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Naples, Florida, October 20, 1977 

LET IT BE KNmm, that the Pelican Bay Improvement District 

Board, met in regular sesslon at '+:30 P.'H. Building "C rr of 

the Collier County Courthouse Complex with all members 

present: 

PRESIDENT: 
TREASURER: 
SECRETARY: 

Salvatore Scuderi 
Viola Barclay 
Douglas Bro'tVt1 

Harmon Turner 
Robert Diefenthaler 

ALSO PRESENT; Carol Russell, Recording Secretary; Hr. 

Tracy Bolesky, Attorney for the Board; r1essrs. \V'erner Buntemeyer, 

Byron Kosta, Charles Penn, Grover Ericksen, General Manager, of 

Coral Ridge-Collier Properties; George Varnadoe, Attorney for 

Smith. Young &. Blue; Fred Biery, Project Hanager, and Bob 

'''right of Post, Buckley, Sc.huh &. Jernigan. 

AGENDA 

1. Call to order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Hinutes of Prior rieetings 

4. ineer's report 

5. Old Business 

6. New Bus 5S 

meeting \Vas cal to order. President Scuderi noted that 

all members of the Board "~7ere present. 

HINUTES OF 11EETINGS OF SEPTEt1BER 14 AND SEPTEHBER 21 - APPROVED 
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ENGINEER'S REPORT 

Addendum No. 1 to the Critique of the \vater and Sewer Mas ter 

Plan of September 14, 1977, copies of \<.yhich had been distributed 

before this meeting, was reviewed by Mr. Fred Biery of Past, Buckley, 

Schuh & Jernigan. (Copy appended) 

Bath an-site water facilities and off-site wat.er facilities were 

explained by Mr. Biery and it was stated that the recommendation of 

the engineers was to utilize the off-site well field. This is the 

Innnokalee Road H'atertable vJells located approximately four miles 

east of the junction of Hightva,y 41 and the IIl1!.110kalee Road, he said. 

The quality of water from the off-site wells \vould be significant.ly 

better and it \vould make possible the installation of a District 

owned dual water system, one for potable use and one for irri,gation 

use throughout the development, stated Hr. Biery. 

The developer's golf course was then discussed. Hr. Biery 

explained that the irrigation water for this golf course would have 

to be obtained from the Pelican Bay Improvement District. Ther 

Mr. Biery said, tha.t it was the recorrnnendation of the engineers that 

Coral Ridge Properties p the Pelican Bay Improvement District an 

initial tap-in fee of approximately $300, 000. i,"7hieh "\:\7ould be their 

share of the capital cost of the pipeline for this off-site system. 

There would have to be some kind of stipulation, he stated, that therf' 

would be restrictions to the residents of the area prohibiting 

on-site irrigation wells. If this initial tap-in fee is paid by the 

developer to the Pelican Bay Improvement District, the net cost of 
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Mr. Buntemeyer of Coral Ridge-Collier Properties concurred 

and indicated that the developers would be '-<lilling to pay this initial 

tap .. in of $300.000. 

At Hr. Buntemeyerts request, Hr. Biery affirmed that there was 

no other fresh water supply reasonably available that would not 

require a reverse osmosis plant. 

Mrs. Barclay raised the question as to 'tvhether this off-site 

untreated water would be too salty to irrigate the private lawns. 

Mr. Biery pointed out that the golf course ""vas contemplat using 

grasses that would tolerate a chloride content of 1,000. Hr. Biery 

stated that the chloride content of this untreated water would be 300 to 

350 chloride content, whereas the normal grasses gro~m in this area 

can tolerate chlorides in the range of 350 to 500. 

Mr. Bob Hright of Post, Buckley. Schuh & Jernigan noted that 

there was an error in the Addendum on Page 1 of Exhibit D;...4. The 

heading at the top of the page should read: PLAN B OFF-SITE HATER 

instead of PLAN B ON-SITE HATER. 

The legal aspects of the plan were questioned by President 

Scuderi. It was determined that more information was needed from 

the engineer.s before this concept could be roved by the Board. 

President Scuderi emphatically stated that all r.eports to be 

presented to this Board must first have copies of same distributed 

to the Board members in OLder to be revie".'led prior to the meeting, 

After a lengthy discussion, Mr. Harmon Turner suggested that 

the engineers find out if it is definite that water can be obtained 

from said well site, can the wells definitely be located on the state 

right-of-way when it is determined where the wells will be located. 

and will the wells produce enough water toanS"YJer requirements at 
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the present time? Hr. Turner suggested moving up the time of the 

next regular meeting to the first Wednesday of the month (November 2nd), 

instead of the second t.Jednesday and made a motion to this effect. 

However. President Scuderi declared that a motion was not needed. 

The meeting time was agreeable to all. 

Hr. Buntemeyer recommended that the engineers distribute a total 

outline of the time frame and the necessary steps that will have to 

be taken regarding this concept, to the Board members, a few days 

before the meeting. 

OLD BUSINESS 

BILLS AUTHORIZED TO BE PAID 

No Treasurer's Report was SUbmitted. Mrs. Barclay reported 

the following bills to be paid: 

Naples Daily News 
Rogers, Moon, Wood & Hill 

Board of County Commissioners 

$ 6.20 
75.00 
57.72 

$138.92 

Mrs. Barclay stated that there is presently $2,488.17 in the 

bank and these bills can be paid. Hr. Turner moved, seconded by 

Mr. Brown and carried unanimous that the bills be paid. 

Hr. Turner then requested approval for the developer to pay 

two invoices which had been received from the engineers: 

Invoice #3 for $15,446.96 
Invoice #4 for $32,485.39 

Mr. Turner moved, seconded by t1:r. Brown and carried unanimously 

that these invoices be approved for the developers to pay. 
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QUESTIONS REGARDING COST OF ACCESS ROADS 

Regarding the limits of compensation for the access roads, 

President Scuderi asked Mr. Biery to explain why the access roads 

were listed as costing $100,000; notwithstanding, more than half 

of them had been deleted and the original cost had been $112,000. 

Mr. Biery replied that the road work vlaS not the complex portion of 

the work, and was scheduled at $20, to $22,000. The value of the 

water management work was approximately $90, to $92,000. After 

reviewing the budget, Mr. Biery stated, he had requested a cap of 

$100,000. realizing that adjustments will be made in the future. 

Mr. Turner related that this had been discussed and it was a 

reasonable figure, however. realizing that it is a cap and an 

effort should be made to lower the cost. 

OLD BUSINESS, Continued 

President Scuderi moved that the Statement. of Cash Receipts and 

Expenditures submitted to the Board by Rogers, Hoon, Wood & Hill be 

accepted, seconded by Hr. Brown and carried unanimously. 

Mr. Turner reported to the Board that he has submitted a 

bill for $300 to Coral Ridge-Collier Properties for September. 

Mr. Turner moved. seconded by Mr. Brom1 that the travel vouchers 

be approved. Motion carried unanimously. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Secretary Doug Brown requested that a minimum order of the 

travel expense vouchers be printed. Mr. Turner made a motion that 

these forms be printed, seconded by Mrs. Barclay and carried 

unanimously. 
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District Board 

As there was no further business to be brought before the 

Boa.rd. Mr, Turner moved. seconded by Nr. Brmvn that the meeting 

be adjourned. Hotion carried unanimously. Time 5:52 P.M. 

PELICAl.'l BAY DfPROVE}1ENT DISTRICT BOARD 
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POST, BUCKLEY. SCHUH & JERNIGAN. INC. 

FORTINER SUt!..CINe 
21Bt) W. FIRST STREET, SUITS: 303 

FORT MYERS. FLORIDA 33901 

TELEPHONE 1813l 332,(;034 

CONS'UL TfriG ENGINeERS At/e PLANNIERS 

October 18. 1977 

Mr. Salvatore C. Scuderi, President 
and Board of Supervisors 
Pelican Bay Improvement District 
Collier County Courthouse 
Naples, Florida 33940 

Dear Nr. Scuderi and Board: 

On September 14, 1977 when our written critique of the Pe1ican nay 
Haster Water and Sewer Plan was presented to the Board, \..,.e It/ere unable 
to include an evaluation of the alternative of the District receiving 
water and sewer services from the City of Naples since the City's ' 
response had only been received blO days pri or to the meeti ng. He 
informed you at the time that an addendum to our critique would be 
prepared after contacting the City and completing an analysis of thEdr 
proposal. . 

Since September 14,. 1977, \'/ehave also had several indepth discussions 
\'lith the Developer and with Hr. Harmon Turner representing the Board o·f 
Supervisors regarding both initial phase and 10ng l~ange ~'later and sewer 
plans for th~ Oist~ict. These meetings have been q~i fruitful and 
hnve resul ted in a better understanding, by all parties. 

We are pleased to present to you, as an addendum to the "Critique of 
Haster Hater and Se\'ier Plan for Pel ican Bay Improvement District" ~ our' 
evaluation of the offer from the City of Naples and of the modifications 
and explanations of the water and seltler master" plan ,·thich \·ril1 resu"lt irl 
the most economical and beneficial systems for the District, the Devel­
oper and the ultimate citizens of Pelican Bay. 

PrBjRRWmrm 

Enclosures 

Very tru 1 y yours, 

POST" BUCKLEY, SCHUH & ~}ERNIGMj. INC. 

) 

/ / /< 

" L, .'/ /. #; ;'., ____ ;!ziV ;~~/ 
P. Fred Biery. Po; .... ! 
Project Hanager \/ 

cc: Coral Ridge-Collier Properties, Inc. 
Mr. Grover Ericksen, Vice President~ at al 

304-003.10 -351-
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CRIn - OF HASTER k".T£R AND SEHER PLAN 
FOr< 

p Ir~?RO'jfJ'ENT DISTRICT 

(OCToa~R 20) 1977) 

1. PROPOSAL FOR HATER AND SEWER SERVICE BY THE CITY OF NAPLES 

A tentative proposal for the City of Naples to provide water and 

sewer services to the Pelican Bay Improvement District was outlined 

in a letter prepared by their City t1anager~ Mr. Gem~ge Patterson,. on 

September 12, 1977, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A. 

Basically, the proposal states that the City will prov"ide full 

\'/ater and sewer service to Pelican Bay under one of the follb~'1ing 

conditions: 

<I.) Immediate annexation. 

2.) In lieu of the above condition, pa~TIent of $3,000,000 to 

the City which would be refunded to the District from ttSystem 

Development Charges II collected by the City from meter re­

quests within the District. 

If Pelican Bay agreed to annexation, their would be no justifi­

cation for the continued existence of the, Improvement District. Also, 

the developer tvould be faced with financing all of the expenses as­

sociated It/ith providing a vJater distribution and sewer collection system 

"/ithin the Pelkan Bay property. r'1eter connections would be controlled 

by the City. 
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A financial eJal~at~o~ of the City's second alternative led t~ the 

conclusion that the reco:-:;-el"u::!ed ''!''iater ar:d sewer plan identified in the 

critique re~ort is ~ore econ~mical than tha plan proposed by the City of 

Naples. A financia1 corparison of the City Plan and the Recommended 

Plan is presented in Table A-l. The aVerage cost per month per unit for 

combined \-tater and sewer service is much less under the Recommended Plan 

than it is for the Ci ty Pl an. The Ci ty Pl an can be further \'ieakened by 

void; ng the assumption made that theCity \'lOul d return to the Distri ct 

100 percent of the system development or tapping fees they viould col­

lect. It is also interesting to note that, even \>/ith a 100 percent 

payback,. the City's existing water and sewer system deve10pment fee of 

$490 \'lOuld not meet the financing requirements of a $3.000,000 bond 
-

issue over 25 years @ 7~% interest rate. Under the City Plan, Pelican 

Bay customers "'lOuld be subject to the City's existing \'Jater and sewer 

rate schedule. Their rate ordinances have no provisions for bulk rates. 

Even under the annexation condition, the average \'later and sewer manthly 

charge per unit ($36/month/unit) is slightly higher than the charge 

based on the Recommended Plan. 

The estimated monthly charges contained in Table A-l \'/ere derived 

on the basis of USing the designed per capita f'lows presented in the 

Critique Report:. 2.3 population equivalents per unit~ and an average of 

4800 units over a 25-year time span. The capital financing charges are 

based on a 25 year bond period @ 7!z% interest rate. The \'Jater and sewer 

charges listed under the City Plan are based on the City's existing rate 

schedUle and estimated per capita flows \'/hile the Recommended Plan 

charges are based on the estimated average system rates presented in the 

Critique Report. 
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TABLE A-l 

COST COMPARISON OF CITY PLAN A~D REC0~MENDED PLAN 
FOR t4ATER AND SEWER SERV ICE 

Item City Plan ReCOrrJl~en ded Plan 

Combined l>later and 
Sewer Tap Fee $ 

Not Annex 

490.00 

Capital Financing 
Required by PBID $ (2) 14,600,000.00 . 

Honth1y Charges per 
Unit: 

a. Capital Financing $ 
h.. Hater 
c. Se'.oJer 
d. Other e e. Total 

Note: 

19.50 
12.00 
6.0°(3) 
2.80 

40.30 

Annex 
-~~,,-----

---

$ 490:00 $ 490.000 ) 

$11 ,600,000.00 $15~OOO,OOO.00 

$ 18.03 S 20.20 
12.00 6.30 
6.00 4.00 

$- 30.50 

(1) This fee is used only in order to pruvide a basis for equal CO!'i:pa.f'~:)"n 
of the hlo plans. It is not intended to imply a proposed future fee 
to be used by PBID \"hich may be more or 1 ess dependi r:9 on the ba'i ance ' 
of the recommended financing plan. 

(2) Inc 1 udes the $3-mi 11 ion needed to be granted to the Ci ty. 

(3) This is an estimated cost for operating, maintainin9, and administering 
the \'later and sevier system owned by PBIO. This cos.t is included in the 
water and se~'Jer charges listed in the second colun;l1. 
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II. RECOHf'lENDED WATER AND SE1ti::R PLAN FOR PELICM{ BAY 

A. WATER 

Based on detailed discussions with the Developer, vlith r'lr. Harmon 

Turner of the Board of Supervisors and a review of the recent agreement 

between the City of Nap1es and Callier County for developing their 

proposed water systems, the fonowing two plans for vlater supply result 

in equal user fees to the District customers during the first phase of 

Development. 

Plan A 

Stay \';Iith the on-site water fac11ites dur'ing the initial 

deve10pment phase, reduce the initial capital outlay to the 

District to a minimum and delay construction of the off-site 

well ·field and transmission 1 ine until there are sufficient 

customers to keep user fees in line with those for the first 

phase on-site facilit'ies. The future Distdct "later supply 

\-JOul d be from the off-site \'lel1 fi e Idas proposed in our 

Critique report. 

Plan B 

Based upon a significant initial tap from the D?velopers 

golf course, equal to their share of the capital costs of the 

off-site well field and transmission line, and restrictions 

prohibiting individual on-site irrigation wells. it is feasible 

to immediately go to the off-si well field. The cost to the 

District customers, during the first phase of development 

~'JOuld be equal to Of. less than staying \\lHh the on-site water 
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system. The 1 ity of ',':a r from off-site would signif-

icantly better and it would ~ake possible the installation of 

a District armed dual water system, one for potable use and 

one for irrigation use throughout the development. The 

irrigation system would also be sized for fire flows to 

eliminate the situation of expensive~y treated (R.O.) potable 

water being used for fire-f1m'ls. The "<Jater treatment plant 

size would reduce substantially. The reject \-/ater from the 

reverse osmosis plant \>lould be disposed of in the irrigation 

system and not into Clam Bay_ Attached as EXHIBIT B is a 

letter from the South Florida Hater Hanagement District 

regarding our proposal off-site \'Jell field. EXHIBIT C "in­

cludes \'iell logs and \,/ater quality data. on previously drilled 

test \vel1s-in the vicinity of the proposed off-site \vell 

, field. 

Under both water supply plans above~ the d-iameter of the ~'aw water 

pipeline will be reduced from 20-inch to 12--inch in order to reduce the 

high initial capital costs. Additional future volumes of off-site vlell 

water can be obtained later by the construct'ion of booster pump stations 

or a parallel 16-inch diameter main. Other minor modifications involve 

the relocation of some of the on-site underground systems to provide for 

more f1exibi1 ity in future phases and all plans assume no participation 

by others (City or County) unless and until such time as the resulting 

cost II/ould economically benefit the customers of the District and maintain 
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the integrity of the entire projec~. Concep~ually. there is no change 

reg .. drding the sources of water supply and the t'/Des of treatr.:cilt to be ____ _ __ ,__ . __ _ __ J ._ ._. _" ___ • ._> 

used~ just the sizing of facilities and the proper time for implementation. 

The results of additional economic evaluations are sUfi'warized in 

Exhibits D-l~ and 0-2. The raw water from the an-site wells cannot be 

used for irrigation purposes. It does not therefore~ appear feasible, 

economical1y y to consider the dual irrigation system if the on-site raw 

water is used significant reductions in the R. O. plant capacity would 

not be possible. Treated water from the R. O. plant would be made 

available to irrigate the golf course up until the time that effluent 

flONS from the proposed \'/astewater treatment plant \'iOuld satisfy the 

irrigation demands. The reject water from the R. O. plant would be 

disposed into Clam Bay- by underground diffusion through o. shallow 

injection \'/e11 or drainage system. 

Both water supply plans could be used for approximately five (5) 

years based on estimated water consumption and projected dwell ing unit 

development schedule. 

Since the water quality from the off-site \"Iel1s is much better than 

from the on-site \'lE~l1s, the higher capital costs for the pipeline \'lOuld 

be offset by the substantial reduction in R. O. plant capacity, the dual 

irrigation system and the Golf Course tap fee. The operational costs of 

the treatment would also be reduced and its efficiency increa.sed because 

of the better off-site raw water quality. Additional expansions to the 

treatment plant and off-site \'/e11 field vlOuld be staged Nhen necessary 

to meet future d\ve1.1 i og unit deve 1 op.ment schedul es. 
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B. HAST El4ATE R 

There are no basi c changes envj si ooed to the recommended vlastewater 

plan. A 0.5 NGD package sewage treatment plant is to be constructed 

initially plus a holding pond. All of the treated effluent from the 

S8\'iage treatment plant v/111 be discharged into the holding pond. The 

holding pond will act as a reservoir for the \'later to be used for 

irrigating the golf course. The District would pump raw \'iasteltfater to 

Collier County·s Regional Nastewater Treatment Hhen the capacity of its 

package treatment plant is approached. At this time the District and 

Developer \'/il1 have the opportunity to evaluate the options of con­

tinuning to operate the package plant as the sale source of irrigation 

\'Jater for the golf course and pumping all remaining raw wastewater to 

the County plant or abandoning it and pumping all of the District's 

\1aste\vater to the County plant. For the latter case, raw water or R.O. 

reject \\later would become the source for irrigation \'Jater. 

C. U4PLEl'1ENTATION PLAN 

The proposed implementation pl ans for the '-vater and \'/astevJater 

systems are outlined in EXHIBIT 0-3, 0-4 and 0-5. Schematic diagrams of 

the proposed Stage I and future stage systems are shown on EXHIBITS 

E-1, £-2 and E-3. 

D. RECOMMENDATION 

Subject to the inte~t of Cora1 Ridge-Coll ier Properties to pay to 

the Pelican Bay Improvement District an initia"1 tap fee of approximately 
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$300,,000 and restrictbns prohibiting on-site irrigation \·;el1s, the 

following concept for 'dater ,::nd se!..ier servi ce is recommended. 

o Select the off-site well field along Immokalee Road as the 
source of water for PBID. 

o Construct the well field and a 12-inch diameter transmission 
_pipeline from the field to the Districts utility site. 

o Construct a 0.5 HGO reverse osmosis "'later treatment plant. 

o Construct a potable \'>Iater distribution system \l/ith necessary 
storage for the initial phase of project development. 

o Construct a seperate non-potable water system \'11th necessary 
storage for irrigation and fire flow purposes \tlithin the 
initial phase of development. 

o Construct a wastewater collection system '.'lithin the initia1 
phase of development. 

o Construct a 0.5 r~GO \'1astewater treatment plant designed for 
spray irrigation on the go1f course. 

Hith the approval of the Board of Supervisors, the Preliminary 

Engineering Report for \-Jater and sewer facilities can be finalized. 

This document will specifically identify the facil-ities to be constructed. 

will anow for the preparation of a more detailed cost estimate "'Ihich 

can be used to support necessary bond issues, and \'Jill identi fy the 

specific engineering tasks and their related costs necessary to imp1ement 

the systems. At the same time~ the detai1ed finanCing plan can be 

completed which will establish user fee rate schedules, connection 

charges~ meter charges) etc. 
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EXH3IT B 

POST Cr=FICE sox V, WEST PALM BEACH. FlO::1lDA, 32~C2 

I:'>J RE?t. Y R"F::R TO: 7-36-41 

Robert R. lkight, P.E-
Post) Buckl ey:; Shuh and Jernigan 
Forti nesc Bui 1 di"ng . 
2180 tL First Street, Suite 303 
Fort Hyers; FL 33901 

RE: Pelican Bay 

Dear r'ir .. Hr.ight, 

TELEPHONe; 305"';85-8300 

August 25, 1977 

Your letter to Dick Rogers regarding a public \-Jater supply for Pel-ican 
Bay has been forwarded to me for response. 

Your proposal for a 1.5 r,tGD \'tell-field al0.ng the Cocohatchee River canal 
may be feasible. from a superficial and pre1iminary standpoint ~'le can 
see no objections to the proposal. r have enclosed a checklist and 
application form for- your conyenience~ Please lOOK over the checklist,. 
.jn par-ticular, the criteria used in evaluating \';ater use, and then set 
up a meeting kzith our staff for a more detaned rev"ie\-/ of ,your plans. 
lIe are interested in impact on other users,. and environmental "impact 
of RIO effluent disposal. Please also indicate answers to the pertinent 
sections on page 13 regarding RIO even though your withdrm'ial is from 
the shallow aquifer. ' 

He \'Iish to insure that all aspects o'f your applicat'ion have been thorouohly 
examined prior toyolir actual submission ill order that any difficult . oJ • 

points be resolved in advance. 

PJG/bs 
r:0~r~:"'~:. C!,t(~,~J"'" Ene., [):r~ JobntlL Dq('~r~i'J~~ 

eh };r M "r~ .... ~l r t ;fu:d~rttlll~ Vico Cht)~(Jn.:}ll ~ BQf::l H at?'l) 
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Si Heere ly :> 

J /(f'l_, ',1 ,. • 

f '-: ...... J~K../.~/ ........ :.-----, 
Pi\TfHCI< a. GL[f\SON, Ph.D. 
Techn'ical Rcv'iei'l O'ivisio!1 
Resmi"rce Control Department 



I-

EXHIBIT A 

September 12, 1977 

Hr. Robert', R. Nright, P .E. 
Project Manager 
Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan 
2180 t-1est First Street 
Suite 303 
Fort f1yers" Florida ,339,01 

Dear Nr. Wrigh,t: 

:E;nclosed is a copy of a,tentative proposal for the City of Naples 
to provide \-1a'ter and sewer services to the Peli,can Bay property 
ilnd a~so effluent irrigation' in the futu.re. 'fhis matter has not 
gone hefore the City Council and, consequently, \<JQuld need their. 
approval which is why I state at this time that. i tis tentative. 
I have, hot-lever T ,briefly discussed this indivld1.1ally 1",ith 'the 
three members of the ad hoc 'Hater comraittee and I 1 they are 
in general agreement \Vi th outline of ,the proposal ~ 

I am certain that there ',·;ill be ,".;ork invol vedon your. part before 
responding, but I tvanted to suggest. that you feel to contact 
me or Hr. Smalli,'lood, our cor!sulting engineer I should you have any 
quest.ions t'le can help you Hi tho 

Sincerely, 

0/ ';'1':1 /7-;1"7--
~~:M:?,L /1/. (J~~r""~ 
George M. Patterson 
City rIanagcr 

G>llJj'· :an - t,',L,_ t...(':~ 

enG. 
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The City will o~o~i Pe: =a~ ~~ full sorV1C9 on 
\vater and se· .. ;er o.lus 3=~19 0: (; :h)l~nt u,lder the follo',·;J.na - -' 

general conditions, all of i=h ~re subject to refinement 
through s~bsequent n~ tiatio~5 a~~ffnal approval of 
Council: 

1. Immedi~te annexation to the ci 

2. In the alternative, .payment of $3-rnillion which 
will be refundable from syste~ development charges 
originating from meter reqriest~ within their 
property. 

a) If legal considerations prohib the procedure 
enumerated in 12 above, the City will provide 
for a limited period of time (one year) ,-later 
and sewer services at bulk rates to be nego­
tiated. Such services will apply to a limited 
and predefined area of the property which is 
not to exceed approximately 25 acres. 'I'his 
limited periOd of time will provide Pelican 
Bay wi th the time needed to seek--a.nd get an 
amendment to its powers undE~r the Special Act: 
that \vil1cure the legal diff ieu1 ties. Fail­
ure to procure such amendment, parties will be 
placed in the same position that they were 
before this temporary service, except for ap­
proximately 25 acres. The bulk rates to be 
applied for this 1imited area during the one­
year period will be the following approximate 
rates: 

Finished "l.;later - $.95 to $1.05 per thousand. 

- Sewer service - $lyOO tb $1.10 per thousand. 

- Ci t.y \,lill commi tto furnish effluent irriga­
tion by approximately September. 1979, at 
about $.15 to $.20 per thousand gallons. 

This commitment. to furnish effluent irriga­
tion is contingent upon negotiating a long­
term, full service nt covering water 
and sewer. (Note: Water service is presently 
available immediately adjacent to the property. 
Sewer service is located on Solana Road at 
Good Ie tte Road _ ~ Pelican Bel), \-Jould be respon­
sible for inter-connect to the facilities on 
Solana Road.) 
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CLAY, SAND & SHELL 

CLAY & liMESTONE MIX!D 

24G 

240 

EXHIBIT C 

V;SLL DRILLI)'!G REPORT 
Well-,I r ... 

Location: SR 5-846 {Immokale~ Ro;:'!.d) 
on nOr' th 5 ide of R I 'IN, 3. 7 m 1l.s::-,,3:....-_ 
east of U. S. 4·-1 and 200 ~t. west of 
spring 

County: Collier 

Ground Elevation~ + llft. m.:s. 1. 

. Diameter: 8 
------,----~~----~--~----.----

Depth:. 64 feet 

Static Water Level: 3 feet 8 inches 

Date: June 23, 1969 

Sere 

Construction; Hot<il::..:r:....V!,..· ________ _ 

Pippi'n 'Nell DrilIing~ Inc. 
Driller: Vera Beach, Florida 

Date Finished~ June 2.3 1 1969 

Pumping: 'Test 
Specific Capa~ltY·93'''''' g"p~/ft @ 42.5 

~rAn:ttysls {ppm'} 
~ • • ~ "._ 1: ,*yr~ ...... 

T. D. S. 912 Chloride Cl 

gpm 

234 
Total. Ha rd (l) 454 

lvL O. Al!:<.d,_CD 337 
Calciurrl (l) 336 

Iron Fe 0 .. 1 
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C,. i ~L 5 5 "" i I C ('i ~ I 0 .. t 1 __ ::J ;:, ", t ::: • ~ 

~-.------------------------~~~~~~,~~----~ 
-: -, 
! 

1 
-\ 

j s.PtJ. 
\ I.i; ~ ,~,{) ., 

I :', ~ . _ ~j 

SHELL 1; no c . ., 

& WHITE lIMESJ~HE 
I WITH SHELL. MIXED , 
1 

CLAY &. SHEll 

Po!H IE & C REV 1I W: f, S~, H L hr-~~"'r'"':".a 

PoIXEO. lUlU! 

CREY liMESTONE MIXER 
WITH GREY & WHITf. 

EXHIBIT C 

V/E:.LL DRJLLI~Ci ~) T.:.--< ::. 
... \. ..... # - T 

Loc 

County: ollier State Florida 

Ground evation: + l2 feet rn. s .1. 

Diameter: 8 inches 

Depth: ___ "~3 f~et .~ ________ _ 

Static Water Level: 3 feet 6 inches 
-------------------------

Date: June 2 1969 
------,~-------------------------. 

feet of 8 inch L D. 

Screen: 
----~~;~~-----------------------~----

Construction: Rota ry 
P ippirl '\\i-e-l-l-'D~rci~ll:-:i-n--g-.-I""'n-c-,. 

Driller: Vero Beach. Florida 

Date Finis he d: _~1}...;e_2_4 .... f_. _1_9,-0_' ,..;..9 _____ _ 

Spec ific 
!:~;:n..~~::.~ ,!. ~.~I :@ 

Capacity _ 79 gprn ft·..:;... 42S_~pm, 
Water Analysts (ppm) 

lit; ";""!. .". ... '\Oil< i $ J 11 '" 

T D. S. 
Total Hard 
M. O. Alkal. 
C2.1ciu!1t {1) 
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Chloride Cl 220 
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Rernarks --------



{~_~I------------------------rl~'--~'-7~------~ I· . •.. ,. t! 

S~~il W/IRACt U~ SHtlL •. , 

GliY. WHITE & BROWN 
tI~::srONE MIXED 

);1 Til SHELL 

S:'~I;: iii/TRACE Of SANO 

SA!-\E W/FR.\CE Of CLAY 

WHITE SAND & SHEll 
WITH GREEN SANDY CLAY 

GREY lHHSTOHE & SHEll 

li!TH GiltH» CtAY 

CREEN CLAY I'I!ROCK & SHELL 

CREY LIMESTONE & SNELL 

GRE': & ~ftln: lHIESTONE 

'!11M I XEO SHE II 

"'~ill UM: HARD 

~Ef}IU).l MARO 
r.H I Tf. LIMES TONE 

, .. ~. :. 
EXHIBIT C 

\'.-2 GL DR lLLING ?,:;:: PO? T 
, ... -.: ill'- PI':',:,. !if., {*7, .,.. ,it j'? iIIi 'J" Ii ,." .• M*,P'l,"""ip< uq.~ 

\,; c 11: 

Locatio;1: Sf{ S-846 fImr'!:2.okalc e R o\~r1} 
on north s ide of H / \,1 ~ 5-112 r::!.itl::; 
east of lL 41 

Ground Eleva.tion: -I- 13 feet m. s. 1. 

Diameter: 8 inches 

Depth: _____ 84 feet 

Static Water Level: 3 feet 5 inches 

Pate : ___ l::..;;t:..;.ln;;.;:e::.,_ ..:;2..:;:3;.!..--::.1~9..::::6:...::9:..... _____ _ 

Cas 61 feet of 8 inch 1. D. 

Screen: 

Construction; Rotary 
l~ippin~\~Y~e~l~l~D~~~il-l~i-n-g-J-·-In-c--.-----

Drille r: Ve ro Beach, Florida 

Specific 
~;.~e!.ng Tc~!. 

CapaClty 83 gprrr/ ft @ 4') 5 . r. gpm 
Water Analysis (ppm) -----
"",~+!I ,.' Tt ; A!. • k c l' is t t '1' \0)'" . 

75 Chloride Cl 

RClnC.Lrks 
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PELICA~ BAY IM?RDVEMENT DISTRICT 

EXHI3IT 0-1 

HYPOTHETICAL COM?A~ISON OF A 1.0 MGO 
w'l'\TER SUPPLY SYSTE:~ U5INS--Ot!-SIfE 

- LiEllS VS OFF-SI! E. ~IELLS ,-

ON-SITE (FLORIDAN AQUIFERl 

Pl ant S, ze ::: 1 . 0 1~!GD 

0.26 NGD (Avg.) to G.C. Irrigation 
0.74 NGD (Avg.) for Domestic 

Capital Cost ~ $2,854,000 
Total Rate·{Avg.)"" $1.58/100(1 Gal. 
Golf Course Rate ; $1.01/1000 Gal. 

OR 

G.C. Tap Fee = $375,000 
Total Rate (Avg.) = $1.46/1000 Gal. 
Golf Course Rate = $0.56/1000 Gal . 

.oFF-SITE {Jr:1~40KALEE ROAD HEll FIELD) 

Plant Size ::: 0.74 f.1GD . 
0.26 HGD (Avg.) Raw Water to G.C. Irrigation 
0.74 MGD (Avg.) for·domestic 

Pipeline Diameter ::: 10" ¢ (No Booster Pumps) 
Capital Cost ::: $3,413,000 . 
Total Rate (Avg.) ~ $1.72/1000 Gal. 
Golf Course Rate ;:; $0.42/1000 Ga1. 

OR 

G.C. Tap Fee '" $260,000 
Total Rate (Avg.) = $1.63/1000 Gal. 
Golf Course Rate ~ $0.08/1000 Gal. 

For 12" ¢ 
$3,554,000 
$1. 76/1000 GaL 
$0.45/1 000 GaL 

$ 296,000 
$1. 67/1 000 Ga 1. 
$0.03/1000 Gal. 

Note: - Both systems above will provide an avera 
to the Pe"lican nay Golf Course and patab'ie ~'iatei' 
from 1500 (@ 215 gpcd) to 2700 (@ 120 gpcd). 

now of 260,000 gpd 
a range of D.U.'s 

POST. BUCKLEY, SCHUH & JERNIGAN, INC. 
October 17, 1977 
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PELlC;'~1 BAY I!':P~OVE~,.I~;lT DISTRICT 

EXHIBIT 0-2 

STATISTICS FeR PHASE I WASTHiATER 

Plant Size = 0.50 HGD 
Effluent to G.C. Irrigation Water Supply 
Capacity for 2200 D.U.ls @ 100 gpcd 

to 2700 D.U.ls Q 80 gpcd 

Capital Cost = $1~516,OOO 
Total Rate (Ave.) = $1.50/1000 Gal. 

Rate to G.C. prior to paID connection to 
Reg i ona 1 STP :::: $0.00/1 000 Ga 1. 

Rate to G.C. after connection to 
Regional STP if 0.5 r'lGD PSW plant 
is kept in service as the source of 
G.C. irrigation water = $0.26/1000 Gal. 

-367-
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PELICA~ B~Y iMPROV~MENT DISTRICT 

EXHIBIT 0-3 

WATER AND SEWER IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

PLAN A ON-SITE WATER 

STEP I. - HATER AND SE)~ER - TOTALLY ON-SITE 

tvT? '" 1. 0 MGD (R. 0 . ) 
STP :::: 0.5 NGD (For Spray Irrigation) 
D.U. Capacity :::: 2000 to 3500 For Water 

:::: 2200 to 2700 For' Hastewater 
Capital Cost :::: $4,370,000 

Initial Operation 

o All domestic and G. C. Irrigation from R. O. plant. 

o No available STP effluent. 

Average Rates_ 

Without G. C. Tap Fee 
Water = $1.5811000 Gals. 
Sewer := $1.5011000 Gals. 
R. O. Irrigation Water = $1.01/1000 Gals. 
Effluent Irrigation Water -- $0 .. 00/1000 Gals. 

~lith G. C. Tap Fee of $375,000 
Water = $1.46/1000 Gals. 
Sewer ;: $1.50/1000 Gals. 
R. O. Irrigation \<later ;: $0.56/1000 Gals. 
Effluent Irrigation Water = $0.00/1000 Gals. 

S~uent Operat~ns 

o STP effluent volume increases. 

o Available capacity for domestic use ft'om R. O. plant increases. 

o Rates stay the same. 

o Source of Irrigation Hater converts to STP effl uent. 

o Total charge to Golf Course approaches zero . 

. -368-
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STEP II. - WATER 

o Bui1d 1211 $I pipeline \,litho'Jt booster stations to of He 
.,.;e 11 fie 1 d • 

o Capacity of R. O. (As-Built) increases to 1. 
additional capital cost for plant. 

o D. U. Capacity increases to 2500 to 4500. 

without 

o Reject water available to G. C. Irrigation to supplement 
STP effluent. 

Capital Cost = $1~140.000 + Distribution Systems. 

a Rates for \'iater same or less. 

FUTURE STEPS - WATI:R. 

o Analyze the economics of porallel pipelines vs booster 
pumping, etc. based upon historical system data. 

o Add two additional stages of R. 0. \,/ith ca.pacity based upon 
historical data. 

o Add two booster pump station on pipeline or build a parallel 
1 ine. 

o Expand off-site well field as needed. 

o Ultimate D. U. capacity without parall pipeline and ~'Iith two 
boosters =: 6.500 D.U.'s @ 215. 

= 10,100 D.U. 's @ 120 

o Capital Costs "" $3,733,000 4- Distribution Systems. 

o Rates for \'Ja same or 1 ess. 

STEP 11. AND FUTURE - 1'/ASTE~~,L\ TER 

o Connect to Collier County Regional STP. 

o Capital Cast = $1.290,000 (without EPA Grant) + Collection 
Systems. 

o Rate to PBID Customers = $1.24/1000 Gals. (with EPA). 
= $1.50/1000 G31s. (without EPA). 

~369-
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EXHIBIT D-3 (Cen't.) 

o If 0.50 MGD STP kept on line as source of G. C. Irrtgation, 
Rate to G. C .. ::; $0.26/1000 Bals. 

o If 0.50 !~GO STP a,bandoned, source of irrigation is raw off-site 
\'later at a rate of $0.45/1000 Gals. combined ~'/ith R, O. reject 
water at a rate of $0.00/1000 Gals. 

POST. BUCKLEY J SCHUH ~( JERNIGAN, INC~ 
October 17, 1977 
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P~LICA~ SAY !~P~OVEM~NT DISTRICT 

EX~I3IT 0-4 

STEP 1. - WATER AND SP.~ER 

~IT P :::: 0 . 5 MGD (R. o. ) 
STP :; 0.5 r1GD (For Spray Irrigation) 
Pipeline to Wel1field :::: 12" ¢ 
Dual water systems = Potable and Irrigation/F"ire Flow 
D. U. Capaci ty := 1800 to 2700 For Ha tar 

= 2200 to 2700 For Wastewater 
Available Flow for Irrigation and Fire Flow :::: 1 :35" ~1GO 
Goif Course Tap Fee :::: $300,000 
Net Cost to be Financed by PBID ::; $4,600,000 

Initial Operation 

o . All domestic and G. C. Irrigation from off-site raw \'Iater. 

o No potable demands. 

o No available STP effluent. 

Average Rates 

Water = $'1.51/1000 Gals. (Combined Potable and Irrigation} 
Sewer :::: $1.50/1000 Gal s. 
G. C. :::: $0.08/1000 Gals. 
Effluent Irrigation t'later = $O.OOIlOOO Gals. 

Subsequent Operations 

o Potable demands increase. 

o STP effluent volume increases. 

o Available pipeline capacity for potable use from R. O. 
plant expansions increases. 

o Rates stay the same~ 

o' Source of Gal f Course irrigation ~:ater converts to STP 
effluent. 

o Total charge to Golf Course approaches zero. 
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EXHIBIT 0-4 (Can't.) 

FUTURE STEPS - WATER 

o Reject water available to G. C. Irrigation to supplement 
STP effl vent. 

o Analyze the economics of parallel pipelines vs booster 
pumping, etc. based upon historical system data. 

o Add two additional stages of R. O. Ylith capacity based upon 
historical data. 

o Add two booster pump station on pipeline or build a paralle'l 
line. 

o Expand off-site well field as needed. 

a Ul ti rna te D. U. capac; ty without para 11 e 1 pipe 1 i ne and 'tlith two 
boosters = 6,500 D~U.IS @ 215. 

= 10~100 D.U.'s @ 120 

o Capital Costs !::. $2,570,000 + Distribution Systems. 

a Rates for water same or less (Depends on inflation). 

STEP II. AND FUTURE - WASTEWATER 

o Connect to Collier County Regional STP. 

o Capital Cost =$1,290,000 (without EPA Grant) + Collection 
Systems. 

o Rate to PBm Customers::: $1.24/1000 Gals. hlith EPA). 
~ $1.50/1000 Gals. (without EPAJ. 

o If 0.50 MGD STP kept on line as source of G. C. Irrigation, 
Rate toG. C. == $0.26/1000 Gals. 

o If 0.50 r-tGD STP abandoned, source of irrigation is raw off-site 
water at a rate of $0.45/1000 Gals. combined with R. O. t'eject 
water at a rate of $0.00/1000 Gals. 

POST, BUCKLEY, SCHUH & JERNIGP,N, INC. 
October 20, 1977 

-372-
-2·-



PELle;'.>l 5)d I KOV~}'!ENT DISTRICT 

D-5 

o Delivery of R. O. equiprr:ent 26 weeks from date of pur 
chase order. r.~anufacturers \'1111 requi ra 25% down (Approx 
imately $150;(00) ',;lith P. O. 

o Del ivery of STP equipment == 18 to 20 \'Jeeks from d3.te of 
purchase order. f'lanufacturers 'Nill not requi re any d01r'/n 
payment based upon credit of purchaser. (P. O. guaranteed by 
viestinghotlse Corportation). 

o Delivery of pipe for underground system ~ 3 to 4 \'leeks. 
Delivery of pipe fittings == 16 \'Jeeks. 

o It is almost impossible to have an operational system by 
September 1978 even if work is started this month. It will 
be impossible if \'Iork is delayed further. 

o The Collier County Commission \'Iould determine if going to the 
Immokalee Road \'Iell field represents a substantial deviation 
from the ORI (per recently amended sections of Chapter 380 of 
Florida Statutes) and if so" the DRI \'lould be subject to a re 
review. If PBIO stays on-site no, re-review is required. 

-373-
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November 2, 1977 

AGENDA - PELICAN BAY. 

1 .. Call to order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Minutes of Prior Meetings 

4. Engineer's Report 

5. Old Business 

- 6. New Business 

p.' ,- F "] 


