberlain, 2005), which protects SAV and 

other organisms from salinity-induced stress and mortality.”  

 

Additional support for revising the MFL includes the following: 

• "Therefore, a minimum flow of 300 from S-79 is not enough. Greater frequencies of flows 

are needed from S-79 that approaches 500 cfs in order to achieve the intended salinity goals."   

• “During low flow conditions the entire system is drier than normal and the downstream 

contribution is much lower than 150-200 cfs, so 300 cfs at S-79 is insufficient to achieve the 

MFL salinity criteria."  

Therefore, based upon the above cited evidence, there is no justifiable reason that 450 cfs is 

not being used in this planning document and we request it be revised accordingly. 



Likewise, the LWCWSP includes a Caloosahatchee MFL Recovery Strategy that continues to 

rely solely on the C-43, which is demonstrably deficient to provide enough flow to meet the 

existing 300 cfs MFL.  Non-local projects like those in the Caloosahatchee River Watershed 

Protection Plan and SFWMD dispersed water management projects, as well as the revisions to 

the Adaptive Protocols and other means to meeting the MFL should be included in an updated 

MFL recovery strategy.  

We urge SFWMD staff to not further defer putting best available science already available to 

good use in revising the MFL to 450 cfs for planning purposes, as well as updating the MFL 

strategy to include other opportunities both operationally (such as the proposed Adaptive 

Protocol revisions) and through allocation for meeting the natural system needs of the 

Caloosahatchee River and Estuary. 

 

Plan Should Not Include Any References to Higher Lake Okeechobee Levels 

The current lake regulation schedule upper limits are not only for flood protection due to the 

poor condition of the dike, but also critical for maintaining the lake as a natural system unto 

itself.  The current levels operate the Lake at what has been determined as the proper 

ecological level.  Utilizing the Lake as a reservoir by depositing an additional foot of water into 

Lake Okeechobee for meeting consumptive use needs is not appropriate and would cause 

significant negative ecological consequences to the Lake in the form of submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) die-off, as well as adverse impacts to the species that depend on SAV, like the 

snail kite.   

Additionally, it is entirely premature to include such a tenuous proposal in the LWCWSP when 

neither the environmental community nor other key stakeholders, such as the US Army Corps of 

Engineers (ACOE), have agreed upon it.  An additional foot of water in the Lake as a water 

supply source for meeting current and immediate projected consumptive use needs should not 

be included in the LWCWSP.  Therefore, any references to raising the upper lake level limit 

should be removed from this plan before it is finalized.  

 

Plan Should Utilize More Realistic Residential Water Use Projections  

THE LWCWSP states per capita use in the planning area is 151, down from the previous 2006 

plan of 176 (25 gallons less per person per day). This is less attributable to water conservation 

and more due to the year 2005 being utilized in this plan as the base year for calculating per 

capita use; a year when we had numerous hurricane and tropical storm events which created 

larger than normal rainfall and thus, lower than average irrigation needs. This plan document 

needs to use more realistic per capita numbers that reflect actual per capita usage in normal 

climatic conditions.   

We request that the SFWMD revisit and revise these projections, to ensure the Plan does not 

create an overly optimistic conservation number that leaves the planning area without enough 

water allocation to meet actual residential usage and natural system needs. 

 



LWCWSP Should Include a More Equitable Distribution of Water and More Robust 

Agricultural Need Projections 

Agricultural projections in LWCWSP have increased since the last update to the Plan - despite a 

decrease in total acreage - due to estimated conversions to more water intensive crops, such as 

hydroponics and berries.  The Ag demand estimates are twice that of all other users combined, 

and the Conservancy strongly recommends more robust scientific modeling be conducted to 

determine a more accurate demand projection.  Simply surveying the Ag community for their 

own estimates is not a sufficiently reliable metric on which to base water allocations.   

Meanwhile, the environmental community’s projected water use needs for natural systems are 

not being considered, nor quantitative scientific data that already exists to support such 

environmental needs. The outcome is therefore one of serious inequity.  Before the LWCWSP 

update is adopted, the Conservancy recommends the SFWMD ensure a more robust 

demonstration of actual agricultural needs is included as well as more detailed conservation 

requirements. In addition, we recommend the inclusion of more meaningful placeholders in this 

Plan for all natural systems. 

 

Conclusion  

The Conservancy of Southwest Florida appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft 

LWCWSP update.  We recognize the efforts of SFWMD staff in this complicated endeavor, and 

hope the environmental community’s remaining concerns with the Plan can be addressed 

expeditiously before the update is adopted.   Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  

Please feel free to contact me at (239) 262-0304 x250 with any questions pertaining to our 

letter.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Jennifer Hecker 

Director of Natural Resource Policy 

 

 

 

 

 







 

 

 

 
www.evergladescoalition.org 

Ph: 954-961-1280  Fax: 954-985-5047  450 N. Park Rd, #301, Hollywood FL 33021 

1000 Friends of Florida  
Arthur R. Marshall Foundation 
Audubon of Florida  
Audubon Society of the     Everglades 
Audubon of Southwest Florida 
Caloosahatchee River Citizens Association/ 

Riverwatch 
Clean Water Action 
Clean Water Network  
Collier County Audubon Society 
Conservancy of Southwest Florida 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Ding Darling Wildlife Society 
Earthjustice 
Environment Florida 
The Environmental Coalition 
Everglades Coordinating Council 
Everglades Foundation 
Everglades Law Center 
Florida Conservation Alliance 
Florida Defenders of the Environment 
Florida Keys Environmental Fund 
Florida Native Plant Society  
Florida Oceanographic Society  
Florida Wildlife Federation  
Friends of the Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee 

Wildlife Refuge  
Friends of the Everglades  
Hendry Glades Audubon Society 
Izaak Walton League Florida Division 
Izaak Walton League Florida Keys   Chapter 
Izaak Walton League Mangrove Chapter 
Izaak Walton League of America  
Last Stand 
League of Women Voters of Florida 
Loxahatchee River Coalition  
Martin County Conservation Alliance 
National Audubon Society 
National Parks Conservation Association 
National Wildlife Federation 
National Wildlife Refuge Association 
Natural Resources Defense Council  
The Ocean Conservancy  

The Pegasus Foundation  

REEF RELIEF 

Sanibel-Captiva Conservation Foundation 

Save It Now, Glades! 

Sierra Club  

Sierra Club Broward Group 

Sierra Club Calusa Group 
Sierra Club Central Florida Group 
Sierra Club Florida Chapter 
Sierra Club Loxahatchee Group  
Sierra Club Miami Group  
The Snook and Gamefish Foundation 
South Florida Audubon Society 
Tropical Audubon Society  
The Urban Environment League  
World Wildlife Fund 
 

 

 
 

 

 
Everglades Coalition Resolution Urging the SFWMD Water 

Supply Plan Updates to Protect Water for the Environment and 

Encourage Water Conservation  

 

WHEREAS, the Everglades ecosystem, spanning from the 

Kissimmee River Valley to Florida Bay, is a significant national 

resource and international treasure, 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

WHEREAS, restoration of the Everglades has commenced to 

return the abundance of wildlife once found in the Everglades, to 

recover thousands of acres of marshes and estuarine habitat, and 

to benefit Florida and National Parks and ecosystem-based 

economies, 

 

WHEREAS, the National Research Council recently reported 

that many of the Everglades ecosystem attributes most directly 

influenced by hydrologic factors continue to decline, 

 

WHEREAS, while we await progress from Everglades 

restoration, our ecosystems require adequate amounts of water to 

sustain habitats and temper further ecological deterioration, 

 

WHEREAS, the South Florida Water Management District 2012 

water supply plan updates for the Lower East Coast and Lower 

West Coast articulate the agency’s strategy for the next twenty 

years to update rules, operations, and demand management to 

protect water for ecosystems in the Everglades, 

 

WHEREAS, the purpose of the SFWMD water shortage 

management plan is to protect water resources from harm and to 

assure the equitable distribution of available water resources 

among all water users including natural systems during times of 

water shortage, 

 

WHEREAS, the natural systems must be protected from harm 

under Florida law and should be acknowledged and 

accommodated as such. 



www.evergladescoalition.org 

Ph: 561-746-8078  Fax: 561-745-8936  P.O. Box 1902, Jupiter, FL 33468 

 

Therefore, be it resolved: 

 

1. The Everglades Coalition, with 57 organizations dedicated to protecting and restoring 

America’s Everglades, hereby urges the SFWMD to update the LEC and LWC Water 

Supply Plans to develop and update rules, plans, and operations to prioritize natural 

systems for restoration and protection from harm, including the establishment and 

updating of MFLs, MFL recovery and prevention strategies, water reservations, and 

Restricted Area Allocation Rules, to increase protections for Lake Okeechobee, Biscayne 

Bay, the Water Conservation Area, Everglades National Park, Florida Bay, the 

Caloosahatchee Estuary,  the Loxahatchee River, and other waterbodies. These solutions 

must offer both immediate and long-term benefits. 

 

2. The Water supply plans should be updated to improve water management during water 

shortages and protect water resources from harm. The SFWMD should focus on 

improving demand management, especially in agricultural areas, to cause no harm to 

water resources during droughts that exceed the severity of a one in ten year event, as 

mandated by law. Water conservation efforts should be prioritized. 
 

Approved 7/27/12 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 

Dawn Shirreffs     Jennifer Hecker 

National Co-Chair    State Co-Chair  

954-961-1280 x 205    239-262-0304 x 250 

dshirreffs@npca.org    jenniferh@conservancy.org  

 
 

mailto:dshirreffs@npca.org
mailto:jenniferh@conservancy.org


From Shea, Eric M     Friday, August 24, 2012 2:39:15 PMDate

To Hoppes, Linda 
Cc
Subject RE: August 28 Lower West Coast workshop

Hi Linda, 
  
I was looking through the document and I identified a minor glitch in the FPL language. In Chapter 6, page 135,there 
is a sentence that reads “FPL utilizes an assessment method generation and cooling 
technologies most appropriate for site‐specific conditions, including water supply and wastewater disposal. “ I 
believe we need to add the language incorporating  or which incorporates between method and generation. I 
know it is a small detail in this large document. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Eric M. Shea 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Juno Environmental Services 
Office (561) 691‐2993 
Cell (561) 354‐8907 
Eric.M.Shea@fpl.com 
  
  
  
  
  

From: Hoppes, Linda [mailto:lhoppes@sfwmd.gov]  
Sent: Friday, August 24, 2012 2:15 PM 
To: Hoppes, Linda 
Subject: August 28 Lower West Coast workshop 
  

  

Hi Lower West Coast Stakeholders: 
  

At this time, the District is still planning on having the August 28 Lower West Coast Water Supply Plan 
Update workshop.  A final decision will be made on Monday contingent upon weather conditions.   

  
Linda 

  

Linda Hoppes, AICP, Lead Planner 
LWC & UEC Water Supply Plan Manager 
SFWMD Water Resources Division 
Water Supply Planning  
lhoppes@sfwmd.gov 
(561) 682-2213 

  
  

 
 
We value your opinion. Please take a few minutes to share your comments on the service you received 
from the District by clicking on this link.  
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From:                                         Sarah Catala [scatala@hendryfla.net] 
Sent:                                           Tuesday, August 28, 2012 8:55 AM 
To:                                               Hoppes, Linda; Koehler, Lisa 
Cc:                                               Shane Parker; Kimberly Arnold; Myra Johnson 
Subject:                                     Hendry County Comments/Concerns 
  
Linda: 
  
Hendry County has the following comments/questions/concerns on the SFWMD Lower West Coast Water Supply 
Plan: 
  

         The PWS demands for Hendry County as a whole (Cities of LaBelle and Clewiston included) shown in the 
SFWMD LWCWSP are about half of those shown for unincorporated Hendry County only in the County’s 
2010 10‐Year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan for the period from 2010‐2020. In short, the SFWMD is 
predicting much lower demands than the County did a couple years ago. (Table A‐8 in Appendix A of the 
SFWMD LWCWSP) 

         The SR‐82 (Gardinier) Mixed Use Development is not mentioned. This was included in the 10‐Year WS 
Facilities Work Plan with on‐site supply or FGUA as the provider. Has the status of this project changed 
such that it should not be included in the SFWMD plan? West Hendry is listed in the plan although 
assigned no population or demand since “the service area is not defined.”  

         No projects shown for Port LaBelle Utilities through 2030. Is the County okay with this? (page 154 of 
LWCWSP main text)  

         Growth within the PWS service area is low in Hendry Co. from 2005‐2030: 11% vs. 79% for Glades 
County during the same period (these #s are all “growth” based on finished water demand). Most of the 
growth for Hendry Co. comes from domestic self supply (DSS), with 91% growth from 2005 to 2030. In 
comparison, Glades has 41% growth in DSS. The overall growth rate in Glades is also higher: 37% in 
Hendry vs. 60% in Glades (Tables A‐5 and A‐6). Did someone from the County coordinate with anyone at 
the SFWMD in determining these numbers? I was wondering why there are such differences between 
the two counties. 

         The plan does not seem to acknowledge any of the large proposed developments currently undergoing 
SFWMD permitting, like South LaBelle Village and Belle Landing. 

         Glades County has both more golf course and landscape self supply acreage listed than Hendry from 
2010 through 2030 (Tables A‐10‐12 in Appendix A).   

  
Kim Arnold from Johnson Engineering will be following up with you on these comments today as staff cannot 
attend the workshop. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Sarah A. Catala 
Associate Planner, Hendry County 
Office: 863.675.5240 
Fax: 863.674.4194 
scatala@hendryfla.net 
  
Mailing  Address:                             
PO Box 2340                                                               
LaBelle, FL 33975   
  
Physical Address: 
640 South Main Street   
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LaBelle, FL 33935  
  

From: Hoppes, Linda [mailto:lhoppes@sfwmd.gov]  
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 10:39 AM 
To: Hoppes, Linda 
Subject: The District will be conducting the August 28 Lower West Coast Water Supply Plan Workshops in 
Naples and Ft. Myers as scheduled 
  
Hi Lower West Coast Stakeholders: 
  
The District is going forward with the August 28 Lower West Coast (LWC) Water Supply Plan workshops in 
Naples and Ft. Myers as scheduled.   
  
The LWC Water Supply Plan Update Draft Appendices document is being posted on the Lower West Coast 
website and will be available by close of business today and the link is listed below: 
  
http://my.sfwmd.gov/portal/page/portal/xweb%20‐%20release%203%20water%20supply/lower%20west%
20coast%20plan 
  
  
We look forward to seeing you at the workshop(s) tomorrow. 
  
Linda 
  

Linda Hoppes, AICP, Lead Planner 
LWC & UEC Water Supply Plan Manager 
SFWMD Water Resources Division 
Water Supply Planning  
lhoppes@sfwmd.gov 
(561) 682-2213 
  
  
 
 
We value your opinion. Please take a few minutes to share your comments on the service you received 
from the District by clicking on this link. 
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Hoppes, Linda

From: Bruce Weinstein [brucemiu@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 2:39 PM
To: Hoppes, Linda
Subject: Comments to LWCWSP

Linda 
 
Great plan. I learned a great deal about the activities in the region. 
My only comments to the planning document are the following: 
 
Page 59 (page 83 of 222) the last paragraph describes the types of 
water stored in ASR wells and does not include potable water which is 
the most common water stored in ASR wells. 
 
Page 67 (page 91 of 222) has an insert that defines Brackish 
Groundwater and states it is water with dissolved salts above 250 mg/l 
and less than 19,000 mg/l.  I am surprised that the definition of 
brackish groundwater starts at 250 mgl of TDS.  I don't recall ever 
seeing groundwater with less than 250 mg/l TDS which would make almost 
every groundwater well brackish except for some very concentrated ones 
which I guess are saline or brine. The secondary standard for potable 
water is 250 mg/l for chloride and TDS is 500 mg/l which would imply 
potable water is brackish (although the definition given is for 
brackish groundwater).  Anyway, I just thought the definition with the 
250 mg/l was possibly an error. 
 
I am out of the office today.  If you need to contact me you can call 
my cell phone 239‐784‐2728 
 
Regards 
 
Bruce Weinstein 
Marco Island Utilities 
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