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UC CONSUMPTIVE USE PERMIT

CONSUMPTIVE USE PERMIT
MAX, WELLFIELD WITHDRAWALS ACTUAL PLANT FLOWS
% PLANT
CAFACITY % CUF
T, MGD MGEY hMGD MGY TSED TSED

2000 47720 1,726 4 D56 1,209 Az 105
2001 4 =00 1,752 4 630 1,690 45 ]
2002 o441 1,956 4730 1,736 A &'l
2003 5.520 2.01% 4 230 1,763 47 a7
2004 5E30 2,055 4 /20 1,696 45 82
2005 = 1,287 4,425 1,614 43 1]
2006 5.58 2,034
2007 6.04 2,205
A00E .62 2,416
2009 T.13 26035
2010 T.63 2,185
2011 8.06 2,94
2012 8.33 3,041
2013 8.33 3,041
2014 8.33 3,041
2015 8.33 3,041
2016 8.33 3,041
2017 8.33 3,041
A01E 8.33 3,041
2019 8.33 3,041
2020 8.33 3041

Available water supply has been an increasing concern having been discussed at many workshops and
meetings beginning in September, 2005 and continuing today. Growth and infrastructure studies have
heightened the concern for future available water sources.




WAV Summary SIJRWMD CUP Allocation Table

Table ES-1
Projected 2025 Water Supply Deficits?. 23
Lty 2025 Demand 2025 CUP Allocation Deficit
Craytona Beach 20.54 1616 4 38
Edgewater 343 2.48 0.95
Holhy Hill 1.88 1.58 a.30
Mew Smyma Beach T.83 8.33 -0.50
Ormond Beach 10.33 8.96 1.3TF
Port Orange Q.02 897 0.05
East Summary 5303 4631 5.55
DelLand 7.96 B.57 1.35
Deltona 15.83 2.96 4 87
Crange City 321 242 Q.75
Yolusia County 13.29 475 5.54
WWesat Summary 4329 2r.T 15.50
WAV Summary 95,32 74.01 2214
1. Includes 10% safety factor in demand.
2. CUP allecations effective as of Januarny 2008.
3 CUP allecatons camied foraard o 2025 for those ulilities whose CLF did not extend to 2025, The SJRWMD

nas indicatad it is unlikely SUP allocations will increase in the future




UC HISTORICAL REFERENCES

WATEE PRODUCTION DATA COMPARISON WASTEWATER AND REUSE
DATA COMPABRISON

FISCAL AAX DAILY AVERAGEDALLY TOTALTREATEDWATER  FLOWY%  AVERAGE#  #ACCOUNTS TOTAL WASTEWATER. TOTALREUSE

VEAR FLOW(MGD) FLOWQIGD)  PRODUCTION (MCY) CHANGE OF ACCOUNTS % CHANGE FLOW (MGY) FLOW (MGY)
1884 6.181 4208 1572676 +8 16,485 +3 1018.240 204
1987 5.852 4281 1542.055 -1 16,491 +] 387 &50 M2
1888 6,624 4543 1658.734 =4 17,028 +] 908580 430
1959 6.132 4565 1667 354 +] 17,505 +3 1088120 672
2000 7.064 4817 17E2 B2 £ 17,535 +2 1203.430 G0
2001 0062 4544 1858 42 -fi 18, 584 <3 1303.380 L
ooz f.624 4730 172645 =4 18,521 +h 1422.700 1080
2003 TAET 4778 1744 .48 +] 18,678 +2 1387.220 TE2
2004 7.116 4534 165032 5 20,300 o 1380.300 BA3
2005 607 443 161661 3 22,261 4B 1273.810 812

Avg. +] 300



PROJECT NAME # UNTS PROJ § | PROJECT NAME [] PROJ § | PROJECT NAME
HAMPTON WILLAGE 1056 an FIONEER LANDTRUST [ A | VLA, TORHOMES
CAPUTD DEVELOPWENT FE] n MERLL PROPERTY 32 42 WILLAS AT CALLALISA
SWTRNA SOUTH SUBDMISION L] 4 RACE TRACK PROJECT 100 43 WENETIAN BT
DuPUIS PROPERTY = 5 RESIDENCES AT TURNBULL BAY ] a4 WILLWME PROPERTY
LAFE WATERFORD ESTATES, PRAGE B O 20| RolUNG HLS £ P SUGAR WILL GANDLNS, SUGAR WILL DR & ©
TSLAND TOWN CENTER 129 77| SWGE KeY 187 FONERLINE CORRDOR
COLD FOCK TRALER PR 1 78 SAMLEL CHURCH PROPERTY 0] 48 C & 0 STREET DEVELCPMENT 28
HAWKS COVE 5 2 SAKS PROPERTY 800 L] MOSON L]
SRR LA = £ g T a8 LD HCH SCHOOL SNE 284 DRAFT
HIDDEN LAXES 72 31 TSI AGRES, PRASE 1 [Fd e e
WOME_DEPOT 5 3| SOUTHEAST INTERCHANGE I 20 Jeosoroery 02020202020 [ sw

AR 322 B WL 1L ORIVE & s 11 FORD PROPERTY 500
LAKE_WATERFDRD ESTATES, M FILL 0 FINEER TRAL... 2 IROUR NIPERTY: . oo
e L 34| e wa-waAT 163 5| umoELL peopERTY £ NEW SNYRMA BEACH, FLORDA
T TN i = = — 5 = = .
._._..'L."&_._._._._._._._._.—“ n.ul'.nﬁlt: T 38 TURNBALL BAY GOLF & COUNTRT CLUB, PH 2 [ 55 BOLTON ROAD PROPERTY 12 1N THE VICINITY OF
BORCA BLELDING = 37 | UCNSB, SUGAR MILL WATER PLANT STE B T | EMCRALD WoGDS 72 NEW SMYRNA BEACH
GCEAN WALK CONDOWNIN, PHOGE W o8 » NVLLAGE STREET GOMDOMMAR iL] 57 COUNTRYSIDE 1l 102 E T 1. e soal veme | men 0 o 1
CCEAN WALK CONGOWINILN, PRoGE v r ] L, e Y s L] N OAD S £ ©m B owenr | oOn /03200

TOTAL = 16,070 UNITS N s ik i | e =
R e T i r e Proi | SSUED




UC CUP Application Water Use Projection

TABLE I

PROJECTED WATER USE

Naxt 1§ Pact
Wears Populasion

Par Capita
Uizga
(gped)

Houssbald
Max day
{magal)

Copzmnarcaal
Indusmial
Avg, day

(mgzl)

Commsrcial
Indnstrial
Max. dav

(emal)

Imigartion {urtan
landscaos ar
COTmon 2w

[eagal{avg. dayy)

Inigagon (arbam
landscaps or
CONSNOM ACRAL)
(mzal)
(zoax day)

War

(g2}

Unacoomnied
for war
(mgals)

Tokal
Ameczal Max
dav
[mgaly®e

2005 33,004 3.7 10& 13 337 118 1530 . - 034 K ] 332 B14
008 .93 T 103 LY 382 123 152 . - 03s a3l 358 EM
007 5413 18 E 104 158 a0 1+ i) & & 03s 34 .04 924
n0E 42,796 5888 102 435 587 145 M . - 042 037 §.52 1012
e 45,561 1247 101 470 .19 1.58 x41 . - 045 o40 713 1091
sl o] 30478 33405 100 30 183 159 iR . - 049 043 743 1158
mu 3802 38163 99 331 £12 178 173 & & 052 043 B0 1233
el b 36,764 39,030 o8 i3 £33 187 257 . - oM 047 E47 1295
013 35802 35511 o8 184 54 135 1] . - 057 04z EET 1357
sl 82538 40,80 a7 &1l 933 205 4 . - o3 052 227 1418
013 &5.870 41.41% a7 637 973 214 318 & & 0.8z o 247 148D
o] S5.930 42245 a7 47 259 217 332 & & 0.3 053 2,51 150

m7 £7.559 43,083 ol 635 1004 22 337 . - s 035 295 1523
nig 85048 4395 0§ 683 1018 2M 342 . - 0.83 05s 1010 1545
me 70,103 HEM a5 &73 1032 217 347 & & 088 o 1024 1587
nm 71162 43,730 o G54 1047 230 352 & & LT ] 1038 1589

Faqu

Seded in Household or Commercial Industrial.
allocetion capped at £33 mgd

##* = Raquested allocation capped at 10037 zopd

Form: 40C-2-1082-1; Effective 1-7-99

T WO

S I 2= D21 e OO LNCRES 1 dow-- T2 S0




Is there enough water for the City of New Smyrna Beach?

Our only current source of potable water is the upper Floridan aquifer. With over 16,000 residential units
already approved for construction and if overall (residential and commercial) growth rates average ~5% over
the next 10 years in the UC service area, our CUP allowance (even with the new additional allocation) will
be exceeded in 2011 or our CUP could be reduced due to persistent drought affecting the region. Based upon
the foregoing, the UC’s planning has presumed that the UC should have an alternative source of water and
has budgeted $43 million in the newly proposed CIP to begin to deliver water by 2011.
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2005 No. of New No. of Condo 2006 No. of New No. of Condo Units
Homes Units Homes

January 47 0 January 35 0
February 18 0 February 9 0
March 20 0 March 26 78
April 65 33 April 1 0
May 100 0 May
June 127 0 June
July 21 68 July
August 22 0 August
September 12 0 September
October 31 0 October
November 14 48 November
December 14 0 December
Year to 491 149 Year to 71 78
Date Date

New UC Housing
Units 2005/2006



WAV Potential As A Water Provider

= Portfolio § - A combination of a surface water plant at the 5t. Johns River and
limited new fresh groundwater to supply the western deficit and a combination
of Traceinn warer ey and limited new fresh gr-::n.mdv-: ater to supply the eastern

deficit; and

Table ES-5 on page ES-17 of the WAV Master Plan shows no potential for additional water for
our region of VVolusia County until possibly 2020, which may come from the Central Wellfield.
Note that these are standard fresh water wells and this approach is in conflict with Table ES-1
wherein there is the statement: “The SIRWMD has indicated it is unlikely CUP allocations
will increase in the future.

Table ES-5
Portfolio Phasing

Total Component Size in MGD for MDF

Component Location 2010 2015 2020 2025
Freshwater Wellfield Central Volusia County — --- 7 11
Surface Water Plant St. Johns River 8 14 14 19

RO Plant Hortheast Volusia 2 3 b




Since 11 of the 35 MGD water source is slated to come from the
Central Wellfield, on page ES-24 of the Master Plan Executive
Summary, a meaningful caution is expressed:

It is important to note that reliance on optimization of existing wellfield pumping and
the siting of new fresh groundwater wellfields to meet 2025 deficits is risky under the
current re gulatu::-rj.' framework. First, pumping associated with these alternatives is
highly dependent on the benefit provided from Fegional Aquifer Management
Projects (FAMP) and Rapid Infiltration Basin (RIB) projects. Second, the SJTEWMD
has indicated that supply through 2025 via groundwater withdrawal is unlikely to be
permitted. These alternatives are not currently consistent with the DWSP 2005.

Therefore, until the joint permit application is submitted to the SJRWMD and the
regulatory staff review and comment on the plan, the predictability of withdrawal of
any additional groundwater for water supply is highly '31.‘!E'C1.11.3.ti'-.'-.-2'. However,
discussions with STRWMD staff have indicated that permitted withdrawals will be
based on the sustainable yield of the Floridan Aquifer and being able to meet the
environmental constraints identified by the SJRWMD.

Table E5-6
Project Capital Cost Summary by On-Line Date
Facility 2010 2015 2020 2025 Total
St Johns River Surface WTR S83.6 M 21591 M - 2169 M 21196 M
Mortheast Volusia HPRO WTP S0 M 526 .6 M S10. 1M 3154 M 5021 M
Central Volusia WTP --- - 85 1M 212.9 M 298.0 M
Totals 583.6 M 545.7 M 595.2 M 545.2 M 5269.7 M




Potential Raw Water Interconnects are listed, but not specified. Costs for

these Interconnects are individual member’s responsibility.

Table ES5-4
Final Four Portfolio Components
Portfolio 2 | Portfolio 6 | Portfolic 8 | Portfolic 9
Water Conservation (20% Effectiveness) X X x x
Conservation
i *:"”;r;ﬁe Water | ooy Wisstemn Deficit | X (100%) X (B5%) | X (100%)
Supply WA Deficif
Regional GWTP il
Supply Easfem Deficit
New Source s Supply Weatern Deficif X [65%)
Development Supply Easfern Deficit | X (100%) X (35%)
Seawater Desalination Supply WAV Deficit
Fiant Suppiy Easfem Deficit X [100%) ® (100%)
Mews Freshewatsr Supply Weaterm Deficif ¥ [ 35%) X (35%)
WWellfields I> Supply Essterm Deficit X (85%)
Eas=: Finishad Water Interconnects X X x x
West Finished Water Interconnects X X x x
Interconnecis
Q » East Faw Water Interconnects X X X x
Wiest Raw Water Interconnecis X X x x
Rima Ridge RAMF X X x x
Reclaimed
Ey,:;:;1 Surface Water Controls X X x x
Augmentation/ Laka Dias Cutfall X X X x
Aguife
Recharge Division Ave. Borrow Pits X X X X
Celand Ridge RAKMP X X x x




Due to greater than
normal rainfall
predicted over the
next 20 years, the
Priority Water
Resource Caution
Area has recently
been rescinded for
the New Smyrna
Beach area

Priority Water
Resource Caution Areas

Volusia County

@ Floridan aquifer public-supply well
Priority water resource caution area

@ Proposed WAV Central Well Field
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Porifolio 8A Water Souces

and Transmiz=ion Mainz

The Central Wellfield is a few miles west of
the UC’s most western existing well as seen
on page ES-16 of the WAV Master Plan in
Figure ES-7. There are no indicated
interconnections to the UC with this
transmission pipeline, which may be
constructed coincident when the WAV
Central Wellfield is nearing operation in
2020. The location of this large capacity
WAV Central well field is very near the
Volusia Groundwater Divide, which separates
groundwater flows and recharge areas
between eastern and western VVolusia County.
Based upon the existence of this divide, it
appears that the WAV Surface Water Plant
and WAV Ormond RO Plant would not
benefit eastern VVolusia cities and would not
provide additional capability for water
withdrawal for eastern VVolusia cities as
previously presented by WAV. Additionally,
the proposed WAV well field presumes
additional withdrawal capacity of 11 MGD.
Whether this proposed WAYV central wellfield
will adversely affect the UC’s existing
wellfield is unknown, the UC should
presume that, due to the anticipated large
capacity withdrawal rate, the effect would
be adverse to southeastern Volusia cities.
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Source: Thomas M. Missimer, Ph.D., P.G.
Missimer Groundwater Science, Inc.
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TAKE AWAYS

* The current water use by the City of New
Smyrna Beach from the upper part of the Floridan
Aquifer System does not impact the flow of water
from Volusia Blue Spring.

* There is a groundwater divide between eastern
and western Volusia County that clearly separates
the impacts of those areas into their respective
groundwater basins.

Source: Thomas M. Missimer, Ph.D., P.G.
Missimer Groundwater Science, Inc.



Generation Strategy 2007-2016 -

Improve transmission reliability employing a 230 kV source.

Secure local or grid contract for additional (20MW) base load power or equity
ownership of base load in low risk, low cost plant.

Secure additional (40 MW) intermediate contracts, 7 X 16 strips short-term, for
flexible schedule or seasonal non-firm load.

Secure additional multi-unit, multi-fuel local peaking and intermediate contract-hedge
power (50MW) or joint ownership facility and replacing (20MW) of existing units
with new fuel efficient heavy duty simple cycle turbine or lean-burn, low emission
reciprocating engines.

Secure up to (80MW) of local renewable and/or water co-product generation that can
load-follow and be classed as firm-dispatch through local private ownership with a
UC purchase option or partnership generation contract with the intention to replace or
complement intermediate contracts based on generation dispatch capability.

Sell excess as available.

* ~2016 Outcome: Base load- 40MW, Intermediate flexible contracts- 40-80MW,

Peaking-- 100MW, Renewable-- 80MW.

17



WATER SUPPLY STRATEGIES 200/-2016

« Enhance conservation through policy, education, conservation devices,
developer-builder options, and rate structure.

On existing UC property, develop drought tolerant alternate source
employing non-potable/potable sources (up to 5mgd) employing
surficial wells and/or multiple deep saline acquifer wells
for withdrawal and/or injection to supply non-potable pond storage or
potable supply piped to Glencoe.

Secure up to (5mgd) of local water co-product generation, local private
ownership with a UC purchase option or local partnership contract.

Enhance local interconnection plans to include remote status and operation.

Incorporate emergency potable water processing capability.



WAV PROS AND CONS FOR PROVIDING WATER TO
THE UC/NSB

Long-term, the resources of a larger organization specializing in water production and treatment should be an
advantage.

Although larger is better for central electrical generation projects, there does not seem to be the same economy
of scale with large scale water projects.

WAV is likely to obtain better funding, grants, and bonding rates even though unproven in the marketplace.
There is no institutional knowledge to implement the plan. Plans are always about execution.

Despite claims that the aquifer is relieved by the proposed SJR plants, the recharge of the aquifer is actually split
into east and west. It also appears that the proposed CW plant will help western VVolusia and that the Central

Wellfield will stress the east VVolusia aquifer, if approved.

The proposed transmission main has the potential to provide raw water in 2020, which will require disinfectant,
mineralizing, filtering, and mixing with well-based water supplies.

WAV does not appear capable of meeting 2011-2012 time frame or be flexible to adjust to short-term notice.

WAV funding costs are likely to exceed local solution costs with no equity ownership, 40 years of mandatory
pass-through payments and bonding restrictions, and other obligations, notwithstanding UC Charter issues.



UC PROS AND CONS FOR PROVIDING WATER FOR NSB

* There is institutional knowledge to execute plans in providing well-based water and treatment.

There is no internal knowledge or experience for the technologies expected to be employed. Although
proven technologies are expected, risk will be greater than experienced previously. Additional

regulatory oversight and scrutiny is expected.

The strategy anticipates modular, flexible, and right-sized units for UC requirements and
production costs are expected to be similar to other alternative water sources, which will

require disinfectant, mineralizing, filtering, and mixing with well-based water supplies.

Assets are owned and controlled by the citizens of NSB.

UC funding is very limited although grants and bond rates should be favorable.

Available funds for the water plan are competing with investment needed for existing infrastructure

and growth-related temporary investment.

Potential to partner with a private or other public firm and combine water and power needs into a

the same project.

* Since the water need is growth-driven, the pace can be adjusted or stopped.



