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AGENDA REPORT
April 10, 2018

SUBJECT:
Adoption of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update

FISCAL IMPACT:

During calendar year 2017, tax collections were nearly $44 million instead of the pre-
referendum conservative estimate of $34 million. A more recent estimate of Sales Tax
revenues, factoring in the current inflation rate of 2.13%, projects 10 year collections of
$486 million.

The current budget for Fund 1260, the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund, was
based on the Board-adopted 2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon
Project Plan that listed projects totaling $51,274,404 for FY 17-18. The balance of
anticipated revenues, including balance forward from FY 16-17, was budgeted in
reserves. The Draft Save Our Indian River lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update lists projects
totaling $62,945,958 for FY 17-18.

The proposed FY 18-19 budget for Fund 1260, based on the adopted 2017 Supplement,
would include, funding for projects totaling $31,961,000. The Draft Save Our Indian River
lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update, including inflation at the Construction Index rate of
3.25%, lists projects totaling $52,917,506 for FY 18-19.

DEPT/OFFICE:
Natural Resources Management

REQUESTED ACTION:

It is requested that the Board of County Commissioners consider the recommendation of
the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Citizen Oversight Committee to approve the Save Our
Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update (Attachment A) and authorize necessary
budget change requests for the current fiscal year.

SUMMARY EXPLANATION and BACKGROUND:

Each year, the County Commission is tasked with adopting an updated Save Our Indian
River Lagoon Project Plan in order to account for new information and opportunities. For
the 2018 Update, the Board is requested to consider the addition of dozens of projects
similar to projects identified in the original plan, plus the addition of four new project types
that were not identified in the original plan. Additions that are similar to project types in
the original plan include outreach, nutrient removal from reclaimed water, septic to sewer
conversions, stormwater treatment, muck removal and oyster restoration. New project
types include Sewer Lateral Rehabilitation, Treatment of Muck Interstitial




Water, Vegetative Living Shorelines, and Seagrass Planting.

All of the changes included in the draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018
Update have been recommended by the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Citizen Oversight
Committee (COC). One of the primary functions of the COC is to recommend plan
updates to the County Commission annually while providing public oversight and a
transparent process for the recommended plan changes. The COC has held public
meetings monthly throughout the year to keep informed, gather ideas from the community,
review potential changes, and recommend an annual plan update to the County
Commission.

Sewage overflows are an indicator of illegal connections and/or inadequate sewer asset
conditions. In 2014, a Utility rate increase was implemented to fund 10 years of sewer
asset rehabilitation work, however this funding does not address leaks in the privately
owned laterals that connect customers to the public utility. The COC recommended
providing $840,000 for a pilot project in Satellite Beach to assist owners with private repair
costs. In addition, separate monitoring funds will be used to measure the water quality
benefits of these repairs. Groundwater wells will be installed in the pilot area to measure
whether the repair of private laterals also reduces groundwater poliution. If so, increased
funding will be considered for all sewer service areas that contribute pollution to the Indian
River Lagoon.

A workshop was held with cities in October 2017 to review the process for submitting
project requests for the COC to consider including in the 2018 annual update. Resulting
project requests were reviewed by the Committee during public meetings in January and
February 2018. New projects that were recommended in January and February, as well
as other changes recommended by the Committee during public meetings throughout the
year, were incorporated into the attached Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project
Plan 2018 Update. Specific funding levels and cost share eligibility were recommended
for Sewer Lateral Rehabilitation and Vegetative Living Shorelines. Specific projects were
identified for Treatment of Muck Interstitial Water. No projects or funding levels were
recommended yet for seagrass planting due to inadequate water quality conditions and
the likelihood that most seagrass planted how would not survive current algal bloom
conditions.

Muck is about 90% interstitial water. The interstitial water in muck contains high
concentrations of nutrients. Adding an Interstitial Water Treatment step during dredging
provides an additional opportunity to remove decades of accumulated pollution from the
lagoon. The original Plan included constructing 20 miles of oyster reef breakwaters to
filter the entire volume of the lagoon in Brevard County annually. The 2018 update adds
funds to plant 20 miles of shoreline with native vegetation to slow erosion, filter sediment
and pollutants and provide essential habitat. Oyster reef construction and shoreline
planting can occur in combination along the same stretches of shoreline or along separate
stretches, depending on existing conditions and local interest.

During calendar year 2017, tax collections were nearly $44 million instead of the pre-
referendum conservative estimate of $34 million. A more recent estimate of Sales Tax
revenues, factoring in the current inflation rate of 2.13%, projects 10 year collections of
$486 million. In recognition of these higher collection rates, the Citizen Oversight
Committee recommended adding new projects in the 2018 Plan Update without removing



existing projects (Attachment A, Table 54 from the draft 2018 Update) and adding back in
projects that were moved to an unfunded table in the 2017 Update (Attachment B, Table
51 from the draft 2018 Update).

The original distribution of funds between project types was guided by data regarding the
relative significance of nitrogen loading from each major contributing source of pollution as
illustrated in the bar charts found in Attachment C. The recommended changes keep the
distribution fairly similar to the distribution adopted by the County Commission in the
original Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan. This is illustrated in pie charts from
Figure 25 of the 2018 Update (Attachment D).

Available funding is divided between projects that reduce the incoming load of new
pollution, remove accumulations of old pollution, restore natural stabilization and
filtration systems, or facilitate processes to respond to new information. Of the $99
million recommended for projects that reduce the incoming load of new pollution, over
$84 million is directed to projects that improve the treatment of human waste through
upgraded treatment of reclaimed water, conversion of septic neighborhoods to sewer
service, upgrade of high risk conventional septic to high performance nitrogen removal
systems, and the rehabilitation of privately owned leaking sewer laterals. This focus on
human waste issues is illustrated in Figure 26 from the 2018 Update (Attachment E).

In sum, the recommended changes bring the total plan cost to $381 million, including a
$17.9 million Contingency Reserve for cost overruns, but not factoring in inflation (Table
66a from the draft 2018 Update). When the current Construction Index of 3.25% is
factored into the project costs for years 2 through 10 and a 5% Contingency Reserve is
established for cost overruns, the total cost of the 10 year plan is $427 million
(Attachment F, Table 66b from the draft 2018 Update). Approximately $58 million of
projected revenues over the 10 year life of the sales tax remain available for future
allocation.

For a history of prior Board action on the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan,
please see Attachment G. Adoption of the Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project
Plan 2018 Update (Attachment H) is recommended by the Citizen Oversight Committee.

ATTACHMENTS:

Description

A-Table 54-New 2108 Projects

B-Table 51-Projects Reinstated from 2017 Update

C-Bar Chart of IRL Nitrogen Sources

D-Figure 25-Distribution of Funds

E-Figure 26-Funding by Project Type

F-Table 66b-10 Yr Project Plan Budget

G-History of Prior Board Action

H-Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FLORIDA’S SPACE COAST

Tammy Rowe, Clerk to the Board, 400 South Street » P.O. Box 999, Titusvilte, Florida 32781-0999 Telephone: {321) 637-2001
Fax: (321) 264-6972
Tammy.Rowe@brevardclerk.us

April 11, 2018

MEMORANDUM

TO:  Virginia Barker, Natural Resources Management Director

RE:  Item VI.A.1., Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update

The Board of County Commissioners, in regular session on April 10, 2018, approved the Save
Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update; directed staff to come back to the Board
with a Comprehensive Plan to show what is going on with Utilities and to show long-term goals
across the board; and authorized any necessary budget change requests for the current fiscal
year.

Your continued cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SCOTT ELLIS, CLERK

U, .
hmay, Dowe_
Tammy Rowe, Deputy Clerk
/cmw

CC: Budget
Finance

DRINTEN NN REAVNHI EN DADED
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MEMORANDUM
TO:  Virginia Barker, Natural Resources Management Director

RE: Item VL.A.1., Adoption of Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan Update and the
2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan

The Board of County Commissioners, in regular session on March 7, 2017, reviewed and
approved the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan Update, the Guidance for Ensuring
Compliance with the Intent of the Referendum, the 2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian
River Lagoon Project Plan, and the recommended expenditures listed on the proposed
February 2017 Financial Statement; and authorized the necessary budget change requests for
the current Fiscal Year.

Your continued cooperation is always appreciated.
Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SCOTT ELLIS, CLERK

\j (,meﬂ\f%moe,
Tammy Rowe, Deputy Clerk
cC: County Manager

Finance
Budget

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FLORIDA'S SPACE COAST

Tammy Rowe, Clerk to the Board, 400 South Street « P.Q. Box 899, Thusvllle, Florida 32781-0099 Telephone:; (321) 637-2001
Fax; (321) 264-6972
Tammy.Rowe@brevardcierk.us

May 24, 2017

MEMORANDUM
TO:  Virginia Barker, Natural Resources Management Director

RE:  Item VLA.2,, Interocal Agreements with Municipalities for Save Our Indian River Lagoon
Project Cost Share Funding

The Board of County Commissioners, in regular session on May 23, 2017, authorized the
Chairman to execute Interlocal Agreements with the municipalities (substantially in form of the
template) to provide cost share from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund for projects
approved in the 2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan and
starting at Year Zero or Year One, subject to County Attorney and staff agreement that
Attachments A and E of each Interlocal Agreement demonstrate consistency with the intent of
the guidance criteria approved by the County Commission on March 7, 2017, and
recommended by the Citizen Oversight Committee on February 17, 2017.

Your continued cooperation is always appreciated.
Sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SCOTT ELLIS, CLERK

Hm My Rowe-
Tammy Rowe, Deputy Clerk

cc: Finance
Budget

PRINTED ON RECYGLED PAPER



23 Natural Resources Management Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way
Building A, Room 219

r ev a r d Viera, Florida 32940
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Inter-Office Memo

TO: The Honorable Rita Pritchett, Chair
Board of County Commissioners

THROUGH: Virginia Barker, Director, NRMD »’0 %
FROM: Brandon Smith, Environmental Specialist, NRMD Ef)'}é%:}
DATE: September 20, 2018

SUBJECT:  Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Cost-Share Funding - Interlocal Agreement
Between Brevard County and the City of Cocoa

We respectfully request your signature on the attached Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Cost-Share
Funding Interlocal Agreement between Brevard County and the City of Cocoa for the Church Street
baffle box installation. This project was approved by the County Commission on March 7" as a substitute
project included in the 2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Progect Plan. The
template for this Interlocal Agreement (and all substitute projects approved on March 7) was approved
by the Board of County Commissioners on May 23, 2017.

Within this agreement there are the following attachments:

* Attachment A - Statement of Work for this particular project.

e Attachment B — Project Progress Report Form to be filled out quarterly by the municipality and returned
to the county.

¢ Attachment C — Invoice For Reimbursement.

¢ Attachment D - Recipient’s Certification of Payment Request.

¢ Attachment E — Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form showing the breakdown of the project cost along
with eligible tax funding cost share designated for the project.

This project will reduce the amount of excess nutrients flowing through the baffle box to the Indian River Lagoon.
A Generation 2 box includes the installation of a sieve screen inside the baffle box. This screen will collect and
hold debris and litter above the water level in the box to prevent rapid decay and release of nutrients. The screen
also allows for easier cleaning and maintenance of the box. The nutrient reduction benefit of this upgrade is
estimated to be 237 pounds per year of total nitrogen and 29 pounds per year of total phosphorus.

Please contact Brandon Smith at brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov or 321-633-2016 with questions or to arrange for
pick-up.

Thank you.

Main Line (321) 633-2016 e Stormwater/Illicit Discharge Hotline (321) 633-2014
Mosquito Control North Operations (321) 264-5032 e Mosquito Controt South Operations (321) 952-4523
Fax (321) 633-2029 e Website: BrevardCounty.us/NaturalResources



SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON PROJECT COST-SHARE FUNDING
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE
CITY OF COCOA, FLORIDA.

AGREEMENT NUMBER: SOIRL 18-14

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into on this day of

, 2018 by and between the Brevard County, Florida, a political subdivision of the

State of Florida (hereinafter “COUNTY”) and the City of Cocoa, Florida, a Florida municipal
corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida (hereinafter “CITY™).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the COUNTY saw the urgent need to implement the “Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Project Plan,” with the aim to restore the Indian River Lagoon through financing,
planning, constructing, maintaining, and operating capital improvements and capital maintenance
projects and programs designed to improve water quality, fish, wildlife and marine habitat, remove
muck and reduce pollution, as permitted under Section 212.055(2)(d)1., Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has been granted authority under Section 212.055(2)(a),
Florida Statutes, to levy for a period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, a discretionary
infrastructure sales tax of a one half cent, pursuant to ordinance enacted by a majority of the
members of the Board of County Commissioners and approved by a majority of the electors of the
County voting in a referendum on the surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY promulgated and passed Brevard County Ordinance no.
2016-15, (“the Ordinance”) imposing a one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales tax for a
period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, for the purposes expressed above, subject to
approval of said surtax by a majority vote of those qualified electors of Brevard County voting in a
referendum that was held on November 8, 2016; and

WHEREAS, it was contemplated that if approved in said referendum, said one half cent
discretionary infrastructure sales tax shall be imposed and collected countywide, commencing on
January 1, 2017, and continuing thereafter for a period of ten (10) years until December 31, 2027;
and

WHEREAS, on November 8, 2016, a majority of those qualified electors of Brevard
County voted in favor of the referendum, thereby authorizing the levying of the one half cent
surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY deems it in the best interest of all of the citizens and residents
of Brevard County, Florida, that the proceeds of the one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales
tax be used to fund projects and programs designed to restore the Indian River Lagoon in the
manner set forth in the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan,
including operations, maintenance and reasonable administrative costs of those projects and
programs; and
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the CITY. This offer terminates sixty (60) days afier receipt by the CITY; provided, however, that
the CITY may submit a written request for extension of this time limit which may be approved by
the County Manager or his/her designee.

b. Ifthe project, which is eligible for reimbursement under this Agreement, does not begin within
180 days of the Effective Date, or if the-invoice for non-construction projects is not submitted
within 270 days of the Effective Date, the cost-share agreement will be subject to termination and
the funds subject to reallocation.

Section 5. Project Management.

a. The Project Managers listed below shall be responsible for overall coordination and
management of the project. Either party may change its Project Manager upon three (3) business
days prior written notice to the other party. Written notice of change of address shall be provided
within five (5) business days. All notices shall be in writing to the Project Managers at the
addresses below and shall be sent by one of the following methods: (1) hand delivery; (2) U.S.
certified mail; (3) national overnight courier; or (4) e-mail. Notices via certified mail are deemed
delivered upon receipt. Notices via overnight courier are deemed delivered one (1) business day
after having been deposited with the courier. Notices via e-mail are deemed delivered on the date
transmitted and received.

COUNTY CITY

Brandon Smith Ed Wegerif

Project Manager Director of Public Works
Department of Natural Resource Management City of Cocoa

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A 155 North Wilson Street
Viera, Florida 32940 Cocoa, FL. 32922
321-633-2016 321-433-8777

Email: brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov E-mail: ewegerif@cocoafl.org

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall have sole responsibility for transmitting instructions,
receiving information, and communicating the COUNTY’S policies and decisions regarding all
matters pertinent to performance of the project. The COUNTY'S Project Manager may authorize
minor changes in the project that the parties agree are not inconsistent with the purpose of the
project, do not affect the COUNTY’S cost-share funding amount, the project’s nutrient reduction
benefits, Completion Date, or otherwise significantly modify the terms of the Agreement.

¢. Should additional funding be acquired from sources other than the Indian River Lagoon
Surtax, the County and City Managers are authorized to sign amendments to this Agreement only
if such additional funding: (1) reduces the lagoon tax funding amount; and/or (2) reduces the
CITY’s cost-share amount.

Section 6. Deliverables.

a. The CITY shall fully implement the project, as described in the Statement of Work,
Attachment A. The CITY is responsible for the professional quality, technical accuracy, and
timely completion of the project. Both workmanship and materials shall be of good quality. Unless
otherwise specifically provided for herein, the CITY shall provide and pay for all materials, labor,
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Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

e. "Project cost" is defined to include actual costs of constructing project facilities, including
construction, construction management, construction QA/QC testing, land acquisition,
engineering, design, permitting, permit fees, impact fees, and any other project-specific costs
authorized under the Statement of Work, Attachment A. Project cost does not include any costs
incurred prior to the Effective Date, unless expressly authorized by the Statement of Work, nor any
costs not included in the contracted Statement of Work.

f. Funding shall not be provided for expenses incurred after the Completion Date.

g. The CITY is responsible for owning, operating and maintain the project for the typical
operating life of the project.

Section 9. Payment of Invoices.

a. The CITY shall submit itemized invoices as per the Statement of Work, Attachment A on a
quarterly basis for reimbursable expenses by one of the following two methods: (1) By mail to the
Brevard County Department of Natural Resource Management, Brandon Smith, Project Manager,
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A, Viera, Florida 32940; or (2) By e-mail to
brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov. If an option is not selected in this paragraph, the default invoicing
basis will be quarterly.

b. All invoices shall be submitted using Reimbursement/Invoice Form, Attachment C, and
include the following information: (1) the COUNTY’S contract number; (2) the CITY’S name,
address, and authorization to directly deposit payment into the CITY’S account; (3) the CITY’S
invoice number and date of invoice; (4) the COUNTY’S Project Manager; (5) the CITY’S Project
Manager; (6) supporting documentation as to cost and/or project completion (as per the cost
schedule and other requirements of the Statement of Work, Attachment A); and (7) Project
Progress Report Form, Attachment B. Invoices that do not correspond with this paragraph shall
be returned without action within twenty (20) business days of receipt, stating the basis for
rejection.

¢. Incremental payments shall be calculated as the fraction of Eligible Tax F unding Cost Share
listed in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E (after adjustments per Section
8c. and/or d.) divided by Project Cost multiplied by the amount of the City’s Project Cost incurred
during the respective incremental billing period. Payments shall be made within forty-five (45)
days of receipt of an approved invoice.

d. The invoices shall be submitted in detail sufficient for proper pre-audit and post-audit review.
Invoices shall include a copy of contractor and supplier invoices to the CITY and proof of
payment. If necessary for audit purposes, the CITY shall provide additional supporting
information as required to document invoices.

e. CITY shall be reimbursed for the actual cost of the project, or the contracted amount,

whichever is less. The COUNTY shall not withhold any retainage from this reimbursement.
COUNTY reimbursement is subject to annual budgetary limitation, if applicable.
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reimbursed in the current fiscal year due to slippage in the project delivery schedule will be
requested by COUNTY staff to roll forward to the next fiscal year as a Budget Amendment —
(Regular), per BCC-21.

¢. The COUNTY may in its sole discretion prepare a Budget Change Request incorporating the
revised work schedule and Estimated Reimbursement Schedule as appropriate for changes in the
project schedule.

Section 14.  Liability and Insurance.

Each party is responsible for all personal injury and property damage attributable to the negligent
acts or omissions of that party, its officers, employees and agents. The CITY accepts all risks
arising from construction or operation of the project. Nothing contained herein shall be construed
or interpreted as denying to any party any remedy or defense available under the laws of the state
of Florida, nor as a waiver of sovereign immunity of the state of Florida beyond the waiver
provided for in section 768.28, Fla. Stat., as amended. Each party shall acquire and maintain
throughout the term of this Agreement such liability, workers' compensation, and automobile
insurance as required by their current rules and regulations.

Section 15.  Funding Contingency.

a. This Agreement is at all times contingent upon funding availability, which may include a
single source or multiple sources, including, but not limited to: (1) the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Y2 cent surtax; (2) annual appropriations by the Florida Legislature, or (3) appropriations
from other agencies or funding sources. Agreements that extend for a period of more than one
Fiscal Year are subject to annual appropriation of funds in the sole discretion and judgment of the
COUNTY for each succeeding Fiscal Year. Should the project not be funded, in whole or in part,
in the current Fiscal Year or succeeding Fiscal Years, the COUNTY shall so notify the CITY and
this Agreement shall be deemed terminated for convenience five (5) days after receipt of such
notice, or within such additional time as the COUNTY may allow. For the purpose of this
Agreement, "Fiscal Year" is defined as the period beginning on October 1 and ending on
September 30.

b. The CITY agrees that any and all City funds budgeted (in the adopted or amended budget) for
this project that are saved by the CITY by virtue of reimbursement or allocation received pursuant
to this cost-share agreement, shall be reallocated and expended by the CITY solely to other City,
County or third party project(s) benefiting the restoration of the Indian River Lagoon within five
(5) years of the Effective Date of this Agreement. Should the CITY choose to not expend such
funds in the manner described above, the CITY shall transfer those funds to the COUNTY for
deposit to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund. The CITY’S obligation under this
paragraph shall survive the termination of this agreement.

Section 16.  Failure to Complete Project.
a. Should the CITY fail to complete the project, the CITY shall refund to the COUNTY all of the
funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement.

b. With a recommendation from its Citizen Oversight Committee, the COUNTY, in its sole
Jjudgment and discretion, may determine that the CITY has failed to complete the project due to
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Section 18.  Assignment.

The CITY shall not assign this Agreement, or any monies due hereunder, without the COUNTY'S
prior written consent. The CITY is solely responsible for fulfilling all work elements in any
contracts awarded by the CITY and payment of all monies due. No provision of this Agreement
shall create a contractual relationship between the COUNTY and any of the CITY’S contractors or
subcontractors.

Section 19.  Audit; Access to Records; Repayment of Funds.

a. Maintenance of Records. The CITY shall maintain its books and records such that receipt and
expenditure of the funds provided hereunder are shown separately from other expenditures in a
format that can be easily reviewed. The CITY shall keep the records of receipts and expenditures,
copies of all reports submitted to the COUNTY, and copies of all invoices and supporting
documentation for at least five (5) years after expiration of this Agreement. In addition, the CITY
shall maintain records to demonstrate satisfaction of its obligation under subparagraph 15b. above.

b. Review and Auditing. In accordance with generally accepted governmental auditing standards,
the COUNTY shall have access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books and other
records involving transactions related to this Agreement. In the event of an audit, the CITY shall
maintain all required records until the audit is completed and all questions are resolved. The CITY
will provide proper facilities for access to and inspection of all required records.

¢. Repayment of Funds. COUNTY funding shall be subject to repayment after expiration of this
Agreement if, upon audit examination, the COUNTY finds any of the following: (1) the CITY has
spent funds for purposes other than as provided for herein; (2) the CITY has failed to perform a
continuing obligation of this Agreement; (3) the CITY has received duplicate funds from the
COUNTY or other external funding entity for the same purpose; (4) the CITY has been advanced
or paid unobligated funds; (5) the CITY has been paid funds in excess of the amount the CITY is
entitled to receive under the Agreement; and/or (6) the CITY has received contributions
amounting to more than one hundred percent (100%) of the project cost through cumulative public
agency cost-share funding.

Section 20.  Dispute Resolution.

The CITY is under a duty to seek clarification and resolution of any issue, discrepancy, or dispute
involving performance of this Agreement by submitting a written statement to the COUNTY's
Project Manager no later than ten (10) business days after the precipitating event. If not resolved
by the Project Manager, the Project Manager shall forward the request to the County Manager’s
Office, which shall issue a written decision within ten (10) business days of receipt. This
determination shall constitute final action of the COUNTY and shall then be subject to judicial
review upon completion of the project.

Section 21.  Governing Law, Venue, Attorney's Fees, Waiver of Right to Jury Trial.

This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of Florida and shall not be construed
more strictly against one party than against the other because it may have been drafted by one of
the parties. As used herein, "shall" is always mandatory. In the event of any legal proceedings
arising from or related to this Agreement: (1) Venue for any state or federal legal proceedings shall
be in Brevard County; (2) Each party shall bear its own attorney's fees, including appeals; (3) For
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should the CITY improperly contract with a “scrutinized company.”

Section 25.  Local Preference Limitations.

The CITY is responsible for ensuring that “local preference” is only utilized in the hiring of
contractors when legally permitted. If the source of funds for this cost-share in any way restricts
the use of “local preference,” the COUNTY has the responsibility to put the CITY on notice. Ifput
on notice, the CITY agrees to indemnify the COUNTY for any and all actions or penalties that may
arise from the unpermitted use of “local preference.”

Section 26.  Public Entity Crime.

A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction for a
public entity crime may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract to provide any goods or
services to a public entity; may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract with a public
entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public work; may not submit bids,
proposals, or replies on leases of real property to a public entity; may not be awarded or perform
work as a contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a contract with any public entity;
and may not transact business with any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in
s.287.017 for CATEGORY TWO ($35,000) for a period of 36 months following the date of being
placed on the convicted vendor list.

Section 27.  Public Records.

Records of the CITY that are made or received in the course of performance of the project may be
public records that are subject to the requirements of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. If the CITY
receives a public records request, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY'S Project
Manager. Each party reserves the right to cancel this Agreement for refusal by the other party to
allow public access to all documents, papers, letters, or other materials related hereto and subject
to the provisions of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, as amended.

Section 28.  Royalties and Patents. The CITY certifies that the project does not, to the best of
its information and belief, infringe on any patent rights. The CITY shall pay all royalties and patent
and license fees necessary for performance of the project and shall defend all suits or claims for
infringement of any patent rights and save and hold the COUNTY harmless from loss to the extent
allowed by Florida law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the COUNTY has caused this Agreement to be executed on the day
and year written below in its name by its duly authorized representative, and CITY has caused this
Agreement to be executed on the day and year written below in its name by its duly authorized
representatives. This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, which shall not affect
its validity. Upon execution, this Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties,
notwithstanding any stipulations, representations, agreements, or promises, oral or otherwise, not
printed or inserted herein. This Agreement cannot be changed by any means other than written
amendments referencing this Agreement and signed by all parties.
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Brevard County Board of County Cocoa, Florida
Commissioners

(! /‘ém “
By: By:
Rita Pritchett, Chair Name:

As Approved by the Board on May 23,2017  Title:

Date:

Attest
By:
Scott Ellis, Clerk

By:

Christine Valliere, Assistant County Attorney
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ATTACHMENT A
STATEMENT OF WORK

PROJECT TITLE: City of Cocoa Church Street Type 11 Baffle Box

PROJECT LOCATION: Church St east of Florida Ave

PROJECT BACKGROUND: In February 2013, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
adopted a Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) for implementation of the Total Maximum Daily
Loads (TMDLs) for the North Indian River Lagoon (IRL) requiring nutrient load reductions of nitrogen
and phosphorus. The City of Cocoa has begun planning and implementing projects for the North IRL
BMAP by compiling projects necessary to reach the TMDL. This planned water quality project will assist
the City in striving to meet the pollutant removal allocation required by the BMAP. This project is
designed to provide removal efficiencies that help meet TMDL requirements for the IRL and will provide
a net water quality benefit to the IRL. This area has no stormwater treatment before flowing to the Indian
River Lagoon. An expansion is being looked into in order to increase the basin to treat flows on Delannoy
Ave and add Bold and Gold Filter to increase nutrient removal.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install a Generation 2 Nutrient-removing Baffle Box on a 60” outfall.
Location is on Church St between Brevard and Delannoy Ave.

TASKS and DELIVERABLES: Construct Baffle Box and provide as-built drawings. No analytical
water quality monitoring is anticipated

Task #1: Design and Permitting
Task Description:.N/A

Task #2 Construction of Project
Task Description: Construct a Generation 2 Nutrient Removal Baffle Box at 60” outfall on Church St.
Cocoa, FL

r Task Start | Task End
Task Task Title Date Date
1 Design & Permitting
. . February September
2 Construction of Project 2018 30,2018

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule: Project reimbursements will be requested quarterly.

Task # | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter Quarter | Quarter | Quarter
#4/2018 | #/Year | #/Year | #/Year | #/Year | #/Year |#/Year | #/Year |#/Year

1

2 $20,856

Deliverables: Quarterly and final reports including pictures of progress made, or plans if pictures are not
yet available.




Date:

Project Information

SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON
PROJECT PROGRESS REPORT FORM

Report Number:

ATTACHMENT B

IProject Name:

Recipient Name:

Contract Number:

County Project Manager Email:

Nitrogen Reduction Benefit (Ibs/yr)

County Project Manager Phone:

Phosphorus Reduc

tion Benefit (Ibs/yr)

Recipient's Email:

TSS Reduction Ben

efit (Ibs/yr)

Recipient's Phone:

Construction Schedule

Reporting Period

Start Date {(mm/dd/yy):

Beginning Date (mm/dd/yy):

Completion (mm/dd/yy):

Ending Date (mm/dd/yy):

Budget

Total Budget:

Expended This Period:

Expended To-date:

Percent Budget Expended:

Contract Amount:

Percent Cost Share:

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule

Fiscal Year 1 Fiscal Year 2
Anticipated

Reimbursement #| Anticipated Amount | Anticipated Date Reimbursement # Amount Anticipated Date
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4

Project Status

Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Scheduled for this Reporting Period or Within the Next 90 days:

Task Number Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Start Date Finish | Complet Date

1 Permitting
2 Engineering
3 Construction

Problems, Issues, Solutions, Anticipated deviations from schedule:

Attach an additional page of notes if necessary to explain reasons for lateness or unusual events or circumstances.



Attachment D

Recipient’s Certification of Payment Request

(Print name of Recipient’s Grant Manager designated in the Agreement)

on behalf of , do hereby certify for
(Print name of Recipient)

SOIRL Agreement No. and Payment Request No. that:

M The disbursement amount requested is for allowable costs for the project described in Attachment
A of the Agreement.

M All costs included in the amount requested have been satisfactorily purchased, performed,
received, and applied toward completing the project; such costs are documented by invoices or
other appropriate documentation as required in the Agreement.

M The Recipient has paid such costs under the terms and provisions of contracts relating directly to
the project; and the Recipient is not in default of any terms or provisions of the contracts.

Check all that apply:
0 All permits and approvals required for the construction, which is underway, have been obtained.

I Construction up to the point of this disbursement is in compliance with the construction plans and
permits.

O The Recipient’s Grant Manager relied on certifications from the following professionals that
provided services for this project during the time period covered by this Certification of Payment
Request, and such certifications are included:

Professional Service Provider (Name / License No.)  Period of Service (mm/dd/yy — mm/dd/yy)

Recipient's Grant Manager’s Signature Recipient's Fiscal Agent

Print Name Print Name

Telephone Number Telephone Number



AMENDMENT 1 TO THE SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON PROJECT COST-SHARE
FUNDING INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE
CITY OF COCOA, FLORIDA

AGREEMENT NUMBER: SOIRL 18-14

THIS AMENDMENT entered into this {Day of Last Signature} day of {Month of
Last Signature}, 2019, by and between the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard
County, Florida and The City of Cocoa.

WHEREAS, the parties have previously entered into that certain Save Our Indian
River Lagoon Project Cost-Share Funding Interlocal Agreement No. SOIRL 18-14 (“ILA”)
on February 21, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the 2019 Save Our Indian River Lagoon Plan Update approved by the
Board of County Commissioners on February 26, 2019 increased the funding for the
Church Street Type Il Baffle Box project from $20,856 to $88,045 to enhance the
nutrient removal treatment train and provide cost share at the updated rate as listed in
Table 7-10 - Updated Cost-Share Funding;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and mutual covenants
herein contained, the parties hereby agree as follows:

1. Attachment A. Scope of Work is amended to read as follows:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Install a Generation 2 Nutrient-removing Baffle Box with the
addition of Biosorption Activated Media (BAM) on a 60" outfall. Location is on Church St
between Brevard and Delannoy Ave.

TASKS and DELIVERABLES: Construct Baffle Box and provide as-built drawings. No
analytical water quality monitoring is anticipated

Task #1: Design and Permitting
Task Description: N/A
Task #2 Construction of Project

Task Description: Construct a Generation 2 Nutrient Removal Baffle Box with the
addition of Biosorption Activated Media (BAM) at 60" outfall on Church St. Cocoa, FL

2. Attachment E. Estimated Project Cost-Share is amended to read as follows:
Pounds of Nitrogen Reduction 936.65 237
Eligible Cost Share per Pound $94.00 $88.00

Amendment 1: SOIRL 18-14
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Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share $88,045.00 $20.856.00

Reduction so Sum of Grants does not exceed Project Cost $0.00
Eligible Lagoon Tax Cost Share, Adjusted $88,045.00 $20.856.00
Percent Cost Share to be contributed by the Lagoon Tax 38% 9%

3. All terms and conditions of the Agreement, incorporated herein by this
reference, not inconsistent with the provisions of this First Amendment, shall remain in
full force and effect.

Amendment 1: SOIRL 18-14
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have hereunto set their hands and seals on
the date last written below.
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

BREVARD COUNTY,/FLORIDA=
By: // =

T Kristine Isnardi, Chair-

As approved by the Board on February 26, 2019

ATTEST: ? L
oy e jc%j

Scott Ellis, Clerk
APR 18 2019

Date:

Revie]g fog Iega(lfjrm m
By: d.ﬂ

Christine Valliere, Assistant County Attorney

THE CITY OF COCOA, FLORIDA

Signed:

Typed Name:

Title:

Date:

ATTEST:

Signed:

Typed Name:

Title:

Date:

Amendment 1: SOIRL 18-14
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SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON PROJECT COST-SHARE FUNDING
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE
CITY OF WEST MELBOURNE, FLORIDA.

AGREEMENT NUMBER: SOIRL 18-60

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement™) is made and entered into on this 10 day of
April , 2018 by and between the Brevard County, Florida, a political subdivision of the
State of Florida (hereinafter “COUNTY?”) and the City of West Melbourne, Florida, a Florida
municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida (hereinafter
“CITY”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the COUNTY saw the urgent need to implement the “Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Project Plan,” with the aim to restore the Indian River Lagoon through financing,
planning, constructing, maintaining, and operating capital improvements and capital maintenance
projects and programs designed to improve water quality, fish, wildlife and marine habitat, remove
muck and reduce pollution, as permitted under Section 212.055(2)(d)1., Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has been granted authority under Section 212.055(2)(a),
Florida Statutes, to levy for a period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, a discretionary
infrastructure sales tax of a one half cent, pursuant to ordinance enacted by a majority of the
members of the Board of County Commissioners and approved by a majority of the electors of the
County voting in a referendum on the surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY promulgated and passed Brevard County Ordinance no.
2016-15, (“the Ordinance”) imposing a one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales tax for a
period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, for the purposes expressed above, subject to
approval of said surtax by a majority vote of those qualified electors of Brevard County voting in a
referendum that was held on November 8, 2016; and

WHEREAS, it was contemplated that if approved in said referendum, said one half cent
discretionary infrastructure sales tax shall be imposed and collected countywide, commencing on
January 1, 2017, and continuing thereafter for a period of ten (10) years until December 31, 2027;
and

WHEREAS, on November 8, 2016, a majority of those qualified electors of Brevard
County voted in favor of the referendum, thereby authorizing the levying of the one half cent
surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY deems it in the best interest of all of the citizens and residents
of Brevard County, Florida, that the proceeds of the one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales
tax be used to fund projects and programs designed to restore the Indian River Lagoon in the
manner set forth in the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan,
including operations, maintenance and reasonable administrative costs of those projects and
programs; and
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WHEREAS, the project identified in the Statement of Work (“the Project”) has been
included and approved by the County Commission as part of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon
Project Plan; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has determined that providing cost-share funding to the CITY
for the purposes provided for herein will assist the COUNTY in effectively and efficiently
implementing the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan, as
amended from time to time, and would be a proper expenditure of the monies reserved in the Save
Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund;

For value received, and in consideration of the following covenants, promises and
provisions; the Parties agree as follows:

Section 1. Documents.

This Agreement incorporates all of the following:

The Recitals set forth above;

The Agreement;

Attachment A — Statement of Work;

Attachment B — Project Progress Report Form;

Attachment C — Reimbursement/Invoice Form;

Attachment D — Recipient’s Certification of Payment Form; and
Attachment E — Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form.

@moepo o

Section 2. Statement of Work.

In consideration of the above recitals, and the funding assistance described below, the CITY agrees
to perform and complete the activities provided for in the Statement of Work, Attachment A.
CITY shall complete the Project in conformity with the contract documents and all attachments
and other items incorporated by reference herein.

Section 3. Term and Extensions.

a. The term of this Agreement is from the date upon which the last party has dated and executed
the same ("Effective Date") until September 30, 2020 ("Completion Date"). CITY shall not
commence the Project until any required submittals are received and approved. Time is of the
essence for every aspect of this Agreement, including any time extensions.

b. Any request for an extension of time beyond the Completion Date must be made in writing no
less than 45 days prior to the contracted Completion Date. Timely requests to extend for longer
than six months may only be approved by the Board of County Commissioners. Requests to extend
for less than six months may be approved by the County Manager or his/her designee.

¢. Notwithstanding specific mention that certain provisions survive termination or expiration of
this Agreement, all provisions of this Agreement that by their nature extend beyond the
Completion Date, for example, delivery of a final progress report, will remain in full force and
effect after the Completion Date as necessary to affect performance.

Section 4. Offer Limitations.
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a. This Agreement constitutes an offer until authorized, signed and returned to the COUNTY by
the CITY. This offer terminates sixty (60) days after receipt by the CITY; provided, however, that
the CITY may submit a written request for extension of this time limit which may be approved by
the County Manager or his/her designee.

b. Ifthe project, which is eligible for reimbursement under this Agreement, does not begin within
180 days of the Effective Date, or if the-invoice for non-construction projects is not submitted
within 270 days of the Effective Date, the cost-share agreement will be subject to termination and
the funds subject to reallocation.

Section 5. Project Management.

a. The Project Managers listed below shall be responsible for overall coordination and
management of the project. Either party may change its Project Manager upon three (3) business
days prior written notice to the other party. Written notice of change of address shall be provided
within five (5) business days. All notices shall be in writing to the Project Managers at the
addresses below and shall be sent by one of the following methods: (1) hand delivery; (2) U.S.
certified mail; (3) national overnight courier; or (4) e-mail. Notices via certified mail are deemed
delivered upon receipt. Notices via overnight courier are deemed delivered one (1) business day
after having been deposited with the courier. Notices via e-mail are deemed delivered on the date
transmitted and received.

COUNTY CITY

Brandon Smith Keith Mills

Project Manager Deputy City Manager

Department of Natural Resource Management City of West Melbourne

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A 2240 Minton Road

Viera, Florida 32940 West Melbourne, FL. 32904
321-633-2016 321-837-7777

Email: brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov E-mail: KMills@WestMelbourne.org

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall have sole responsibility for transmitting instructions,
receiving information, and communicating the COUNTY’S policies and decisions regarding all
matters pertinent to performance of the project. The COUNTY'S Project Manager may authorize
minor changes in the project that the parties agree are not inconsistent with the purpose of the
project, do not affect the COUNTY’S cost-share funding amount, the project’s nutrient reduction
benefits, Completion Date, or otherwise significantly modify the terms of the Agreement.

c. Should additional funding be acquired from sources other than the Indian River Lagoon
Surtax, the County and City Managers are authorized to sign amendments to this Agreement only
if such additional funding: (1) reduces the lagoon tax funding amount; and/or (2) reduces the
CITY’s cost-share amount.

Section 6. Deliverables.

a. The CITY shall fully implement the project, as described in the Statement of Work,
Attachment A. The CITY is responsible for the professional quality, technical accuracy, and
timely completion of the project. Both workmanship and materials shall be of good quality. Unless
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otherwise specifically provided for herein, the CITY shall provide and pay for all materials, labor,
and other facilities and equipment necessary to complete the project. '

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall make a final acceptance inspection of the project when
completed and finished in all respects. Upon satisfactory completion of the project, the CITY will
provide the COUNTY a written statement indicating that the project has been completed in
accordance with this Agreement. Acceptance of the final payment by the CITY shall constitute a
release in full of all claims against the COUNTY arising from or by reason of this Agreement.

c¢. Unless otherwise provided herein, the COUNTY does not assert an ownership interest in any
of the deliverables under this Agreement.

Section 7. Progress Reports and Performance Monitoring

a. The CITY shall provide to the COUNTY project update/status reports as provided in the
Statement of Work, Attachment A. Reports will provide detail on progress of the project and
outline any potential issues affecting completion or the overall schedule.

b. The CITY shall use the COUNTY'S Project Progress Report Form, Attachment B. CITY
shall submit the Project Progress Reports to the COUNTY’S Project Manager within thirty (30)
days after the closing date of each calendar quarter (March 31, June 30, September 30 and
December 31).

c. For as long as the project is operational, the COUNTY shall have the right to inspect the
operation of the project during normal business hours upon reasonable prior notice. The CITY
shall make available to the COUNTY any available data that is requested pertaining to the
performance of the project.

Section 8. Amount of Funding.

a. For satisfactory completion of the project, the COUNTY shall pay the CITY its “Eligible Tax
Funding Cost Share” as stated in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E. This
amount is not to exceed the maximum amount of cost-share that was recommended by the Citizen
Oversight Committee and approved by the County Commission unless additional matching funds
for the project are secured by the COUNTY from external revenue sources and approved for
allocation to this project by the County Commission or their duly authorized representative.

b. The COUNTY cost-share amount is not subject to modification based upon price escalation in
implementing the project during the term of this Agreement. The CITY shall be responsible for
payment of all additional costs necessary to ensure completion of the project.

. During Contract negotiations, the CITY must submit the adopted budget for the project, the
amount of all secured grants for the project, and an estimate of project costs as defined below in
section e. The Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share shall be reduced as necessary to not exceed the
balance of Project Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

d. The CITY shall notify the COUNTY’S Project Manager in writing upon receipt of any
additional external funding for the project not disclosed prior to execution of this Agreement. The
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Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share shall be reduced as necessary to not exceed the balance of Project
Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

e. "Project cost" is defined to include actual costs of constructing project facilities, including
construction, construction management, construction QA/QC testing, land acquisition,
engineering, design, permitting, permit fees, impact fees, and any other project-specific costs
authorized under the Statement of Work, Attachment A. Project cost does not include any costs
incurred prior to the Effective Date, unless expressly authorized by the Statement of Work, nor any
costs not included in the contracted Statement of Work.

f. Funding shall not be provided for expenses incurred after the Completion Date.

g. The CITY is responsible for owning, operating and maintain the project for the typical
operating life of the project.

Section 9. Payment of Invoices.

a. The CITY shall submit itemized invoices as per the Statement of Work, Attachment A on a
quarterly basis for reimbursable expenses by one of the following two methods: (1) By mail to the
Brevard County Department of Natural Resource Management, Brandon Smith, Project Manager,
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A, Viera, Florida 32940; or (2) By e-mail to
brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov. If an option is not selected in this paragraph, the default invoicing
basis will be quarterly.

b. All invoices shall be submitted using Reimbursement/Invoice Form, Attachment C, and
include the following information: (1) the COUNTY’S contract number; (2) the CITY’S name,
address, and authorization to directly deposit payment into the CITY’S account; (3) the CITY’S
invoice number and date of invoice; (4) the COUNTY’S Project Manager; (5) the CITY’S Project
Manager; (6) supporting documentation as to cost and/or project completion (as per the cost
schedule and other requirements of the Statement of Work, Attachment A); and (7) Project
Progress Report Form, Attachment B. Invoices that do not correspond with this paragraph shall
be returned without action within twenty (20) business days of receipt, stating the basis for
rejection.

¢. Incremental payments shall be calculated as the fraction of Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share
listed in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E (after adjustments per Section
8c. and/or d.) divided by Project Cost multiplied by the amount of the City’s Project Cost incurred
during the respective incremental billing period. Payments shall be made within forty-five (45)
days of receipt of an approved invoice.

d. The invoices shall be submitted in detail sufficient for proper pre-audit and post-audit review.
Invoices shall include a copy of contractor and supplier invoices to the CITY and proof of
payment. If necessary for audit purposes, the CITY shall provide additional supporting
information as required to document invoices.

e. CITY shall be reimbursed for the actual cost of the project, or the contracted amount,
whichever is less. The COUNTY shall not withhold any retainage from this reimbursement.
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COUNTY reimbursement is subject to annual budgetary limitation, if applicable.

f. The COUNTY?’S fiscal year ends on September 30. The COUNTY is required to account for
all encumbered funds at that time. Submittal of an invoice as of September 30 satisfies this
requirement. Regardless of whether the CITY chooses monthly, quarterly, or annual invoices, if
any expenses occur between a previous invoice and September 30", the CITY shall submit a
description of the work completed on the Project through September 30" and a corresponding
invoice for that cost-share eligible amount achieved during that time interval.

Section 10.  Final Invoice.

a. The final invoice must be submitted no later than forty-five (45) days after the City’s final
payment to its vendors for the project or October 30" if the City’s final payment is made between
September 15" and 30",

b. Final Invoices that are submitted after the requisite date shall be subject to a penalty of ten
percent (10%) of the invoice. This penalty may be waived by the COUNTY, in its sole judgment
and discretion, upon a showing of special circumstances that prevent the timely submittal of the
final invoice. The CITY must request approval for delayed submittal of the final invoice not later
than ten (10) days prior to the due date and state the basis for the delay.

Section 11.  Travel Expenses.

If the cost schedule for this Agreement includes a line item for travel expenses, travel expenses
shall be drawn from the project budget. Travel expenses are otherwise not compensable. If travel
expenses are not included in the cost schedule, they are a cost of providing the service that is borne
by the CITY.

Section 12.  Payments Withheld.

The COUNTY may withhold or, on account of subsequently discovered evidence, nullify, in
whole or in part, any payment to such an extent as may be necessary to protect the COUNTY from
loss as aresult of: (1) defective work not remedied; (2) failure to maintain adequate progress in the
project; (3) any other material breach of this Agreement. Amounts withheld shall not be
considered due and shall not be paid until the ground(s) for withholding payment have been
remedied.

Section 13.  Multi-Year Agreements.

a. For multi-fiscal year agreements, the COUNTY must budget the amount of funds that will be
expended during each fiscal year as accurately as possible. Funds contracted for reimbursement
beyond the COUNTY"’S current fiscal year will be budgeted in subsequent fiscal years per the
schedule specified in the project agreement, as amended. The Statement of Work, Attachment
A, includes the parties’ current schedule for completion of the work and projection of expenditures
on a fiscal year basis (October 1 — September 30) ("Estimated Reimbursement Schedule").

b. If the CITY anticipates that expenditures will exceed the budgeted amount during any fiscal
year, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY’S Project Manager and provide a proposed
revised work schedule and Annual Spending Plan that provides for completion of the work without
increasing the Total Compensation. The last date for the COUNTY to receive this request is
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August 1 of the then-current fiscal year. Funds allocated in the current fiscal year that are not
reimbursed in the current fiscal year due to slippage in the project delivery schedule will be
requested by COUNTY staff to roll forward to the next fiscal year as a Budget Amendment —
(Regular), per BCC-21.

¢. The COUNTY may in its sole discretion prepare a Budget Change Request incorporating the
revised work schedule and Estimated Reimbursement Schedule as appropriate for changes in the
project schedule.

Section 14.  Liability and Insurance.

Each party is responsible for all personal injury and property damage attributable to the negligent
acts or omissions of that party, its officers, employees and agents. The CITY accepts all risks
arising from construction or operation of the project. Nothing contained herein shall be construed
or interpreted as denying to any party any remedy or defense available under the laws of the state
of Florida, nor as a waiver of sovereign immunity of the state of Florida beyond the waiver
provided for in section 768.28, Fla. Stat., as amended. Each party shall acquire and maintain
throughout the term of this Agreement such liability, workers' compensation, and automobile
insurance as required by their current rules and regulations.

Section 15.  Funding Contingency.

a. This Agreement is at all times contingent upon funding availability, which may include a
single source or multiple sources, including, but not limited to: (1) the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon %; cent surtax; (2) annual appropriations by the Florida Legislature, or (3) appropriations
from other agencies or funding sources. Agreements that extend for a period of more than one
Fiscal Year are subject to annual appropriation of funds in the sole discretion and Jjudgment of the
COUNTY for each succeeding Fiscal Year. Should the project not be funded, in whole or in part,
in the current Fiscal Year or succeeding Fiscal Years, the COUNTY shall so notify the CITY and
this Agreement shall be deemed terminated for convenience five (5) days after receipt of such
notice, or within such additional time as the COUNTY may allow. For the purpose of this
Agreement, "Fiscal Year" is defined as the period beginning on October 1 and ending on
September 30.

b. The CITY agrees that any and all City funds budgeted (in the adopted or amended budget) for
this project that are saved by the CITY by virtue of reimbursement or allocation received pursuant
to this cost-share agreement, shall be reallocated and expended by the CITY solely to other City,
County or third party project(s) benefiting the restoration of the Indian River Lagoon within five
(5) years of the Effective Date of this Agreement. Should the CITY choose to not expend such
funds in the manner described above, the CITY shall transfer those funds to the COUNTY for
deposit to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund. The CITY’S obligation under this
paragraph shall survive the termination of this agreement.

Section 16.  Failure to Complete Project.
a. Should the CITY fail to complete the project, the CITY shall refund to the COUNTY all of the
funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement.

b. With a recommendation from its Citizen Oversight Committee, the COUNTY, in its sole
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judgment and discretion, may determine that the CITY has failed to complete the project due to
circumstances that are beyond the CITY’S control, due to termination of this agreement for
reasons of funding availability, or due to a good faith determination that the project is no longer
environmentally or economically feasible. In such event, the COUNTY may excuse the CITY
from the obligation to return funds provided hereunder.

c. [f the project has not been completed within thirty (30) days after the Completion Date, the
CITY shall provide the COUNTY with notice regarding its intention as to completion of the
project. The parties shall discuss the status of the project and may mutually agree to revise the time
for project completion or the scope of the project. Failure to complete the Project within ninety
(90) days after the Completion Date shall be deemed to constitute failure to complete the project
for the purposes of this provision.

d. Inthe event the Project constitutes a portion of the total functional project, this paragraph shall
apply in the event the total functional project is not completed. In such event, the 90-day timeframe
provided herein shall commence upon the date scheduled for completion of the total functional
project at the time of execution of this Agreement, unless extended by mutual agreement of the
parties. Paragraphs 17(a) and 17(b) shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement.

¢. Force Majeure. The failure to carry out any terms of this Agreement due to any one of the
following circumstances beyond the control of the CITY: (a) the operation and effect of rules,
regulations, or orders promulgated by any commission, county, or governmental agency of the
state of Florida or the United States, (b) a restraining order, injunction, or similar decree of any
court of competent jurisdiction, (c) war, (d) flood, (e) earthquake, (f) fire, (g) severe wind storm or
hurricane, (h) acts of public disturbance, (i) quarantine restrictions, (j) epidemic, (k) strikes, or Q)]
sabotage. The CITY shall not be subject to any liability for failure to carry out any of the terms of
this Agreement to the extent that such failure shall be due to a Force Majeure event as defined
herein. In such event, the CITY shall be excused from the obligation to return funds provided
herein.

Section 17.  Termination.

a. If the CITY materially fails to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, including any
specific milestones established herein, the COUNTY may provide the CITY written notice of the
deficiency by forwarding a “Notice to Cure,” citing the specific nature of the breach. The CITY
shall have thirty (30) days following receipt of the notice to cure the breach. If the CITY fails to
cure the breach within the thirty (30) day period, the COUNTY may issue a “Termination for
Default Notice™ terminating this Agreement without further notice. In such event, the CITY shall
refund to the COUNTY all funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement within thirty
(30) days of such termination. The COUNTY may also terminate this Agreement upon ten (10)
days written notice in the event of any material misrepresentations in the Project Proposal.

b. Delay or failure by the COUNTY to enforce any right, remedy or deadline hereunder shall not
impair, or be deemed a waiver of, any such right, remedy or deadline, or impair the COUNTY’S

rights or remedies for any subsequent breach or continued breach of this Agreement.

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS
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Section 18.  Assignment.

The CITY shall not assign this Agreement, or any monies due hereunder, without the COUNTY'S
prior written consent. The CITY is solely responsible for fulfilling all work elements in any
contracts awarded by the CITY and payment of all monies due. No provision of this Agreement
shall create a contractual relationship between the COUNTY and any of the CITY’S contractors or
subcontractors.

Section 19.  Audit; Access to Records; Repayment of Funds.

a. Maintenance of Records. The CITY shall maintain its books and records such that receipt and
expenditure of the funds provided hereunder are shown separately from other expenditures in a
format that can be easily reviewed. The CITY shall keep the records of receipts and expenditures,
copies of all reports submitted to the COUNTY, and copies of all invoices and supporting
documentation for at least five (5) years after expiration of this Agreement. In addition, the CITY
shall maintain records to demonstrate satisfaction of its obligation under subparagraph 15b. above.

b. Review and Auditing. In accordance with generally accepted governmental auditing standards,
the COUNTY shall have access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books and other
records involving transactions related to this Agreement. In the event of an audit, the CITY shall
maintain all required records until the audit is completed and all questions are resolved. The CITY
will provide proper facilities for access to and inspection of all required records.

c. Repayment of Funds. COUNTY funding shall be subject to repayment after expiration of this
Agreement if, upon audit examination, the COUNTY finds any of the following: (1) the CITY has
spent funds for purposes other than as provided for herein; (2) the CITY has failed to perform a
continuing obligation of this Agreement; (3) the CITY has received duplicate funds from the
COUNTY or other external funding entity for the same purpose; (4) the CITY has been advanced
or paid unobligated funds; (5) the CITY has been paid funds in excess of the amount the CITY is
entitled to receive under the Agreement; and/or (6) the CITY has received contributions
amounting to more than one hundred percent (100%) of the project cost through cumulative public
agency cost-share funding.

Section 20.  Dispute Resolution.

The CITY is under a duty to seek clarification and resolution of any issue, discrepancy, or dispute
involving performance of this Agreement by submitting a written statement to the COUNTY'"s
Project Manager no later than ten (10) business days after the precipitating event. If not resolved
by the Project Manager, the Project Manager shall forward the request to the County Attorney’s
Office, which shall issue a written decision within ten (10) business days of receipt. This
determination shall constitute final action of the COUNTY and shall then be subject to judicial
review upon completion of the project.

Section 21.  Governing Law, Venue, Attorney's Fees, Waiver of Right to Jury Trial.

This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of Florida and shall not be construed
more strictly against one party than against the other because it may have been drafted by one of
the parties. As used herein, "shall" is always mandatory. In the event of any legal proceedings
arising from or related to this Agreement: (1) Venue for any state or federal legal proceedings shall
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be in Brevard County; (2) Each party shall bear its own attorney's fees, including appeals; (3) For
civil proceedings, the parties hereby consent to trial by the court and waive the right to jury trial.

Section 22.  Permits.

The CITY shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations in
implementing the project and shall include this requirement in all subcontracts pertaining to the
project. The CITY shall obtain any and all governmental permits necessary to implement the
project. Any activity not properly permitted prior to implementation or completed without proper
permits does not comply with this Agreement and shall not be approved for cost-share funding,.

Section 23. Independent Contractors.

The parties to this Agreement, their employees and agents, are independent contractors and not
employees or agents of each other. Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to establish any
relationship other than that of independent contractors during and after the term of this Agreement.
The CITY is not a contractor of the COUNTY. The COUNTY is providing cost-share funding as a
cooperating governmental entity to assist the CITY in accomplishing the project. The CITY is
solely responsible for accomplishing the project and directs the means and methods by which the
project is accomplished. The CITY is solely responsible for compliance with all labor, health care,
and tax laws pertaining to the CITY, its officers, agents, and employees.

Section 24.  Scrutinized Companies.

The CITY is responsible for complying with the prohibition against contracting with “scrutinized
companies” found in Section 287.135, Florida Statutes, when hiring its contractors for the project.
The CITY agrees to indemnify the COUNTY for any and all actions or penalties that may arise
should the CITY improperly contract with a “scrutinized company.”

Section 25.  Local Preference Limitations.

The CITY is responsible for ensuring that “local preference” is only utilized in the hiring of
contractors when legally permitted. If the source of funds for this cost-share in any way restricts
the use of “local preference,” the COUNTY has the responsibility to put the CITY on notice. If put
on notice, the CITY agrees to indemnify the COUNTY for any and all actions or penalties that may
arise from the unpermitted use of “local preference.”

Section 26.  Public Entity Crime.

A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction for a
public entity crime may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract to provide any goods or
services to a public entity; may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract with a public
entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public work; may not submit bids,
proposals, or replies on leases of real property to a public entity; may not be awarded or perform
work as a contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a contract with any public entity;
and may not transact business with any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in
s.287.017 for CATEGORY TWO ($35,000) for a period of 36 months following the date of being
placed on the convicted vendor list.

Section 27.  Public Records.
Records of the CITY that are made or received in the course of performance of the project may be
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public records that are subject to the requirements of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. If the CITY
receives a public records request, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY'S Project
Manager. Each party reserves the right to cancel this Agreement for refusal by the other party to
allow public access to all documents, papers, letters, or other materials related hereto and subject
to the provisions of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, as amended.

Section 28.  Royalties and Patents. The CITY certifies that the project does not, to the best of
its information and belief, infringe on any patent rights. The CITY shall pay all royalties and patent
and license fees necessary for performance of the project and shall defend all suits or claims for
infringement of any patent rights and save and hold the COUNTY harmless from loss to the extent
allowed by Florida law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the COUNTY has caused this Agreement to be executed on the day
and year written below in its name by its duly authorized representative, and CITY has caused this
Agreement to be executed on the day and year written below in its name by its duly authorized
representatives. This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, which shall not affect
its validity. Upon execution, this Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties,
notwithstanding any stipulations, representations, agreements, or promises, oral or otherwise, not
printed or inserted herein. This Agreement cannot be changed by any means other than written
amendments referencing this Agreement and signed by all parties.

Brevard County Board of County West Melbourne, Florida
Commissioners I

By: "%Kﬁlﬁ}.’;‘;ﬁ/} Y By:
Rita Pritchett, Chair Name:
As Approved by the Board on April 10, 2017 Title:

Date:

Attest
By:
Scott Ellis, Clerk

evigw, ‘}Qe [ ﬂ And content
Iéy: {ﬁu\\%f IJQT&% ‘

Christine Valliere, Assistant County Attorney
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ATTACHMENT A
STATEMENT OF WORK

PROJECT TITLE: Sylvan Estates Septic-to-Sewer Conversion

PROJECT LOCATION: The entirety of Sylvan Drive, within the Sylvan Estates subdivision in the City
of West Melbourne, FL. Approximate coordinates are 28° 5' 13" N, 80° 41' 2" W.

PROJECT BACKGROUND: Residents within this neighborhood previously contacted City officials to
express interest in having sanitary sewer service within their neighborhood. Currently, the entire
neighborhood is served by septic systems. The City, through a consulting engineer, performed a
preliminary design study for this area to evaluate options for the future funding, design, permitting, and
construction of a central sewer collection system. The study identified 59 residences in the neighborhood
that would be the most cost-effective targets for conversion from septic systems to sanitary sewer. Of
those 59 residences, 33 are located within 55 yards of a surface water, and the remaining 26 residences
are between 55 and 219 yards from a surface water.

Funding for this project within the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan (SOIRLPP) was originally
allocated to Year 5 projects (FY 2021/2022). In the 2017 update to the SOIRLPP, the funding was shifted
to Year 3 (FY 2019/2020). In early 2018, the City submitted a substitute project request to the County to
obtain full funding for this project in Year 2 (FY 2018/2019). The request was approved by the Citizen
Oversight Committee. The draft SOIRLPP 2018 revisions, including funding for the Sylvan Estates
project, were then approved by the Board of County Commissioners on April 10, 2018.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: This project will convert 59 residences in Sylvan Estates from septic
systems to sanitary sewer. The project will include design, permitting, and construction of the following
items:

* Abandonment of the existing septic tanks
New laterals from the homes to the new sanitary sewer under Sylvan Drive

¢ A new sanitary gravity collection system under Sylvan Drive, including sewer mains and
manholes

e A new lift station within Sylvan Estates

®* A new forcemain from the new lift station to the existing forcemain at the intersection of
Sheridan Road and Lemon Grove Avenue

e All demolition, restoration, and other items necessary to permit and construct the above items

See the attached figure for a conceptual layout of the proposed improvements,

TASKS and DELIVERABLES:

Task #1: Design and Permitting

Task Description:

The City, through a consulting engineer, will design and permit the improvements mentioned above.
Design and permitting are expected to start in May 2018 and will continue into early 2019. The design
will be “shovel ready” by February 2019, which will assist with obtaining STRWMD cost-share funding.

This interlocal agreement is being submitted for the purposes of receiving funding for design and
permitting in the current fiscal year (Year 1). Bidding and construction will occur no earlier than Year 2.



Task #2: Bidding and Construction of Project

Task Description:

The City will procure a contractor through the bidding process to construct the project. The timeframe for
bidding and construction is contingent upon available funds from the SOIRLPP, the STRWMD cost-share
funding program, other funding sources, and City funds.

S Task Start Task End
Task Task Title Date Date
1 Design & Permitting May 2018 February 2019
. 12 months
2 Construction of Project No " g CTitaan after start of
mid-2019 .
construction

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule: Project reimbursements will be requested quarterly.

Please provide a schedule of estimated amounts in the quarter (1%, 2%, 3 4% quarter 20xx) for each
reimbursement that will be requested. Note that quarters go by the County fiscal year so 1% quarter is
Oct.-Dec., 2™ quarter is Jan.-Mar., 3" quarter is Apr.-Jun., 4 quarter is Jul.-Aug.) You do not need to
include quarters that reimbursement is not requested. If project goes beyond the two years provided in the
table below you may insert another table.

Task | Q4 Ql Q2 Q4* Ql* Q2+ Q3*
# FY17/18 | FY18/19 | FY18/19 | FY18/19 | FY19/20 | FY19/20 | FY19/20
1| $29,192 [ $29,192 | $29,192 $0 $0 $0 $0
2% $0 $0 $0 [ $212,020 | $212,020 | $212.020 | $212,020

* Dates for construction are tentative, and will depend on funding obtained from STRWMD
and other sources.

Deliverables: Each quarterly and final report should show pictures of progress made, or plans if pictures
are not yet available.

Project’s Status without Trust Funds (Adjust the highlighted section and delete the other options
that do not apply):

(W] This project is not included in the City’s FY 2017-2018 budget, therefore without the Save Our
Indian River Lagoon Funding the project would not have been executed in the near future.

U This project is included in the City’s FY 2017-2018 budget and would have proceeded on the
same schedule regardless of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Funding. However, the funding allows for
additional projects to be completed, which are beneficial in the restoration of the Indian River Lagoon.

U This project was scheduled to happen, but was accelerated due to the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Funding.
] This project is included in the City’s FY 2017-2018 budget and would have proceeded on the

same schedule regardless of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Funding.

X Other: Only a portion of the design and permitting costs for this project were included in the
City’s FY 2017-2018 budget. Therefore, without the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Funding, the design
and permitting would likely not proceed in the near future.
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Date:

SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON
PROJECT PROGRESS REPORT FORM

Project Information

ATTACHMENT B

Report Number:

Iliroject Name:

Recipient Name:

Contract Number:

County Project Manager Email;

Nitrogen Reduction Benefit {lbs/yr)

County Project Manager Phone:

Phosphorus Reduction Benefit {Ibs/yr)

Recipient's Email:

TSS Reduction Benefit (Ibs/yr)

Recipient's Phone:

Construction Schedule

Reporting Period

Start Date (mm/dd/yy):

Beginning Date {mm/dd/yy):

Completion (mm/dd/yy):

Ending Date (mm/dd/yy):

Budget

Total Budget:

Expended This Period:

Expended To-date:

Percent Budget Expended:

Contract Amount:

Percent Cost Share:

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule

Fiscal Year 1 Fiscal Year 2
Anticipated

Reimbursement #| Anticipated Amount | Anticipated Date Reimbursement # Amount Anticipated Date
1 ' 1
2 2
3 3
4 4

Project Status

Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Scheduled for this Reporting Period or Within the Next 90 days:

Task Number Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Start Date Finish |Complet Date

1 Permitting
2 Engineering
3 Construction

Problems, Issues, Solutions, Anticipated deviations from schedule:

Attach an additional page of notes if necessary to explain reasons for lateness or unusual events or circumstances.
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Attachment D

Recipient’s Certification of Payment Request

(Print name of Recipient’s Grant Manager designated in the Agreement)

on behalf of , do hereby certify for
(Print name of Recipient)

SOIRL Agreement No. and Payment Request No. that:

M The disbursement amount requested is for allowable costs for the project described in Attachment
A ofthe Agreement.

M All costs included in the amount requested have been satisfactorily purchased, performed,
received, and applied toward completing the project; such costs are documented by invoices or
other appropriate documentation as required in the Agreement.

M The Recipient has paid such costs under the terms and provisions of contracts relating directly to
the project; and the Recipient is not in default of any terms or provisions of the contracts.

Check all that apply:
L1 All permits and approvals required for the construction, which is underway, have been obtained.

O Construction up to the point of this disbursement is in compliance with the construction plans and
permits.

O The Recipient’s Grant Manager relied on certifications from the following professionals that
provided services for this project during the time period covered by this Certification of Payment
Request, and such certifications are included:

Professional Service Provider (Name / License No.)  Period of Service (mm/dd/yy — mm/dd/yy)

Recipient's Grant Manager’s Signature Recipient's Fiscal Agent

Print Name Print Name

Telephone Number Telephone Number
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SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON PROJECT COST-SHARE FUNDING
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE
CITY OF MELBOURNE, FLORIDA.

AGREEMENT NUMBER: SOIRL 18-61

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into on this day of

» 2019 by and between the Brevard County, Florida, a political subdivision of the

State of Florida (hereinafter “COUNTY”) and the City of Melbourne, Florida, a Florida municipal
corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida (hereinafter “CITY™).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the COUNTY saw the urgent need to implement the “Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Project Plan,” with the aim to restore the Indian River Lagoon through financing,
planning, constructing, maintaining, and operating capital improvements and capital maintenance
projects and programs designed to improve water quality, fish, wildlife and marine habitat, remove
muck and reduce pollution, as permitted under Section 212.055(2)(d)1., Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has been granted authority under Section 212.055(2)(a),
Florida Statutes, to levy for a period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, a discretionary
infrastructure sales tax of a one half cent, pursuant to ordinance enacted by a majority of the
members of the Board of County Commissioners and approved by a majority of the electors of the
County voting in a referendum on the surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY promulgated and passed Brevard County Ordinance no.
2016-15, (“the Ordinance™) imposing a one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales tax for a
period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, for the purposes expressed above, subject to
approval of said surtax by a majority vote of those qualified electors of Brevard County voting in a
referendum that was held on November 8, 2016; and

WHEREAS, it was contemplated that if approved in said referendum, said one half cent
discretionary infrastructure sales tax shall be imposed and collected countywide, commencing on
January 1, 2017, and continuing thereafter for a period of ten (10) years until December 31, 2027;
and

WHEREAS, on November 8, 2016, a majority of those qualified electors of Brevard
County voted in favor of the referendum, thereby authorizing the levying of the one half cent
surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY deems it in the best interest of all of the citizens and residents
of Brevard County, Florida, that the proceeds of the one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales
tax be used to fund projects and programs designed to restore the Indian River Lagoon in the
manner set forth in the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan,
including operations, maintenance and reasonable administrative costs of those projects and
programs; and
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WHEREAS, the project identified in the Statement of Work (“the Project”) has been
included and approved by the County Commission as part of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon
Project Plan; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has determined that providing cost-share funding to the CITY
for the purposes provided for herein will assist the COUNTY in effectively and efficiently
implementing the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan, as
amended from time to time, and would be a proper expenditure of the monies reserved in the Save
Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund;

For value received, and in consideration of the following covenants, promises and
provisions; the Parties agree as follows:

Section 1. Documents.

This Agreement incorporates all of the following:

The Recitals set forth above;

The Agreement;

Attachment A — Statement of Work;

Attachment B — Project Progress Report Form;

Attachment C — Reimbursement/Invoice Form;

Attachment D — Recipient’s Certification of Payment Form; and
Attachment E — Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form.

®me o o

Section 2. Statement of Work.

In consideration of the above recitals, and the funding assistance described below, the CITY agrees
to perform and complete the activities provided for in the Statement of Work, Attachment A.
CITY shall complete the Project in conformity with the contract documents and all attachments
and other items incorporated by reference herein.

Section 3. Term and Extensions.

a. The term of this Agreement is from the date upon which the last party has dated and executed
the same ("Effective Date") until December 31, 2020 ("Completion Date"). CITY shall not
commence the Project until any required submittals are received and approved. Time is of the
essence for every aspect of this Agreement, including any time extensions.

b. Any request for an extension of time beyond the Completion Date must be made in writing no
less than 45 days prior to the contracted Completion Date. Timely requests to extend for longer
than six months may only be approved by the Board of County Commissioners. Requests to extend
for less than six months may be approved by the County Manager or his/her designee.

c. Notwithstanding specific mention that certain provisions survive termination or expiration of
this Agreement, all provisions of this Agreement that by their nature extend beyond the
Completion Date, for example, delivery of a final progress report, will remain in full force and
effect after the Completion Date as necessary to affect performance.

Section 4. Offer Limitations.
a. This Agreement constitutes an offer until authorized, signed and returned to the COUNTY by
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the CITY. This offer terminates sixty (60) days after receipt by the CITY; provided, however, that
the CITY may submit a written request for extension of this time limit which may be approved by
the County Manager or his/her designee.

b. Ifthe project, which is eligible for reimbursement under this Agreement, does not begin within
180 days of the Effective Date, or if the-invoice for non-construction projects is not submitted
within 270 days of the Effective Date, the cost-share agreement will be subject to termination and
the funds subject to reallocation.

Section 5. Project Management.

a. The Project Managers listed below shall be responsible for overall coordination and
management of the project. Either party may change its Project Manager upon three (3) business
days prior written notice to the other party. Written notice of change of address shall be provided
within five (5) business days. All notices shall be in writing to the Project Managers at the
addresses below and shall be sent by one of the following methods: (1) hand delivery; (2) U.S.
certified mail; (3) national overnight courier; or (4) e-mail. Notices via certified mail are deemed
delivered upon receipt. Notices via overnight courier are deemed delivered one (1) business day
after having been deposited with the courier. Notices via e-mail are deemed delivered on the date
transmitted and received.

COUNTY CITY

Brandon Smith J. Danielle Straub, PE

Project Manager Engineering Supervisor
Department of Natural Resource Management City of Melbourne

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A 900 E Strawbridge Avenue
Viera, Florida 32940 Melbourne, FL. 32901
321-633-2016 321-608-7312

Email: brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov E-mail: dani.straub@mlbfl.org

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall have sole responsibility for transmitting instructions,
receiving information, and communicating the COUNTY’S policies and decisions regarding all
matters pertinent to performance of the project. The COUNTY'S Project Manager may authorize
minor changes in the project that the parties agree are not inconsistent with the purpose of the
project, do not affect the COUNTY’S cost-share funding amount, the project’s nutrient reduction
benefits, Completion Date, or otherwise significantly modify the terms of the Agreement.

c. Should additional funding be acquired from sources other than the Indian River Lagoon
Surtax, the County and City Managers are authorized to sign amendments to this Agreement only
if such additional funding: (1) reduces the lagoon tax funding amount; and/or (2) reduces the
CITY’s cost-share amount.

Section 6. Deliverables.

a. The CITY shall fully implement the project, as described in the Statement of Work,
Attachment A. The CITY is responsible for the professional quality, technical accuracy, and
timely completion of the project. Both workmanship and materials shall be of good quality. Unless
otherwise specifically provided for herein, the CITY shall provide and pay for all materials, labor,
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and other facilities and equipment necessary to complete the project.

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall make a final acceptance inspection of the project when
completed and finished in all respects. Upon satisfactory completion of the project, the CITY will
provide the COUNTY a written statement indicating that the project has been completed in
accordance with this Agreement. Acceptance of the final payment by the CITY shall constitute a
release in full of all claims against the COUNTY arising from or by reason of this Agreement.

¢. Unless otherwise provided herein, the COUNTY does not assert an ownership interest in any
of the deliverables under this Agreement.

Section 7. Progress Reports and Performance Monitoring

a. The CITY shall provide to the COUNTY project update/status reports as provided in the
Statement of Work, Attachment A. Reports will provide detail on progress of the project and
outline any potential issues affecting completion or the overall schedule.

b. The CITY shall use the COUNTY'S Project Progress Report Form, Attachment B. CITY shall
submit the Project Progress Reports to the COUNTY’S Project Manager within thirty (30) days
after the closing date of each calendar quarter (March 31, June 30, September 30 and December
30).

¢. Commencement of Construction. The CITY shall notify the COUNTY once construction has
started at the site.

d. For as long as the project is operational, the COUNTY shall have the right to inspect the
operation of the project during normal business hours upon reasonable prior notice. The CITY
shall make available to the COUNTY any available data that is requested pertaining to the
performance of the project.

Section 8. Amount of Funding.

a. For satisfactory completion of the project, the COUNTY shall pay the CITY its “Eli gible Tax
Funding Cost Share” as stated in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E. This
amount is not to exceed the maximum amount of cost-share that was recommended by the Citizen
Oversight Committee and approved by the County Commission unless additional matching funds
for the project are secured by the COUNTY from external revenue sources and approved for
allocation to this project by the County Commission or their duly authorized representative.

b. The COUNTY cost-share amount is not subject to modification based upon price escalation in
implementing the project during the term of this Agreement. The CITY shall be responsible for
payment of all additional costs necessary to ensure completion of the project.

¢. During Contract negotiations, the CITY must submit the adopted budget for the project, the
amount of all secured grants for the project, and an estimate of project costs as defined below in
section e. The Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share shall be reduced as necessary to not exceed the
balance of Project Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

d. The CITY shall notify the COUNTY’S Project Manager in writing upon receipt of any
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additional external funding for the project not disclosed prior to execution of this Agreement. The
Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share shall be reduced as necessary to not exceed the balance of Project
Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

e. "Project cost" is defined to include actual costs of constructing project facilities, including
construction, construction management, construction QA/QC testing, land acquisition,
engineering, design, permitting, permit fees, impact fees, and any other project-specific costs
authorized under the Statement of Work, Attachment A. Project cost does not include any costs
incurred prior to the Effective Date, unless expressly authorized by the Statement of Work, nor any
costs not included in the contracted Statement of Work.

f. Funding shall not be provided for expenses incurred after the Completion Date.

g. The CITY is responsible for owning, operating and maintain the project for the typical
operating life of the project.

Section 9. Payment of Invoices.

a. The CITY shall submit itemized invoices as per the Statement of Work, Attachment A on a
quarterly basis for reimbursable expenses by one of the following two methods: (1) By mail to the
Brevard County Department of Natural Resource Management, Brandon Smith, Project Manager,
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A, Viera, Florida 32940; or (2) By e-mail to
brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov. If an option is not selected in this paragraph, the default invoicing
basis will be quarterly.

b. All invoices shall be submitted using Reimbursement/Invoice Form, Attachment C, and
include the following information: (1) the COUNTY’S contract number; (2) the CITY’S name,
address, and authorization to directly deposit payment into the CITY’S account; (3) the CITY’S
invoice number and date of invoice; (4) the COUNTY’S Project Manager; (5) the CITY’S Project
Manager; (6) supporting documentation as to cost and/or project completion (as per the cost
schedule and other requirements of the Statement of Work, Attachment A); and (7) Project
Progress Report Form, Attachment B. Invoices that do not correspond with this paragraph shall
be returned without action within twenty (20) business days of receipt, stating the basis for
rejection.

c. Incremental payments shall be calculated as the fraction of Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share
listed in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E (after adjustments per Section
8c. and/or d.) divided by Project Cost multiplied by the amount of the City’s Project Cost incurred
during the respective incremental billing period. Payments shall be made within forty-five (45)
days of receipt of an approved invoice.

d. The invoices shall be submitted in detail sufficient for proper pre-audit and post-audit review.
Invoices shall include a copy of contractor and supplier invoices to the CITY and proof of
payment. If necessary for audit purposes, the CITY shall provide additional supporting
information as required to document invoices.

e. CITY shall be reimbursed for the actual cost of the project, or the contracted amount,
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whichever is less. The COUNTY shall not withhold any retainage from this reimbursement.
COUNTY reimbursement is subject to annual budgetary limitation, if applicable.

f. The COUNTY’S fiscal year ends on September 30. The COUNTY is required to account for
all encumbered funds at that time. Submittal of an invoice as of September 30 satisfies this
requirement. Regardless of whether the CITY chooses monthly, quarterly, or annual invoices, if
any expenses occur between a previous invoice and September 30%, the CITY shall submit a
description of the work completed on the Project through September 30" and a corresponding
invoice for that cost-share eligible amount achieved during that time interval.

Section 10.  Final Invoice.

a. The final invoice must be submitted no later than forty-five (45) days after the City’s final
payment to its vendors for the project or October 30™ if the City’s final payment is made between
September 15" and 30"

b. Final Invoices that are submitted after the requisite date shall be subject to a penalty of ten
percent (10%) of the invoice. This penalty may be waived by the COUNTY, in its sole judgment
and discretion, upon a showing of special circumstances that prevent the timely submittal of the
final invoice. The CITY must request approval for delayed submittal of the final invoice not later
than ten (10) days prior to the due date and state the basis for the delay.

Section 11.  Travel Expenses.

If the cost schedule for this Agreement includes a line item for travel expenses, travel expenses
shall be drawn from the project budget. Travel expenses are otherwise not compensable. If travel
expenses are not included in the cost schedule, they are a cost of providing the service that is borne
by the CITY.

Section 12. Payments Withheld.

The COUNTY may withhold or, on account of subsequently discovered evidence, nullify, in
whole or in part, any payment to such an extent as may be necessary to protect the COUNTY from
loss as aresult of: (1) defective work not remedied; (2) failure to maintain adequate progress in the
project; (3) any other material breach of this Agreement. Amounts withheld shall not be
considered due and shall not be paid until the ground(s) for withholding payment have been
remedied.

Section 13.  Multi-Year Agreements.

a. For multi-fiscal year agreements, the COUNTY must budget the amount of funds that will be
expended during each fiscal year as accurately as possible. Funds contracted for reimbursement
beyond the COUNTY"’S current fiscal year will be budgeted in subsequent fiscal years per the
schedule specified in the project agreement, as amended. The Statement of Work, Attachment
A, includes the parties' current schedule for completion of the work and projection of expenditures
on a fiscal year basis (October 1 — September 30) ("Estimated Reimbursement Schedule").

b. If the CITY anticipates that expenditures will exceed the budgeted amount during any fiscal

year, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY’S Project Manager and provide a proposed
revised work schedule and Annual Spending Plan that provides for completion of the work without
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increasing the Total Compensation. The last date for the COUNTY to receive this request is
August 1 of the then-current fiscal year. Funds allocated in the current fiscal year that are not
reimbursed in the current fiscal year due to slippage in the project delivery schedule will be
requested by COUNTY staff to roll forward to the next fiscal year as a Budget Amendment —
(Regular), per BCC-21.

c. The COUNTY may in its sole discretion prepare a Budget Change Request incorporating the
revised work schedule and Estimated Reimbursement Schedule as appropriate for changes in the
project schedule.

Section 14.  Liability and Insurance.

Each party is responsible for all personal injury and property damage attributable to the negligent
acts or omissions of that party, its officers, employees and agents. The CITY accepts all risks
arising from construction or operation of the project. Nothing contained herein shall be construed
or interpreted as denying to any party any remedy or defense available under the laws of the state
of Florida, nor as a waiver of sovereign immunity of the state of Florida beyond the waiver
provided for in section 768.28, Fla. Stat., as amended. Each party shall acquire and maintain
throughout the term of this Agreement such liability, workers' compensation, and automobile
insurance as required by their current rules and regulations.

Section 15.  Funding Contingency.

a. This Agreement is at all times contingent upon funding availability, which may include a
single source or multiple sources, including, but not limited to: (1) the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon %2 cent surtax; (2) annual appropriations by the Florida Legislature, or (3) appropriations
from other agencies or funding sources. Agreements that extend for a period of more than one
Fiscal Year are subject to annual appropriation of funds in the sole discretion and judgment of the
COUNTY for each succeeding Fiscal Year. Should the project not be funded, in whole or in part,
in the current Fiscal Year or succeeding Fiscal Years, the COUNTY shall so notify the CITY and
this Agreement shall be deemed terminated for convenience five (5) days after receipt of such
notice, or within such additional time as the COUNTY may allow. For the purpose of this
Agreement, "Fiscal Year" is defined as the period beginning on October 1 and ending on
September 30.

b. The CITY agrees that any and all City funds budgeted (in the adopted or amended budget) for
this project that are saved by the CITY by virtue of reimbursement or allocation received pursuant
to this cost-share agreement, shall be reallocated and expended by the CITY solely to other City,
County or third party project(s) benefiting the restoration of the Indian River Lagoon within five
(5) years of the Effective Date of this Agreement. Should the CITY choose to not expend such
funds in the manner described above, the CITY shall transfer those funds to the COUNTY for
deposit to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund. The CITY’S obligation under this
paragraph shall survive the termination of this agreement.

Section 16.  Failure to Complete Project.

a. Should the CITY fail to complete the project, the CITY shall refund to the COUNTY all of the
funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement.
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b. With a recommendation from its Citizen Oversight Committee, the COUNTY, in its sole
Jjudgment and discretion, may determine that the CITY has failed to complete the project due to
circumstances that are beyond the CITY’S control, due to termination of this agreement for
reasons of funding availability, or due to a good faith determination that the project is no longer
environmentally or economically feasible. In such event, the COUNTY may excuse the CITY
from the obligation to return funds provided hereunder.

¢. If the project has not been completed within thirty (30) days after the Completion Date, the
CITY shall provide the COUNTY with notice regarding its intention as to completion of the
project. The parties shall discuss the status of the project and may mutually agree to revise the time
for project completion or the scope of the project. Failure to complete the Project within ninety
(90) days after the Completion Date shall be deemed to constitute failure to complete the project
for the purposes of this provision.

d. Inthe event the Project constitutes a portion of the total functional project, this paragraph shall
apply in the event the total functional project is not completed. In such event, the 90-day timeframe
provided herein shall commence upon the date scheduled for completion of the total functional
project at the time of execution of this Agreement, unless extended by mutual agreement of the
parties. Paragraphs 17(a) and 17(b) shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement.

e. Force Majeure. The failure to carry out any terms of this Agreement due to any one of the
following circumstances beyond the control of the CITY: (a) the operation and effect of rules,
regulations, or orders promulgated by any commission, county, or governmental agency of the
state of Florida or the United States, (b) a restraining order, injunction, or similar decree of any
court of competent jurisdiction, (c) war, (d) flood, (e) earthquake, (f) fire, (g) severe wind storm or
hurricane, (h) acts of public disturbance, (i) quarantine restrictions, () epidemic, (k) strikes, or ()
sabotage. The CITY shall not be subject to any liability for failure to carry out any of the terms of
this Agreement to the extent that such failure shall be due to a Force Majeure event as defined
herein. In such event, the CITY shall be excused from the obligation to return funds provided
herein.

Section 17. Termination.

a. If the CITY materially fails to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, including any
specific milestones established herein, the COUNTY may provide the CITY written notice of the
deficiency by forwarding a “Notice to Cure,” citing the specific nature of the breach. The CITY
shall have thirty (30) days following receipt of the notice to cure the breach. If the CITY fails to
cure the breach within the thirty (30) day period, the COUNTY may issue a “Termination for
Default Notice™ terminating this Agreement without further notice. In such event, the CITY shall
refund to the COUNTY all funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement within thirty
(30) days of such termination. The COUNTY may also terminate this Agreement upon ten (10)
days written notice in the event of any material misrepresentations in the Project Proposal.

b. Delay or failure by the COUNTY to enforce any right, remedy or deadline hereunder shall not

impair, or be deemed a waiver of, any such right, remedy or deadline, or impair the COUNTY’S
rights or remedies for any subsequent breach or continued breach of this Agreement.
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ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

Section 18.  Assignment.

The CITY shall not assign this Agreement, or any monies due hereunder, without the COUNTY'S
prior written consent. The CITY is solely responsible for fulfilling all work elements in any
contracts awarded by the CITY and payment of all monies due. No provision of this Agreement
shall create a contractual relationship between the COUNTY and any of the CITY’S contractors or
subcontractors.

Section 19.  Audit; Access to Records; Repayment of Funds.

a. Maintenance of Records. The CITY shall maintain its books and records such that receipt and
expenditure of the funds provided hereunder are shown separately from other expenditures in a
format that can be easily reviewed. The CITY shall keep the records of receipts and expenditures,
copies of all reports submitted to the COUNTY, and copies of all invoices and supporting
documentation for at least five (5) years after expiration of this Agreement. In addition, the CITY
shall maintain records to demonstrate satisfaction of its obligation under subparagraph 15b. above.

b. Review and Auditing. In accordance with generally accepted governmental auditing standards,
the COUNTY shall have access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books and other
records involving transactions related to this Agreement. In the event of an audit, the CITY shall
maintain all required records until the audit is completed and all questions are resolved. The CITY
will provide proper facilities for access to and inspection of all required records.

¢. Repayment of Funds. COUNTY funding shall be subject to repayment after expiration of this
Agreement if, upon audit examination, the COUNTY finds any of the following: (1) the CITY has
spent funds for purposes other than as provided for herein; (2) the CITY has failed to perform a
continuing obligation of this Agreement; (3) the CITY has received duplicate funds from the
COUNTY or other external funding entity for the same purpose; (4) the CITY has been advanced
or paid unobligated funds; (5) the CITY has been paid funds in excess of the amount the CITY is
entitled to receive under the Agreement; and/or (6) the CITY has received contributions
amounting to more than one hundred percent (100%) of the project cost through cumulative public
agency cost-share funding.

Section 20.  Dispute Resolution.

The CITY is under a duty to seek clarification and resolution of any issue, discrepancy, or dispute
involving performance of this Agreement by submitting a written statement to the COUNTY's
Project Manager no later than ten (10) business days after the precipitating event. If not resolved
by the Project Manager, the Project Manager shall forward the request to the County Manager’s
Office, which shall issue a written decision within ten (10) business days of receipt. This
determination shall constitute final action of the COUNTY and shall then be subject to judicial
review upon completion of the project.

Section 21.  Governing Law, Venue, Attorney's Fees, Waiver of Right to Jury Trial.

This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of Florida and shall not be construed
more strictly against one party than against the other because it may have been drafted by one of
the parties. As used herein, "shall" is always mandatory. In the event of any legal proceedings
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arising from or related to this Agreement: (1) Venue for any state or federal legal proceedings shall
be in Brevard County; (2) Each party shall bear its own attorney's fees, including appeals; (3) For
civil proceedings, the parties hereby consent to trial by the court and waive the right to jury trial.

Section 22.  Permits.

The CITY shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations in
implementing the project and shall include this requirement in all subcontracts pertaining to the
project. The CITY shall obtain any and all governmental permits necessary to implement the
project. Any activity not properly permitted prior to implementation or completed without proper
permits does not comply with this Agreement and shall not be approved for cost-share funding.

Section 23.  Independent Contractors.

The parties to this Agreement, their employees and agents, are independent contractors and not
employees or agents of each other. Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to establish any
relationship other than that of independent contractors during and after the term of this Agreement.
The CITY is not a contractor of the COUNTY. The COUNTY is providing cost-share funding as a
cooperating governmental entity to assist the CITY in accomplishing the project. The CITY is
solely responsible for accomplishing the project and directs the means and methods by which the
project is accomplished. The CITY is solely responsible for compliance with all labor, health care,
and tax laws pertaining to the CITY, its officers, agents, and employees.

Section 24.  Scrutinized Companies.

a. The CITY certifies that it and its subcontractors are not on the Scrutinized Companies that
Boycott Israel List. Pursuant to Section 287.135, F.S., the COUNTY may immediately terminate
this Agreement at its sole option if the CITY or its subcontractors are found to have submitted a
false certification; or if the CITY or its subcontractors are placed on the Scrutinized Companies
that Boycott Israel List or is engaged in the boycott of Israel during the term of the Agreement.

b. If this Agreement is for more than one million dollars, the CITY certifies that it and its
subcontractors are also not on the Scrutinized Companies with Activities in Sudan, Scrutinized
Companies with Activities in the Iran Petroleum Energy Sector List, or engaged with business
operations in Cuba or Syria as identified in Section 287.135, F.S. Pursuant to Section 287.133,
E.S., the COUNTY may immediately terminate this Agreement at its sole option if the CITY, its
affiliates, or its subcontractors are found to have submitted a false certification; or if the CITY, its
affiliates, or its subcontractors are placed on the Scrutinized Companies that Boycott the
Scrutinized Companies with Activities in Sudan List, or Scrutinized Companies with Activities in
the Iran Petroleum Energy Sector List, or engaged with business operations in Cuba or Syria
during the term of the Agreement.

c. The CITY agrees to observe the above requirements for applicable subcontracts entered into for
the performance of work under this Agreement.

d. As provided in Subsection 287.135(8), F.S., if federal law ceases to authorize these contracting
prohibitions then they shall become inoperative.

Section 25.  Local Preference Limitations.
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The CITY is responsible for ensuring that “local preference” is only utilized in the hiring of
contractors when legally permitted. If the source of funds for this cost-share in any way restricts
the use of “local preference,” the COUNTY has the responsibility to put the CITY on notice. If put
on notice, the CITY agrees to indemnify the COUNTY for any and all actions or penalties that may
arise from the unpermitted use of “local preference.”

Section 26.  Public Entity Crime.

A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction for a
public entity crime may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract to provide any goods or
services to a public entity; may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract with a public
entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public work; may not submit bids,
proposals, or replies on leases of real property to a public entity; may not be awarded or perform
work as a contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a contract with any public entity;
and may not transact business with any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in
5. 287.017 for CATEGORY TWO ($35,000) for a period of 36 months following the date of being
placed on the convicted vendor list.

Section 27.  Public Records.

Records of the CITY that are made or received in the course of performance of the project may be
public records that are subject to the requirements of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. If the CITY
receives a public records request, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY'S Project
Manager. Each party reserves the right to cancel this Agreement for refusal by the other party to
allow public access to all documents, papers, letters, or other materials related hereto and subject
to the provisions of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, as amended.

Section 28.  Royalties and Patents.

The CITY certifies that the project does not, to the best of its information and belief, infringe on
any patent rights. The CITY shall pay all royalties and patent and license fees necessary for
performance of the project and shall defend all suits or claims for infringement of any patent rights
and save and hold the COUNTY harmless from loss to the extent allowed by Florida law.

Section 29. Employment Eligibility Verification (E-Verify):

The CITY:

a. shall utilize the U.S. Department of Homeland Security's E-Verify system to verify the
employment eligibility of all new employees hired by the CITY during the term of the contract;
and

b. shall expressly require any subcontractors performing work or providing services pursuant to
this contract to likewise utilize the U.S. Department of Homeland Security's E-Verify system to
verify the employment eligibility of all new employees hired by the subcontractor during the
contract term; and

¢. agrees to maintain records of its participation and compliance with the provisions of the
E-Verify program, including participation by its subcontractors as provided above, and to make
such records available to the County consistent with the terms of the CITY’S enrollment in the
program. This includes maintaining a copy of proof of the CITY’S and subcontractors' enrollment
in the E-Verify Program.
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d. Compliance with the terms of this section is made an express condition of this Contract and the
County may treat a failure to comply as a material breach.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the COUNTY has caused this Agreement to be executed on the day
and year written below in its name by its duly authorized representative, and CITY has caused this
Agreement to be executed on the day and year written below in its name by its duly authorized
representatives. This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, which shall not affect
its validity. Upon execution, this Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties,
notwithstanding any stipulations, representations, agreements, or promises, oral or otherwise, not
printed or inserted herein. This Agreement cannot be changed by any means other than written
amendments referencing this Agreement and signed by all parties.

Brevard County Board of County Melbourne, Florida
Commissioners

By: (//L/Z——/Z By: &g‘m u.ﬂu Q; -
Kristire Eéﬁrdi, Chair Name: Shannon Lewis

As Approved by the Board on April 10,2018 Title: City Manager

Date: [.10.19

Attest ( M

By: &= : ATTEST:__[— il

Scott Ellis, Clerk Kevin McKeown
Assistant City Clerk

Christine Valliere, Assistant County Attorney
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ATTACHMENT A
STATEMENT OF WORK

PROJECT TITLE: Riverside Septic to Sewer

PROJECT LOCATION: -80.645021, 28.167910
Riverside Drive and US 1 in Melboumne, FL

PROJECT BACKGROUND: The Grandview Shores neighborhood was developed without providing
municipal sewer to the homes. This project is to bring the homes off of septic system and connect to a
City installed forcemain.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Installation of forcemain to tie into an existing manhole. Each home
would be required to install a small grinder pump system and then connect to the City's forcemain.

TASKS and DELIVERABLES:

Task #1 Construction of Phase 1 of Project

Task Description: Installation of £550 LF of 1.5” forcemain and provide service connections to 7 homes.
Deliverable: A forcemain constructed as described in this task, as evidenced by: 1) Dated color
photographs of the construction site(s) prior to, during, and immediately following completion of the
construction task; 2) signed acceptance of the completed work by the Grantee; and 3) copy of paid
invoice from contractor and payment check.

Task #2 Construction of Phase 2 of Project

Task Description: Installation of £350 LF of 1.5” forcemain and provide service connections to 5 homes.
Deliverable: A forcemain constructed as described in this task, as evidenced by: 1) Dated color
photographs of the construction site(s) prior to, during, and immediately following completion of the
construction task; 2) signed acceptance of the completed work by the Grantee; and 3) copy of paid
invoice from contractor and payment check.

Task #3 Connection of Homes

Task Description: This task will pay for the impact fees including connection fees and reimbursement
toward septic abandonment costs for each of the homes being connected to the system.

Deliverable: Copy of City of Melbourne Septic Reimbursement application along with copies of receipts
from homeowners showing payment for abandonment of septic tanks.

" Task Start | Task End
Task Task Title Date Date
1 Phase 1 Cor}structlon of 9/2018 10/2018
Project
5 Phase 2 Cor}structlon of 3/2019 712019
Project
3 Homeowner Connection 10/2018 8/2020




Estimated Reimbursement Schedule: Project reimbursements will be requested as phases of the project
are complete

Please provide a schedule of estimated amounts in the quarter (1%, 2™, 3, 4" quarter 20xx) for each
reimbursement that will be requested. Note that quarters go by the County fiscal year so 1% quarter is
Oct.-Dec., 2" quarter is Jan.-Mar., 3 quarter is Apr.-Jun., 4" quarter is Jul.-Aug.) You do not need to
include quarters that reimbursement is not requested. If project goes beyond the two years provided in the
table below you may insert another table.

Task | 1Q/2018 3Q/2018 | 4Q/2019 Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter
# #/Year | #/Year | #/Year | #/Year | #/Year | #/Year

1 $15,524

$40,000

3 [8$51,630 $51,630 $103,260

Deliverables: Quarterly and final reports including pictures of progress made, or plans if pictures are not
yet available.

Project’s Status without Trust Funds
X Other: This project was included in the FY 2017-2018 budget because the City anticipated

getting funding ($265,960) of this project from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Funding.
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Date:

SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON
PROJECT PROGRESS REPORT FORM

Project Information

Report Number:

ATTACHMENT B

Project Name:

Recipient Name:

Contract Number:

County Project Manager Email:

Nitrogen Reduction Benefit {Ibs/yr)

County Project Manager Phone:

Phosphorus Reduction Benefit (Ibs/yr)

Recipient's Email:

TSS Reduction Benefit (lbs/yr)

Recipient's Phone:

Construction Schedule

Reporting Period

Start Date (mm/dd/yy):

Beginning Date (mm/dd/yy):

Completion (mm/dd/yy):

Ending Date {(mm/dd/yy):

Budget

Total Budget:

Expended This Period:

Expended To-date:

Percent Budget Expended:

Contract Amount:

Percent Cost Share:

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule

Fiscal Year 1 Fiscal Year 2
Anticipated

Reimbursement #| Anticipated Amount | Anticipated Date Reimbursement # Amount Anticipated Date
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4

Project Status

Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Scheduled for this Reporting Period or Within the Next 90 days:

Task Number Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Start Date Finish | Complet Date

1 Permitting
2 Engineering
3 Construction

Prablems, Issues, Solutions, Anticipated deviations from schedule:

Attach an additional page of notes if necessary to explain reasons for lateness or unusual events or circumstances.




‘SIVIOL

4

Ll

ol

Nt w|O]| ~] ©

INNOWY
AN3INISYNTNITY
1INIHYND

INNOWY
1NIWISYNENIFY
SNOIAFYd

153n03Y
SIHL NI

a3Ian1oni

SIDI0ANI

alvd
A1SNOIAIYd
S3J10ANI

HIGAINN
3DI0ANI

Y39ANN
AJ3IHD

ilva
AI3IHD

FHNLIANIdXT 10 AHO9DILVYD
/S30IAY3S 40 NOILdI¥ISI

YOAN3A ‘ON
W3LI

*d31s3IND3Y LNNONY LNIJWIHNGINIFTH LNIJHEND

*INNOWV FUVHS LSOO XV1 NOODVT A3LOVHLINOD

-JOVLINIDYUId FAUVHS 1SOD XV.L NOOOV']

:1S0D 103rodd

“HIOVNVIN L03rodd S.ALNNOD

:1S3N03Y 40 31va

“ON 1S3ND3Y LNIWAV

_"o._.

[:wo;

:dOidd FONVINHO4H3d

~ON INJW3I3YOV

:JINVN 103rodd

CIIVINT S.LN3IdID3N

‘JINVN S.LN3Id103Y

JuUdWasINquiIay 10} 3I10AU|

weigoud aieys-3s0) uooSeq JaAly ueipu| ANQ IAeS

1993Y§ [re3aq - D B WydE) Y



ArackinaeidD

Recipient’s Certification of Payment Request

I, , on behalf of , do hereby certify for
SOIRL Agreement No. and Payment Request No. that:

[ The disbursement amount requested is for allowable costs for the project described in
Attachment A of the Agreement.

LAl costs included in the amount requested have been satisfactorily purchased, performed,
received, and applied toward completing the project; such costs are documented by invoices or
other appropriate documentation as required in the Agreement.

[JAIl procurement for the amount requested was completed in a manner consistent with
applicable law and contract requirements.

UIf notified by the County of any restrictions on the use of local preference for this Agreement,
the Recipient confirms that no local preference was used.

[ The Recipient has paid such costs under the terms and provisions of contracts relating directly
to the project; and the Recipient is not in default of any terms or provisions of the contracts.
Check all that apply:

[JAIl permits and approvals required for the construction, which is underway, have been obtained.

OConstruction up to the point of this disbursement is in compliance with the construction plans and

permits.

LIThe Recipient’s Grant Manager relied on certifications from the following professionals that
provided services for this project during the time period covered by this Certification of Payment
Request, and such certifications are included:

Professional Service Provider (Name / License No.) Period of Service (mm/dd/yy — mm/dd/yy)
Recipient’s Grant Manager’s Signature Recipient’s Fiscal Agent
Print Name Print Name

Telephone Number Telephone Number



%00T Xe| ucogdeq ayl Ag painquIIuod 3q 0} aleys 150D 1U3Id(
00'¥¥0292 S paisnipy ‘aieys 3so) xe| uoodet a|q1di|3
= S 150D 193[014 Pa33Xa J0U S30P SJUBID) JO WNS OS UOIIINPaY
00't¥029¢ S aJeys 150D Sulpung xe] 3|qi8i|3
00°¢Ss8 S punod Jad aJeys 1s0) 3/q!31|3
S0¢€ uol1PnNpay uadoJN JO Spunod
(4o1BMULIOIS §|) 9dAL dING
Jomas 0} o11das 2dA) 103loud
uone|ndje) Ajiqidi3 Suipung
00'vv0'C9T S |elol
- S | 00'0TS90T S 0002590 S uoldauuo) €
JDUMOIWOH
00°000°0V S 00°000°0¥ S uol1dnJisuo) [4
Z 3seyd
00°v25'sT S 00'v2S'ST $ uoI1INIISUO)D T
T 9seyd
yole |eaoT paisnlpy ‘aseys (GMYIS) (24m1e|s1821/d304) (6T€) T WEID 150D ysel| uonduasaqyse]| Jaquny
1500 xe] uoo8e 9|q18)3 € Jueln Z uein ysel

a|qe] aJeys-1s0) 123loid pajewils]

19-8T

agquinp Juswaaildy

J3mas 03 213das apIsIanly

:swep 193loud

ausnoq|an Jo Al

:awen juaidinay

3 INJNHOVLLY




SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON PROJECT COST-SHARE FUNDING
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND THE
CITY OF COCOA BEACH, FLORIDA.

AGREEMENT NUMBER: SOIRL 18-70a

THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into on this 10 day of

April , 2018 by and between the Brevard County, Florida, a political subdivision of the

State of Florida (hereinafter “COUNTY”) and the City of Cocoa Beach, Florida, a Florida

municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Florida (hereinafter
“CITY™).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the COUNTY saw the urgent need to implement the “Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Project Plan,” with the aim to restore the Indian River Lagoon through financing,
planning, constructing, maintaining, and operating capital improvements and capital maintenance
projects and programs designed to improve water quality, fish, wildlife and marine habitat, remove
muck and reduce pollution, as permitted under Section 212.055(2)(d)1., Florida Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has been granted authority under Section 212.055(2)(a),
Florida Statutes, to levy for a period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, a discretionary
infrastructure sales tax of a one half cent, pursuant to ordinance enacted by a majority of the
members of the Board of County Commissioners and approved by a majority of the electors of the
County voting in a referendum on the surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY promulgated and passed Brevard County Ordinance no.
2016-15, (“the Ordinance”) imposing a one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales tax for a
period of ten (10) years from the date of levy, for the purposes expressed above, subject to
approval of said surtax by a majority vote of those qualified electors of Brevard County voting in a
referendum that was held on November 8, 2016; and

WHEREAS,; it was contemplated that if approved in said referendum, said one half cent
discretionary infrastructure sales tax shall be imposed and collected countywide, commencing on
January 1, 2017, and continuing thereafter for a period of ten (10) years until December 3 1, 2027,
and

WHEREAS, on November 8, 2016, a majority of those qualified electors of Brevard
County voted in favor of the referendum, thereby authorizing the levying of the one half cent
surtax; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY deems it in the best interest of all of the citizens and residents
of Brevard County, Florida, that the proceeds of the one half cent discretionary infrastructure sales
tax be used to fund projects and programs designed to restore the Indian River Lagoon in the
manner set forth in the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan,
including operations, maintenance and reasonable administrative costs of those projects and
programs; and
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WHEREAS, the project identified in the Statement of Work (“the Project”) has been
included and approved by the County Commission as part of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon

Project Plan; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has determined that providing cost-share funding to the CITY
for the purposes provided for herein will assist the COUNTY in effectively and efficiently
implementing the Ordinance and its incorporated Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan, as
amended from time to time, and would be a proper expenditure of the monies reserved in the Save
Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund;

For value received, and in consideration of the following covenants, promises and
provisions; the Parties agree as follows:

Section 1. Documents.

This Agreement incorporates all of the following:

The Recitals set forth above;

The Agreement;

Attachment A — Statement of Work;

Attachment B — Project Progress Report Form;

Attachment C — Reimbursement/Invoice Form;

Attachment D — Recipient’s Certification of Payment Form; and
Attachment E — Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form.

Mmoo o

Section 2. Statement of Work.

In consideration of the above recitals, and the funding assistance described below, the CITY agrees
to perform and complete the activities provided for in the Statement of Work, Attachment A.
CITY shall complete the Project in conformity with the contract documents and all attachments

and other items incorporated by reference herein.

Section 3. Term and Extensions.

a. The term of this Agreement is from the date upon which the last party has dated and executed
the same ("Effective Date") until September 30, 2019 ("Completion Date"). CITY shall not
commence the Project until any required submittals are received and approved. Time is of the
essence for every aspect of this Agreement, including any time extensions.

b. Any request for an extension of time beyond the Completion Date must be made in writing no
less than 45 days prior to the contracted Completion Date. Timely requests to extend for longer
than six months may only be approved by the Board of County Commissioners. Requests to extend
for less than six months may be approved by the County Manager or his/her designee.

c. Notwithstanding specific mention that certain provisions survive termination or expiration of
this Agreement, all provisions of this Agreement that by their nature extend beyond the
Completion Date, for example, delivery of a final progress report, will remain in full force and
effect after the Completion Date as necessary to affect performance.

Section 4. Offer Limitations.

Page 2 of 11



a. This Agreement constitutes an offer until authorized, signed and returned to the COUNTY by
the CITY. This offer terminates sixty (60) days after receipt by the CITY; provided, however, that
the CITY may submit a written request for extension of this time limit which may be approved by
the County Manager or his/her designee.

b. Ifthe project, which is eligible for reimbursement under this Agreement, does not begin within
180 days of the Effective Date, or if the-invoice for non-construction projects is not submitted
within 270 days of the Effective Date, the cost-share agreement will be subject to termination and
the funds subject to reallocation.

Section 5. Project Management.

a. The Project Managers listed below shall be responsible for overall coordination and
management of the project. Either party may change its Project Manager upon three (3) business
days prior written notice to the other party. Written notice of change of address shall be provided
within five (5) business days. All notices shall be in writing to the Project Managers at the
addresses below and shall be sent by one of the following methods: (1) hand delivery; (2) U.S.
certified mail; (3) national overnight courier; or (4) e-mail. Notices via certified mail are deemed
delivered upon receipt. Notices via overnight courier are deemed delivered one (1) business day
after having been deposited with the courier. Notices via e-mail are deemed delivered on the date
transmitted and received.

COUNTY CITY

Brandon Smith Wayne Carragino

Project Manager Project Manager

Department of Natural Resource Management City of Cocoa Beach

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A 2 S. Orlando Ave.

Viera, Florida 32940 P.O.Box 322430
321-633-2016 Cocoa Beach, FL 32932-2430
Email: brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov 321-868-3215

E-mail: wecarragino@cityofcocoabeach.com

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall have sole responsibility for transmitting instructions,
receiving information, and communicating the COUNTY’S policies and decisions regarding all
matters pertinent to performance of the project. The COUNTY'S Project Manager may authorize
minor changes in the project that the parties agree are not inconsistent with the purpose of the
project, do not affect the COUNTY’S cost-share funding amount, the project’s nutrient reduction
benefits, Completion Date, or otherwise significantly modify the terms of the Agreement.

¢. Should additional funding be acquired from sources other than the Indian River Lagoon
Surtax, the County and City Managers are authorized to sign amendments to this Agreement only
if such additional funding: (1) reduces the lagoon tax funding amount; and/or (2) reduces the
CITY’s cost-share amount.

Section 6. Deliverables.

a. The CITY shall fully implement the project, as described in the Statement of Work,
Attachment A. The CITY is responsible for the professional quality, technical accuracy, and
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timely completion of the project. Both workmanship and materials shall be of good quality. Unless
otherwise specifically provided for herein, the CITY shall provide and pay for all materials, labor,
and other facilities and equipment necessary to complete the project.

b. The COUNTY’S Project Manager shall make a final acceptance inspection of the project when
completed and finished in all respects. Upon satisfactory completion of the project, the CITY will
provide the COUNTY a written statement indicating that the project has been completed in
accordance with this Agreement. Acceptance of the final payment by the CITY shall constitute a
release in full of all claims against the COUNTY arising from or by reason of this Agreement.

c. Unless otherwise provided herein, the COUNTY does not assert an ownership interest in any
of the deliverables under this Agreement.

Section 7. Progress Reports and Performance Monitoring

a. The CITY shall provide to the COUNTY project update/status reports as provided in the
Statement of Work, Attachment A. Reports will provide detail on progress of the project and
outline any potential issues affecting completion or the overall schedule.

b. The CITY shall use the COUNTY'S Project Progress Report Form, Attachment B. CITY
shall submit the Project Progress Reports to the COUNTY’S Project Manager within thirty (30)
days after the closing date of each calendar quarter (March 31, June 30, September 30 and
December 31).

c. For as long as the project is operational, the COUNTY shall have the right to inspect the
operation of the project during normal business hours upon reasonable prior notice. The CITY
shall make available to the COUNTY any available data that is requested pertaining to the
performance of the project.

Section 8. Amount of Funding.

a. For satisfactory completion of the project, the COUNTY shall pay the CITY its “Eligible Tax
Funding Cost Share” as stated in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E. This
amount is not to exceed the maximum amount of cost-share that was recommended by the Citizen
Oversight Committee and approved by the County Commission unless additional matching funds
for the project are secured by the COUNTY from external revenue sources and approved for
allocation to this project by the County Commission or their duly authorized representative.

b. The COUNTY cost-share amount is not subject to modification based upon price escalation in
implementing the project during the term of this Agreement. The CITY shall be responsible for
payment of all additional costs necessary to ensure completion of the project.

c. During Contract negotiations, the CITY must submit the adopted budget for the project, the
amount of all secured grants for the project, and an estimate of project costs as defined below in

section e. The Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share shall be reduced as necessary to not exceed the
balance of Project Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

d. The CITY shall notify the COUNTY’S Project Manager in writing upon receipt of any
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additional external funding for the project not disclosed prior to execution of this Agreement. The
Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share shall be reduced as necessary to not exceed the balance of Project
Costs minus external matching funds for the project.

e. "Project cost" is defined to include actual costs of constructing project facilities, including
construction, construction management, construction QA/QC testing, land acquisition,
engineering, design, permitting, permit fees, impact fees, and any other project-specific costs
authorized under the Statement of Work, Attachment A. Project cost does not include any costs
incurred prior to the Effective Date, unless expressly authorized by the Statement of Work, nor any
costs not included in the contracted Statement of Work.

f. Funding shall not be provided for expenses incurred after the Completion Date.

g. The CITY is responsible for owning, operating and maintain the project for the typical
operating life of the project.

Section 9. Payment of Invoices.

a. The CITY shall submit itemized invoices as per the Statement of Work, Attachment A on a
quarterly basis for reimbursable expenses by one of the following two methods: (1) By mail to the
Brevard County Department of Natural Resource Management, Brandon Smith, Project Manager,
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A, Viera, Florida 32940; or (2) By e-mail to
brandon.smith@brevardfl.gov. If an option is not selected in this paragraph, the default invoicing
basis will be quarterly.

b. All invoices shall be submitted using Reimbursement/Invoice Form, Attachment C, and
include the following information: (1) the COUNTY’S contract number; (2) the CITY’S name,
address, and authorization to directly deposit payment into the CITY’S account; (3) the CITY’S
invoice number and date of invoice; (4) the COUNTY’S Project Manager; (5) the CITY’S Project
Manager; (6) supporting documentation as to cost and/or project completion (as per the cost
schedule and other requirements of the Statement of Work, Attachment A); and (7) Project
Progress Report Form, Attachment B. Invoices that do not correspond with this paragraph shall
be returned without action within twenty (20) business days of receipt, stating the basis for
rejection.

¢. Incremental payments shall be calculated as the fraction of Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share
listed in Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share Form, Attachment E (after adjustments per Section
8c. and/or d.) divided by Project Cost multiplied by the amount of the City’s Project Cost incurred
during the respective incremental billing period. Payments shall be made within forty-five (45)
days of receipt of an approved invoice.

d. The invoices shall be submitted in detail sufficient for proper pre-audit and post-audit review.
Invoices shall include a copy of contractor and supplier invoices to the CITY and proof of
payment. If necessary for audit purposes, the CITY shall provide additional supporting
information as required to document invoices.

e. CITY shall be reimbursed for the actual cost of the project, or the contracted amount,
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whichever is less. The COUNTY shall not withhold any retainage from this reimbursement.
COUNTY reimbursement is subject to annual budgetary limitation, if applicable.

f. The COUNTY'’S fiscal year ends on September 30. The COUNTY is required to account for
all encumbered funds at that time. Submittal of an invoice as of September 30 satisfies this
requirement. Regardless of whether the CITY chooses monthly, quartcrly, or annual invoices, if
any expenses occur between a previous invoice and September 30", the CITY shall submit a
description of the work completed on the Project through Septcmbcr 30" and a corresponding
invoice for that cost-share eligible amount achieved during that time interval.

Section 10.  Final Invoice.
a. The final invoice must be submitted no later than forty-five (45) days after the City’s final

payment to its vendors for the project or October 30" if the City’s final payment is made between
September 15" and 30%.

b. Final Invoices that are submitted after the requisite date shall be subject to a penalty of ten
percent (10%) of the invoice. This penalty may be waived by the COUNTY, in its sole judgment
and discretion, upon a showing of special circumstances that prevent the timely submittal of the
final invoice. The CITY must request approval for delayed submittal of the final invoice not later
than ten (10) days prior to the due date and state the basis for the delay.

Section 11.  Travel Expenses.

If the cost schedule for this Agreement includes a line item for travel expenses, travel expenses
shall be drawn from the project budget. Travel expenses are otherwise not compensable. If travel
expenses are not included in the cost schedule, they are a cost of providing the service that is borne

by the CITY.

Section 12. Payments Withheld.

The COUNTY may withhold or, on account of subsequently discovered evidence, nullify, in
whole or in part, any payment to such an extent as may be necessary to protect the COUNTY from
loss as a result of: (1) defective work not remedied; (2) failure to maintain adequate progress in the
project; (3) any other material breach of this Agreement. Amounts withheld shall not be
considered due and shall not be paid until the ground(s) for withholding payment have been

remedied.

Section 13. Multi-Year Agreements.

a. For multi-fiscal year agreements, the COUNTY must budget the amount of funds that will be
expended during each fiscal year as accurately as possible. Funds contracted for reimbursement
beyond the COUNTY’S current fiscal year will be budgeted in subsequent fiscal years per the
schedule specified in the project agreement, as amended. The Statement of Work, Attachment
A, includes the parties’ current schedule for completion of the work and projection of expenditures
on a fiscal year basis (October 1 — September 30) ("Estimated Reimbursement Schedule").

b. Ifthe CITY anticipates that expenditures will exceed the budgeted amount during any fiscal

year, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY’S Project Manager and provide a proposed
revised work schedule and Annual Spending Plan that provides for completion of the work without
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increasing the Total Compensation. The last date for the COUNTY to receive this request is
August 1 of the then-current fiscal year. Funds allocated in the current fiscal year that are not
reimbursed in the current fiscal year due to slippage in the project delivery schedule will be
requested by COUNTY staff to roll forward to the next fiscal year as a Budget Amendment —
(Regular), per BCC-21.

¢. The COUNTY may in its sole discretion prepare a Budget Change Request incorporating the
revised work schedule and Estimated Reimbursement Schedule as appropriate for changes in the
project schedule.

Section 14.  Liability and Insurance.

Each party is responsible for all personal injury and property damage attributable to the negligent
acts or omissions of that party, its officers, employees and agents. The CITY accepts all risks
arising from construction or operation of the project. Nothing contained herein shall be construed
or interpreted as denying to any party any remedy or defense available under the laws of the state
of Florida, nor as a waiver of sovereign immunity of the state of Florida beyond the waiver
provided for in section 768.28, Fla. Stat., as amended. Each party shall acquire and maintain
throughout the term of this Agreement such liability, workers' compensation, and automobile
insurance as required by their current rules and regulations.

Section 15.  Funding Contingency.

a. This Agreement is at all times contingent upon funding availability, which may include a
single source or multiple sources, including, but not limited to: (1) the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon 2 cent surtax; (2) annual appropriations by the Florida Legislature, or (3) appropriations
from other agencies or funding sources. Agreements that extend for a period of more than one
Fiscal Year are subject to annual appropriation of funds in the sole discretion and judgment of the
COUNTY for each succeeding Fiscal Year. Should the project not be funded, in whole or in part,
in the current Fiscal Year or succeeding Fiscal Years, the COUNTY shall so notify the CITY and
this Agreement shall be deemed terminated for convenience five (5) days after receipt of such
notice, or within such additional time as the COUNTY may allow. For the purpose of this
Agreement, "Fiscal Year" is defined as the period beginning on October 1 and ending on
September 30.

b. The CITY agrees that any and all City funds budgeted (in the adopted or amended budget) for
this project that are saved by the CITY by virtue of reimbursement or allocation received pursuant
to this cost-share agreement, shall be reallocated and expended by the CITY solely to other City,
County or third party project(s) benefiting the restoration of the Indian River Lagoon within five
(5) years of the Effective Date of this Agreement. Should the CITY choose to not expend such
funds in the manner described above, the CITY shall transfer those funds to the COUNTY for
deposit to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund. The CITY’S obligation under this
paragraph shall survive the termination of this agreement.

Section 16.  Failure to Complete Project.

a. Should the CITY fail to complete the project, the CITY shall refund to the COUNTY all of the
funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement.
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b. With a recommendation from its Citizen Oversight Committee, the COUNTY, in its sole
judgment and discretion, may determine that the CITY has failed to complete the project due to
circumstances that are beyond the CITY’S control, due to termination of this agreement for
reasons of funding availability, or due to a good faith determination that the project is no longer
environmentally or economically feasible. In such event, the COUNTY may excuse the CITY
from the obligation to return funds provided hereunder.

c. If the project has not been completed within thirty (30) days after the Completion Date, the
CITY shall provide the COUNTY with notice regarding its intention as to completion of the
project. The parties shall discuss the status of the project and may mutually agree to revise the time
for project completion or the scope of the project. Failure to complete the Project within ninety
(90) days after the Completion Date shall be deemed to constitute failure to complete the project
for the purposes of this provision.

d. Inthe event the Project constitutes a portion of the total functional project, this paragraph shall
apply in the event the total functional project is not completed. In such event, the 90-day timeframe
provided herein shall commence upon the date scheduled for completion of the total functional
project at the time of execution of this Agreement, unless extended by mutual agreement of the
parties. Paragraphs 17(z) and 17(b) shall survive the termination or expiration of this Agreement.

e. Force Majeure. The failure to carry out any terms of this Agreement due to any one of the
following circumstances beyond the control of the CITY: (a) the operation and effect of rules,
regulations, or orders promulgated by any commission, county, or governmental agency of the
state of Florida or the United States, (b) a restraining order, injunction, or similar decree of any
court of competent jurisdiction, (c) war, (d) flood, (¢) earthquake, (f) fire, (g) severe wind storm or
hurricane, (h) acts of public disturbance, (i) quarantine restrictions, (j) epidemic, (k) strikes, or (1)
sabotage. The CITY shall not be subject to any liability for failure to carry out any of the terms of
this Agreement to the extent that such failure shall be due to a Force Majeure event as defined
herein. In such event, the CITY shall be excused from the obligation to return funds provided
herein.

Section 17. Termination.

a. If the CITY materially fails to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, including any
specific milestones established herein, the COUNTY may provide the CITY written notice of the
deficiency by forwarding a “Notice to Cure,” citing the specific nature of the breach. The CITY
shall have thirty (30) days following receipt of the notice to cure the breach. If the CITY fails to
cure the breach within the thirty (30) day period, the COUNTY may issue a “Termination for
Default Notice” terminating this Agreement without further notice. In such event, the CITY shall
refund to the COUNTY all funds provided to the CITY pursuant to this Agreement within thirty
(30) days of such termination. The COUNTY may also terminate this Agreement upon ten (10)
days written notice in the event of any material misrepresentations in the Project Proposal.

b. Delay or failure by the COUNTY to enforce any right, remedy or deadline hereunder shall not

impair, or be deemed a waiver of, any such right, remedy or deadline, or impair the COUNTY’S
rights or remedies for any subsequent breach or continued breach of this Agreement.
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ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

Section 18.  Assignment.

The CITY shall not assign this Agreement, or any monies due hereunder, without the COUNTY'S
prior written consent. The CITY is solely responsible for fulfilling all work elements in any
contracts awarded by the CITY and payment of all monies due. No provision of this Agreement
shall create a contractual relationship between the COUNTY and any of the CITY’S contractors or
subcontractors.

Section 19.  Audit; Access to Records; Repayment of Funds.

a. Maintenance of Records. The CITY shall maintain its books and records such that receipt and
expenditure of the funds provided hereunder are shown separately from other expenditures in a
format that can be easily reviewed. The CITY shall keep the records of receipts and expenditures,
copies of all reports submitted to the COUNTY, and copies of all invoices and supporting
documentation for at least five (5) years after expiration of this Agreement. In addition, the CITY
shall maintain records to demonstrate satisfaction of its obligation under subparagraph 15b. above.

b. Review and Auditing. In accordance with generally accepted governmental auditing standards,
the COUNTY shall have access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books and other
records involving transactions related to this Agreement. In the event of an audit, the CITY shall
maintain all required records until the audit is completed and all questions are resolved. The CITY
will provide proper facilities for access to and inspection of all required records.

¢. Repayment of Funds. COUNTY funding shall be subject to repayment after expiration of this
Agreement if, upon audit examination, the COUNTY finds any of the following: (1) the CITY has
spent funds for purposes other than as provided for herein; (2) the CITY has failed to perform a
continuing obligation of this Agreement; (3) the CITY has received duplicate funds from the
COUNTY or other external funding entity for the same purpose; (4) the CITY has been advanced
or paid unobligated funds; (5) the CITY has been paid funds in excess of the amount the CITY is
entitled to receive under the Agreement; and/or (6) the CITY has received contributions
amounting to more than one hundred percent (100%) of the project cost through cumulative public
agency cost-share funding.

Section 20.  Dispute Resolution.

The CITY is under a duty to seek clarification and resolution of any issue, discrepancy, or dispute
involving performance of this Agreement by submitting a written statement to the COUNTY's
Project Manager no later than ten (10) business days after the precipitating event. If not resolved
by the Project Manager, the Project Manager shall forward the request to the County Attorney’s
Office, which shall issue a written decision within ten (10) business days of receipt. This
determination shall constitute final action of the COUNTY and shall then be subject to judicial
review upon completion of the project.

Section 21.  Governing Law, Venue, Attorney's Fees, Waiver of Right to Jury Trial.

This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of Florida and shall not be construed
more strictly against one party than against the other because it may have been drafted by one of
the parties. As used herein, "shall" is always mandatory. In the event of any legal proceedings
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arising from or related to this Agreement: (1) Venue for any state or federal legal proceedings shall
be in Brevard County; (2) Each party shall bear its own attorney's fees, including appeals; (3) For
civil proceedings, the parties hereby consent to trial by the court and waive the right to jury trial.

Section 22.  Permits.

The CITY shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations in
implementing the project and shall include this requirement in all subcontracts pertaining to the
project. The CITY shall obtain any and all governmental permits necessary to implement the
project. Any activity not properly permitted prior to implementation or completed without proper
permits does not comply with this Agreement and shall not be approved for cost-share funding.

Section 23. Independent Contractors.

The parties to this Agreement, their employees and agents, are independent contractors and not
employees or agents of each other. Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to establish any
relationship other than that of independent contractors during and after the term of this Agreement.
The CITY is not a contractor of the COUNTY. The COUNTY is providing cost-share funding as a
cooperating governmental entity to assist the CITY in accomplishing the project. The CITY is
solely responsible for accomplishing the project and directs the means and methods by which the
project is accomplished. The CITY is solely responsible for compliance with all labor, health care,
and tax laws pertaining to the CITY, its officers, agents, and employees.

Section 24.  Scrutinized Companies.

The CITY is responsible for complying with the prohibition against contracting with “scrutinized
companies” found in Section 287.135, Florida Statutes, when hiring its contractors for the project.
The CITY agrees to indemnify the COUNTY for any and all actions or penalties that may arise
should the CITY improperly contract with a “scrutinized company.”

Section 25.  Local Preference Limitations.

The CITY is responsible for ensuring that “local preference” is only utilized in the hiring of
contractors when legally permitted. If the source of funds for this cost-share in any way restricts
the use of “local preference,” the COUNTY has the responsibility to put the CITY on notice. If put
on notice, the CITY agrees to indemnify the COUNTY for any and all actions or penalties that may
arise from the unpermitted use of “local preference.”

Section 26.  Public Entity Crime.

A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction for a
public entity crime may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract to provide any goods or
services to a public entity; may not submit a bid, proposal, or reply on a contract with a public
entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public work; may not submit bids,
proposals, or replies on leases of real property to a public entity; may not be awarded or perform
work as a contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a contract with any public entity;
and may not transact business with any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in
s.287.017 for CATEGORY TWO ($35,000) for a period of 36 months following the date of being
placed on the convicted vendor list.

Section 27. Public Records.
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Records of the CITY that are made or received in the course of performance of the project may be
public records that are subject to the requirements of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. If the CITY
receives a public records request, the CITY shall promptly notify the COUNTY'S Project
Manager. Each party reserves the right to cancel this Agreement for refusal by the other party to
allow public access to all documents, papers, letters, or other materials related hereto and subject
to the provisions of Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, as amended.

Section 28.  Royalties and Patents. The CITY certifies that the project does not, to the best of
its information and belief, infringe on any patent rights. The CITY shall pay all royalties and patent
and license fees necessary for performance of the project and shall defend all suits or claims for
infringement of any patent rights and save and hold the COUNTY harmless from loss to the extent
allowed by Florida law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the COUNTY has caused this Agreement to be executed on the day
and year written below in its name by its duly authorized representative, and CITY has caused this
Agreement to be executed on the day and year written below in its name by its duly authorized
representatives. This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, which shall not affect
its validity. Upon execution, this Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties,
notwithstanding any stipulations, representations, agreements, or promises, oral or otherwise, not
printed or inserted herein. This Agreement cannot be changed by any means other than written
amendments referencing this Agreement and signed by all parties.

Brevard County Board of County Cocoa Beach, Florida
Commissioners
// ) M \ 1
| i | {
); \ ,-'II o i {h
P AN Y By
Rita Pritchett, Chair Name:

As Approved by the Board on April 10, 2018  Title:

Attest M
By: /

Scott Fllis, Clerk

Date:

Revi a) for content
By:

Christine Valliere, Assistant County Attorney
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ATTACHMENT A
STATEMENT OF WORK

PROJECT TITLE: Cocoa Beach Muck Dredging — Phase III

PROJECT LOCATION: City of Cocoa Beach
Cocoa Beach, FL 32931
Thirteen (13) Residential Canals South of Minuteman Causeway

PROJECT BACKGROUND: In July 2015, the ACOE/FDEP issued a Muck Dredging permit to the
City of Cocoa Beach to muck dredge all thirty-six (36) residential canals in Cocoa Beach. The project was
divided into three (3) phases. Phase I and portions of Phase II have been completed. We are currently
working on Phase III. The Phase III portion has been partially funded through grants from SJRWMD and
FDEP/Brevard County. With the additional funding from the SOIRLP the City will be able to complete
Phase III of the project. The project is an effort to clean the IRL by dredging the muck from the river and
remove the Nitrogen and Phosphorous it contains.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Utilizing a contractor selected through the City’s competitive bid process,
the City of Cocoa Beach will remove more than 300,000 cubic yards of muck from the IRL. The dredging
process utilizes a suction dredge and conventional spoil containment areas throughout the City.

TASKS and DELIVERABLES:

Task #1: Design and Permitting
Task Description: In July 2015, the ACOE/FDEP issued a Muck Dredging permit to the City of Cocoa

Beach to muck dredge all thirty-six (36) residential canals in Cocoa Beach.

Task #2 Construction of Project

Task Description: The City will construct a temporary spoil containment area on the Public Works
Facility at 1600 Minutemen Causeway. The thirteen canals in Phase III will then be suction dredged to
remove the accumulated muck from each canal. Total estimated volume to be removed is 50,000 cubic

yards.

) Task Start | Task End
Task Task Title Date Date
Design & Permitting 7/15/2014 7/1/2015
2 Construction of Project 12/1/2017 9/30/2019

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule: Project reimbursements will be requested quarterly

Task # Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter | Quarter
2/2018 | 3/2018 | 4/2018 | 1/2019 | 2/2019 | 3/2019

1

163,551 | 163,551 | 163,551 | 163,551 | 163,551 | 163,551

Deliverables: Quarterly and final reports including pictures of progress made, or plans if pictures are not
yet available.



Project’s Status without Trust Funds (Adjust the highlighted section and delete the other options
that do not apply):

X This project was scheduled to héppen, but was accelerated by two (2) years due to the Save Our
Indian River Lagoon Funding,

X Other: Project was underway and partially funded with SJRWMD and FDEP/Brevard
County grants. However, with the additional SOIRLP funding we will be able to
complete Phase I1I

Page 2 of 2



Date:

Project Information

SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON
PROJECT PROGRESS REPORT FORM

Report Number:

ATTACHMENT B

Project Name:

Recipient Name:

Contract Number:

County Project Manager Email:

Nitrogen Reduction Benefit (lbs/yr)

County Project Manager Phone:

Phosphorus Reduction Benefit {Ibs/yr)

Recipient's Email:

TSS Reduction Benefit (lbs/yr)

Recipient's Phone:

Construction Schedule

Reporting Period

Start Date (mm/dd/yy):

Beginning Date (mm/dd/yy):

Completion {(mm/dd/yy):

Ending Date (mm/dd/yy):

Budget

Total Budget:

Expended This Period:

Expended To-date:

Percent Budget Expended:

Contract Amount:

Percent Cost Share:

Estimated Reimbursement Schedule

Fiscal Year 1 Fiscal Year 2
Anticipated

Reimbursement #| Anticipated Amount | Anticipated Date Reimbursement # Amount Anticipated Date
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 4

Project Status

Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Scheduled for this Reporting Period or Within the Next 90 days:

Task Number Tasks/Milestones/Deliverables Start Date Finish | Complet Date

1 Permitting
2 Engineering
3 Construction

Problems, Issues, Solutions, Anticipated deviations from schedule:

Attach an additional page of notes if necessary to explain reasons for lateness or unusual events or circumstances.
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Attachment D

Recipient’s Certification of Payment Request

L s
(Print name of Recipient’s Grant Manager designated in the Agreement)
on behalf of , do hereby certify for
(Print name of Recipient)
SOIRL Agreement No. and Payment Request No. that:

M The disbursement amount requested is for allowable costs for the project described in Attachment
A of the Agreement.

M All costs included in the amount requested have been satisfactorily purchased, performed,
received, and applied toward completing the project; such costs are documented by invoices or
other appropriate documentation as required in the Agreement.

M The Recipient has paid such costs under the terms and provisions of contracts relating directly to
the project; and the Recipient is not in default of any terms or provisions of the contracts.

Check all that apply:
O All permits and approvals required for the construction, which is underway, have been obtained.

O Construction up to the point of this disbursement is in compliance with the construction plans and
permits.

O The Recipient’s Grant Manager relied on certifications from the following professionals that
provided services for this project during the time period covered by this Certification of Payment
Request, and such certifications are included:

Professional Service Provider (Name / License No.)  Period of Service (mm/dd/yy — mm/dd/yy)

Recipient's Grant Manager’s Signature Recipient's Fiscal Agent

Print Name Print Name

Telephone Number Telephone Number
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THIRD AMENDMENT TO
SAVE OUR INDIAN RIVER LAGOON PROJECT COST-SHARE FUNDING
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA AND
THE CITY OF ROCKLEDGE, FLORIDA

AGREEMENT NUMBER: SOIRL 17-01

THIS THIRD AMENDMENT is made an entered into on this ___ day of ,
2017, by and between the Board of County Commissioners of Brevard County, Florida
(“COUNTY?”) and the City of Rockledge, a Florida municipal corporation organized and existing
under the laws of the State of Florida (“CITY™).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, COUNTY and CITY previously entered into the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Project Cost-Share Funding Interlocal Agreement No. SOIRL 17-01 (“ILA”) on May 9,
2017, for the CITY to construct the Project defined in the Statement of Work and the COUNTY
to provide cost-share funding from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon one half cent discretionary
infrastructure sales tax proceeds; and

WHEREAS, COUNTY and CITY previously amended the TLA on July 20, 2017, to add Task 4
to Attachment A — Statement of Work and Attachment E — Eligible Tax Funding Cost Share
Form and change the Completion Date in Section 3. Terms and Extension and amended the TLA

on December 4, 2017 to change the Construction Completion Date in Section 3. Terms and
Extension,

WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the ILA Statement of Work to change the

remaining portion of bimonthly monitoring to monthly monitoring, with no change in cost share
contribution from the COUNTY.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recitals and of the mutual promises and
other good and valuable consideration set forth below, these parties agree as follows:

SECTION 1. Attachment A- Statement of Work is amended to change the scope of
work for Task 4 as described in the letter from Applied Bcology, Inc., dated June 1, 2018,
attached and incorporated herein. All references in the TLA to “Amended Attachment A.-
Statement of Work” or “Amended Statement of Work, Attachment A,” are deleted and replaced
with “Amended Attachment A2- Statement of Work” or “Amended Statement of Work,
Attachment A2.”

SECTION 2. All other terms and conditions of the ILA, which is incorporated herein by
this reference, not inconsistent with the provisions of this Third Amendment, shall remain in full
force and effect.




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have agreed to adopt this Third Amendment and
incorporate it into the existing Agreement that is attached as “Amended Attachment A2” hereto,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA

vl g

Rita Pritchett, Chair

As approved by the Board on May 23, 2017

ATTEST:

v S

Scott Fllis, Clerk

Date:

Revi lllf ; content
By:

Christine Valliere, Assistant County Attorney

THE CITY OF ROCKLEDGE, FLORIDA

Signed:
Typed Name: Brenda Fettrow
Title: City Manager
Date:

ATTEST:

Signed:
Typed Name:
Title:

Date:




Table 1: Summary of New Projects for the Save Our Indian River Lag

Attachment A

oon Plan 2018 Update

TN TP
5::;:_ Project Name Responsible Entity Project Description Sub-Lagoon Reduction | Reduction FuF:als?ng
{Ibs/yr) (Ibs/yr)
1-10 | Expanded Outreach Brevard County See details in Section Errorl Reference source not found.. All 105,165 TBD $1,100,000
Grant Street WRF Biological nutrient removal processes added at WRF by
2 Nutrient Removal City of Melbourne replacing the trickling filter and oxidation ditch with biological Central IRL 25,627 9,671 $5,919,837
Improvements nutrient removal process with anoxic/aerobic tankage.
Sylvan Estates Septic- City of West Connection of 59 residences (currently on septic) to new sewer
2 to):Sewer Conversi%n Melbourne extension. ( i Central IRL 1,073 N/A $935,656
. . . N Installation of forcemain to tie into an existing manhole. Each
1 F|ver5|de Rl Se_ptnc- City of Melbourne home would be required to install a small grinder pump system North IRL 305 N/A $265,960
o-Sewer Conversion - -
and then connect to the City's forcemain.
Roxy Avenue Septic-to- Installation of forcemain to tie into an existing manhole. Each
2 s p City of Melbourne home would be required to install a small grinder pump system North IRL 102 N/A $88,944
ewer Conversion . |
and then connect to the City's forcemain.
1 g:mearc:fnt:;il Repair/ Brevard County See details in Section Error! Reference source not found.. All TB8D TBD $840,000
Stormwater-low impact development treatment train consisting
of high infiltration PaveDrain permeable pavers flowing to a
native plant bioswale along a residential road discharging to
the Banana River Lagoon. There is currently no treatment for
stormwater in this basin, developed in the late 1950s. System
reduces runoff volume (thereby reducing pollutants) as
stormwater flows downstream over a high infiltration paver
Stormwater LID Convair . system, which then flows to the native landscape bioswale. The
2 Cove 1 — Blakey Blvd City of Cocoa Beach bioswale will use native grasses and oak tree canopy to Banana 30 8 $2,922
provide additional runoff and pollutant reduction through
vegetative nutrient uptake. Design will evaluate whether
biosorption activated media (BAM) will improve efficiency of
this treatment train system. Monitoring will be evaluated as a
means of determining actual built TN and TP removal of
system. Adjacent neighborhood park provides an excellent
opportunity for public education and outreach.

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LL.C




Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
{lbsiyr)

TP
Reduction
(Ibsiyr)

Plan
Funding

Stormwater LID Convair
Cove 2- Dempsey Drive

City of Cocoa Beach

Stormwater-low impact development treatment train consisting
of high infiltration PaveDrain permeable pavers flowing to a
native plant bioswale along a residential road discharging to
the Banana River Lagoon. There is currently no treatment for
stormwater in this basin, developed in the late 1950s. System
reduces runoff volume (thereby reducing pollutants) as
stormwater flows downstream over a high infiltration paver
system, which then flows to the native landscape bioswale, The
bioswale will use native grasses and oak tree canopy to
provide additional runoff and pollutant reduction through
vegetative nutrient uptake. Design will evaluate whether
biosorption activated media (BAM) will improve efficiency of
this treatment train system. Monitoring will be evaluated as a
means of determining actual built TN and TP removal of
system. Adjacent neighborhood park provides an excellent
opportunity for public education and outreach.

Banana

29

$2,842

Big Muddy @ Cynthia
Baffle Box

City of Indian Harbour
Beach

Nutrient separating baffle box with media filter, currently
proposed to be NSBB-8-14+UFF (with Bold & Gold media),

Banana

269

248

$26,637

Grant Place Baffle Box

City of Melbourne

Installation of 2nd generation baffle box with Bold & Gold.

Central IRL

937

193

$82,481

Crane Creek/M-1 Canal
Flow Restoration

St. Johns River Water
Management District

Treat and restore flows from an approximately 5,300-acre
watershed, which was diverted from the Upper St. Johns River
Basin (USJRB) to the IRL when the M-1 Canal was constructed
in the early 20th century. Work will include construction of an
operable water control structure in the M-1 Canal near Evans
Road, a pump station and pipeline near I-95, and a stormwater
treatment area west of -95, to remove nutrients prior to
discharge to the USJRB.

Central IRL

23,113

2,719

$2,033,944

Apollo/GA Baffle Box

City of Melbourne

Installation of 2nd generation baffle box with Bold & Gold within
the existing ditch line that runs parallel to Apollo Boulevard
near General Aviation Drive.

North IRL

3,381

479

$297,522

Cocoa Beach Muck
Dredaging — Phase lll

City of Cocoa Beach

Dredge muck from 13 residential canals (39 acres of muck).

Banana

2,435

366

$981,305

Cocoa Beach Muck
Dredging — Phase ilI
Interstitial

City of Cocoa Beach

Scrub nutrients from the return water associated with dredging
13 canal areas in the City of Cocoa Beach, which have
extensive muck accumulated and are impacting the Banana
River Lagoon's water quality. The sites include all canals that
are directly connected to the Banana River Lagoon. Survey of
muck area and depths has been completed and a permit has
been approved by USACE/FDEP for the muck dredaging.

Banana

2,942

TBD

$514,809

Merritt Island Muck
Removal — Phase 1

Brevard County

The removal of accumulated muck from 30 canals on central
Merritt Island,

Banana

4,805

722

$1,936,415

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC




Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
(Ibs/yr)

TP
Reduction
{Ibs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Muck Removal of Indian
Harbour Beach Canals

City of Indian Harbour
Beach

Dredge muck from 12 canal areas (36 acres of muck).

Banana

2,257

339

$809,571

Muck Interstitial Water
Treatment for Indian
Harbour Beach Canals

City of Indian Harbour
Beach

Scrub nutrients from the return water associated with dredging
12 canal areas in the City of Indian Harbour Beach, which have
extensive muck accumulated and are impacting the Banana
River Lagoon's water quality. The sites include all canals that
are directly connected to the Banana River Lagoon, including
all the Grand Canal located within the City. Survey of muck
area and depths has been completed and permitting is
ongoing.

Banana

27,418

TBD

$4,798,197

Muck Re-dredging in
Turkey Creek

Brevard County

Dredge 11 acres of Turkey Creek where muck was re-
deposited after Hurricane Irma.

Central

981

147

$215,000

Muck Interstitial Water
Treatment for Turkey
Creek

Brevard County

Scrub nutrients from the return water associated with the re-
dredging of Turkey Creek.

Central

N/A

688

N/A

Eden Isles Lane Oyster
Living Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Three adjacent properties on Eden Isles Lane on Merritt Island
have some mangroves in place and a low sloping, sandy
shoreline. The water depth 10 feet from shore is shallow, so
the design may need to be modified somewhat to obtain the
same reduction benefits to the water quality. The project will
construct a 245-foot oyster reef along the three properties. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

49

17

$21,805

Marina Isles Oyster
Living Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The gated community of Marina Isles is in Indian Harbour
Beach. The property manager is interested in adding an oyster
reef to the existing mangrove shoreline. The water depth 10
feet from shore varies from about 1-2 feet. The project will
construct 300 feet of oyster reef on this property. The reef will
be constructed using a proven design research and tested by
Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design uses both
blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which provide a
structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

60

20

$26,700

Bettinger Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The Bettingers own property on Bali Road in Cocoa Beach.
There is a seawall on the property and the project would
construct an oyster reef of 120 feet in front of the seawall. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

24

$10,680

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC




Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
{Ibsiyr)

TP
Reduction
(Ibs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Cocoa Beach Country
Club Plants Living
Shoreline

Marine Resources
Council

Planting three-year-old mangroves on 5-foot centers along
western lagoon shoreline with Spartina in two rows. Additional
native plants will be added, as needed, to fill in areas,.

Banana

67

23

$16,014

Lagoon House Shoreline
Restoration Planting

Marine Resources
Council

Planting three-year-old mangroves on 5-foot centers along
western lagoon shoreline with Spartina in two rows. Additional
native plants will be added, as needed, to fill in areas,.

Central IRL

100

34

$23,961

McNabb Park Oyster
Living Shoreline

City of Cocoa Beach

Construct 360 feet of living shoreline comprised of oyster shell
bags. Location is on an arterial waterway at the end of a
residential canal in the North Thousand Islands. This will be a
pilot project to test the suitability for oyster restoration in this
portion of the lagoon. McNabb Park is a neighborhood
park/playground that will provide an opportunity for a public
education kiosk on living shorelines and stormwater
management.

Banana

72

24

$34,056

McNabb Park Plants
Living Shoreline

City of Cocoa Beach

Construct 360 feet of living shoreline comprised of red
mangrove and Spartina. Location is on an arterial waterway at
the end of a residential canal in the North Thousand Islands,
McNabb Park is a neighborhood park/playground that will
provide an opportunity for a public education kiosk on living
shorelines and stormwater management.

Banana

24

$5,760

Gitlin Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Ms. Gitlin owns canal property on Cinnamon Court. There is a
seawall with a water depth of about 3 feet. The project would
construct an oyster reef of 180 feet in front of the seawall. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach,

Banana

36

12

$16,020

Coconut PointEELS
Opyster Living Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The EELS properties at Coconut Point Sanctuary, Hog Point
Cove Sanctuary, and Maritime Hammock Sanctuary all have
shorelines that are good candidates for an oyster reef. The
project would be three phases and to construct an oyster reef
in a total of 5,425 feet. The reef will be constructed using a
proven design researched and tested by Florida Tech's IRL
Research Institute. The design uses both blank shell bags and
spat on shell bags, which provide a structure for free-swimming
oyster larvae to attach,

Central IRL

1,085

369

$509,950

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC




Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
{lbs/yr)

TP
Reduction
{lbos/yr)

Plan
Funding

Wexford Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Wexford is a gated community located in Melbourne Beach,
The property has a seawall with a water depth of about one to
two feet. The project would construct an oyster reef of 350

feet in front of the seawall. The reef will be constructed using a
proven design researched and tested by Florida Tech's IRL
Research Institute. The design uses both blank shell bags and
spat on shell bags, which provide a structure for free-swimming
oyster larvae to attach.

Central IRL

70

24

$31,150

Riverview Park Qyster
Living Shoreline

City of Melbourne

Retrofitting approximately 1,150 linear feet of existing shoreline
by means of a living shoreline oyster reef.

Central IRL

230

78

$108,790

Riverview Park Plants
Living Shoreline

City of Melbourne

Retrofitting approximately 1,150 linear feet of existing shoreline
by means of a vegetated living shoreline.

Central IRL

77

26

$18,480

Bomalaski Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Ms. Bomalaski owns property on Dragon Point Drive on Merritt
Island. The property has a steep shoreline made up of coquina
riprap. The water depth at 10 feet from the shoreline is about 3
feet. The project will construct a 100-foot oyster reef. The reef
will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach,

North IRL

20

$8,900

Oliver Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The Olivers, Swanns, and Hermanson own property on Swann
Grove Lane on Merritt Island. All three want an oyster reef built
along'their shorelines on their three adjacent properties. The
shoreline is made up mostly of coquina riprap and has a depth
of about one foot at 10 feet from the shoreline, The project will
build 580 feet of oyster reef on these adjoining properties. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Flarida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach,

North IRL

116

39

$51,620

Total

202,899

16,267

$21,475,928

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC




Attachment B

Table 51: Summary of Unfunded Projects from the 2017 Save Our Indian River Lagoon
Project Plan Supplement

TN TP
Sub-lagoon Project Name Cost Reductions | Reductions
(Ibslyr) (Ibs/yr)

North IRL Sykes Creek C septic system removal $1,700,000 1,426 N/A
Central IRL 112 septic system upgrades $1,792,000 2,233 N/A
Banana River Lagoon | Stormwater project in Basin 754 $100,000 734 95
Banana River Lagoon | Stormwater project in Basin 602 $100,000 1,068 109
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1434 $125,000.00 932 112
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1151 $125,000.00 1,057 141
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1078 $125,000.00 1,250 187
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1399 $125,000.00 1,570 256
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1301 $125,000.00 1,025 154
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1368 $125,000.00 1,311 200
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 408 $125,000.00 1,179 170
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 338 $125,000.00 1,902 188
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1367 $100,000.00 1,042 146
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1384 $100,000.00 923 142
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1318 $100,000.00 1,124 148
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 155 $100,000.00 1,149 122
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 289 $100,000.00 1,112 223
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 193 $100,000.00 1,316 198
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1441 $100,000.00 1,034 149
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 660 $100,000.00 844 212
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 952 $100,000.00 1,251 212
Banana River Lagoon | 29% Sykes Creek dredging $7,000,000 12,536 1,112
Banana River Lagoon | 38% Cape Canaveral Area dredging $10,000,000 33,051 5,026
North IRL 29% Grand Canal dredging $7,000,000 11,356 1,000
North IRL 38% Eau Gallie dredging $10,000,000 33,512 5,023
Total Total $39,592,000 115,937 15,325

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LL.C




Attachment C

Nitrogen Loads to IRL
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Attachment D

Figure 1: Comparison of the Original Plan Cost by Project Category (Left) versus the 2018 Plan Update Cost by Project

Category (Right)

Original Plan Total Cost {$302.9 miilion)

$10,000,000 %253,000_99 400,000 SD
$10,000,000 - . &
SO ‘\
$10,800,000
$198,100,000

$11367,715

—
‘ $22,102,000

2018 Plan Update Total Cost {$380.6 million)
$10,000,000
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surgos 8 S15198
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A 13520563
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Attachment E

Restore, Respond,
$11,367,719 . $10,000,000

Funding Distribution for Reduce, Remove, Restore and Respond

Public Education,
$1,725,000

WWTF
Upgrades for
Reclaimed
Water,
$15,319,837

Sewer Laterals,
$840,000

Figure 26: Funding for Types of Reduce Projects
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Attachment G

History of County Commission Action on the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Program

In March 2016, Brevard County residents endured a brown tide that resulted in one of the
largest fish kills recorded in the Indian River Lagoon. This fish kill followed a super bloom,
several years of brown tides, and unusual mortality events for dolphins, manatees and
pelicans. On March 29, 2016 the Board voted to send a letter to the Governor requesting
assistance. The County was advised to develop a project plan to include a comprehensive list
of projects to restore lagoon health, estimate the funding needs for those projects and
determine a timetable for implementation. With such a plan, the County would be in a better
position to seek dedicated cost-share from the Florida Legislature. On April 7, 2016 the County
Commission directed staff to develop a Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan to restore
health to the lagoon and explore dedicated funding mechanisms.

On August 9, 2016 the Board adopted the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan. The
Plan includes a portfolio of projects to Reduce primary sources of pollution (including excess
fertilizer, septic systems, nutrient rich reclaimed water, and stormwater); Remove historical
pollution that is now accumulated in muck deposits that smother seagrass, cloud the water
column, release nutrients and deplete oxygen; Restore natural stabilization and filtration
systems (including oyster bars and living shorelines); and a process to monitor project
implementation, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness with a volunteer Citizen Oversight Committee
to Respond to monitoring data, new technology, changing conditions, alternative project
proposals and to recommend plan revisions to the County Commission annually.

On August 23, 2016, after considering multiple referendum options to provide dedicated funding
to implement the Project Plan, the Board voted unanimously to place a 10-year, 1/2 Cent
Infrastructure Sales Tax referendum on the November 8, 2016 ballot. The referendum was
approved by 62.4% of Brevard County voters. On the same date, the Board adopted an
ordinance that established a volunteer Citizen Oversight Committee to provide public oversight
and a transparent process for plan updates recommended to the Board of County
Commissioners annually.

When the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan was written during the summer of 2016,
the Board was considering implementing a special taxing district that would have begun in fiscal
year 2018. Therefore the plan was developed with a ten year implementation schedule that
didn’t begin until fiscal year 2018. When an infrastructure sales tax was approved, collections
began January 1, 1017, making funds available nine months sooner than anticipated in the
Project Plan. In order to accelerate recovery of Indian River Lagoon health and associated
economic benefits, the County asked the community for shovel-ready projects that could
proceed in FY 16-17, using these early revenues.

Numerous project acceleration and project substitution opportunities were reviewed by the
Citizen Oversight Committee in January and February, 2017. In total, 42 substitute projects
were recommended by the Citizen Oversight Committee and approved by the Board on March
7, 2017. The 2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan contained
this first set of proposed project substitutions and schedule accelerations. Substitute projects
recommended in the 2017 Supplement to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan
replaced the least cost-effective projects of the same type in the plan for the same sub-lagoon,
thereby delivering comparable pollution reduction benefits, sooner, and at a reduced total cost.
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Executive Summary

The Indian River Lagoon (IRL) system includes Mosquito Lagoon, Banana River Lagoon, and
Indian River. This is a unique and diverse system that connects Volusia, Brevard, Indian River,
St. Lucie, and Martin counties. The IRL is part of the National Estuary Program (NEP), one of 28
estuaries of National Significance, and has one of the greatest diversity of plants and animals in
the nation. A large portion of the IRL system, 71% of its area and nearly half its length, is within
Brevard County and provides County residents and visitors many opportunities and economic
benefits.

However, the balance of this delicate ecosystem has been disturbed as development in the area
has led to harmful impacts. Stormwater runoff from urban and agricultural areas, wastewater
treatment facility (WWTF) discharges, septic systems, and excess fertilizer applications have led
to harmful levels of nutrients and sediments entering the lagoon. These pollutants create cloudy
conditions in the lagoon and feed algal blooms, both of which negatively affect the seagrass
community that provides habitat for much of the lagoon’s marine life. In addition, these pollutants
lead to muck accumulation, which releases (fluxes) nutrients and hydrogen sulfide, depletes
oxygen, and creates a lagoon bottom that is not hospitable to seagrass, shellfish, or other marine
life.

Efforts have been ongoing for decades to address these sources of pollution. Despite significant
load reductions, in the last five years, signs of human impact to the IRL system have been
magpnified. In 2011, the “superbloom” occurred, an intense algal bloom in the Mosquito Lagoon,
Banana River Lagoon, and North IRL, as well as a secondary, less intense bloom in the Central
IRL. There have also been recurring brown tides; unusual mortalities of dolphins, manatees, and
shorebirds; and large fish kills due to low dissolved oxygen from decomposing algae.

Local governments and the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) have been
proactive in implementing projects over the last several decades. However, to restore the lagoon
to health and prosperity, additional funds are needed to eliminate current excess loading and
remove the legacy of previous excess loading. Therefore, the County placed a Save Our Indian
River Lagoon %2 cent sales tax referendum on the ballot in November 2016, which passed and
will provide a funding stream for the types of projects listed in this plan for Brevard County and its
municipalities.

The Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan outlines local projects planned to meet water
quality targets and improve the health, productivity, aesthetic appeal, and economic value of the
lagoon. Implementation of these projects is contingent upon funding raised through the ¥ cent
sales tax. This sales tax funding would also allow the County to leverage additional dollars in
match funding from state and federal grant programs because the IRL ecosystem is valued not
only in Florida but also nationally. Funding implementation of this plan would help to restore this
national treasure. If additional funding is provided through matching funds from other sources,
additional projects may be implemented, which would increase the overall plan cost, and/or
project timelines may be moved up to allow the benefits of those projects to occur earlier than
planned. Lagoon ecosystem response may lag several years behind completion of nutrient
reductions; however, major steps must begin now to advance progress on the long road to
recovery.

In the development of this plan, Subject Matter Experts were consulted to provide feedback on
the plan elements. The experts all agreed that there is a "critical mass" of nutrient reductions that
must be achieved to see a beneficial result in the IRL. This critical level of nutrient reduction will
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be achieved through the implementation of the projects in this plan. During plan development, it
was estimated that the benefit of restoring the lagoon has a present value of $6 billion and a cost
of $300 million. Therefore, implementing this plan to restore the IRL is an excellent investment in
the future of Brevard County’s community and economy with a benefit to cost ratio of 20:1.

In order to restore the lagoon’s balance, Brevard County seeks to accelerate implementation of a
multi-pronged approach to Reduce pollutant and nutrient inputs to the lagoon from fertilizer,
reclaimed water from WWTFs, septic systems, and stormwater; Remove the accumulation of
muck from the lagoon bottom; Restore water-filtering oysters and related lagoon ecosystem
services; and monitor progress to Respond to changing conditions, technologies, and new
information by amending the plan to include actions that will be most successful and cost-effective
for significantly improving the health, productivity, and natural resilience of the IRL.

The portfolio of projects in this plan were selected as the most cost-effective suite of options to
achieve water quality and biological targets for the lagoon system. Investment has been
distributed among a set of project types with complimentary benefits to reduce future risk of failure.
Nearly two-thirds (2/3) of the effort and expense is directed toward muck removal to address
decades of past excess nutrient loading. Approximately one-third (1/3) of the effort is split among
multiple efforts to reduce incoming load to healthy levels, restore natural filtration, measure
success, and respond with annual plan updates. The plan projects have been prioritized and
ordered to deliver improvements to the lagoon in the most beneficial spatial and temporal
sequence. The implementation of this plan is expected to result in a healthy IRL system.

This 2018 Update to the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan contains the second set of
project updates, new approved projects, and schedule accelerations to the plan. Local
stakeholders submitted projects to Brevard County for inclusion in the plan. The appointed Citizen
Oversight Committee reviewed the submitted projects and made a recommendation to the Board
of County Commissioners on which projects should be added to the SOIRLPP. This update
includes those projects that were reviewed by the Citizen Oversight Committee and approved for
inclusion by the Board of County Commissioners.

A summary of the types of projects included in the plan, as well as the associated costs and
nutrient reduction benefits are shown in Table ES-1. The timing of the projects is shown in Figure
ES-1. Despite the considerable cost of restoration, analysis demonstrates that the economic cost
of inaction is double the cost of action. Furthermore, although there are many tangible and
intangible benefits for saving the lagoon, the readily estimated return on investment for three
benefits — tourism, waterfront property values, and commercial fisheries — is 10% to 26%
depending on how quickly the actions in this plan can be completed.
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Table ES-1: Summary of Project Types, Costs, and Nutrient Reductions in the 2018 Update of the Save Our Indian River
Lagoon Project Plan

Project . Estimatf:d Nitrog_en Average Phosph_orus Average
Category Project Type Total Project | Reductions | Cost/lblyr | Reductions | Cost/Iblyr
Cost {Ibslyr) of TN (Ibsiyr) of TP
Public Education $1,725,000 35,253 $49 2,413 $715
WWTF Upgrades for Reclaimed Water $15,319,837 51,114 $300 9,671 $1,584
Sewer Lateral Rehabilitation $840,000 $988 $850 $188 $4,468
Septic System Removal by Sewer Extension | $38,009,069 46,744 $813 N/A N/A
Reduce Septic System Removal by Sewer
Connection $7,764,000 $17,530 $443 N/A N/A
Septic System Upgrades $22,293,854 27,786 $802 - -
Stormwater Projects $13,530,863 142,983 $95 20,408 $663
Remove Muck Removal $209,288,690 481,491 $435 72,324 $2,894
Treatment of Muck Interstitial Water $32,541,107 186,466 $175 244 TBD
Restore Oyster Reefs $9,985,260 24,991 $400 1,178 $8.476
Vegetative Living Shorelines $1,382,459 7.234 $191 2,483 $557
RE=Ron Projects Monitoring $10,000,000 - - - -
Contingency $17,905,769 - - - -
Total | Total $380,565,908 | 1,022,580 (averg‘g; 108,909 (avﬁf;"giﬁ
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Figure ES-1: Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Implementation Schedule
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Section 1. Background

The Indian River Lagoon (IRL) system includes Mosquito Lagoon, Banana River Lagoon, and
Indian River. A large portion of the IRL system, 71% of its area and nearly half its length, is within
Brevard County (County) and provides County residents and visitors many opportunities.

However, the balance of this delicate ecosystem has been disturbed as development in the area
has led to harmful impacts. Stormwater runoff from urban and agricultural areas, wastewater
treatment facility (WWTF) discharges, septic systems, and excess fertilizer applications have led
to harmful levels of nutrients and sediments entering the lagoon. In addition, these pollutants lead
to muck accumulation on the lagoon bottom, which fluxes nutrients and creates a lagoon bottom
that is not conducive to seagrass, shellfish, or benthic invertebrate growth.

Efforts have been ongoing to address these sources of pollution. The Indian River Lagoon System
and Basin Act of 1990 (Chapter 90-262, Laws of Florida) was enacted to protect the IRL system
from WWTF discharges and the improper use of septic tanks. The act includes three objectives:
elimination of surface water discharges, investigation of feasibility of reuse, and centralization of
wastewater collection and treatment facilities (Florida Department of Environmental Protection
[FDEP] 2016). This act led to the removal of effluent discharges to the lagoon from more than 40
WWTFs (St. Johns River Water Management District [SIRWMD] 2016a).

Stormwater regulations were adopted in unincorporated Brevard County in 1978 and adopted
statewide in 1989. Due to stormwater regulations, stormwater treatment systems were
constructed along with all new development exceeding size thresholds. Privately owned and
operated stormwater treatment systems have prevented more than a million pounds of sediments
from entering the lagoon since 1989 (SJRWMD 2016a). Stormwater treatment projects also
reduce nutrient inputs to the lagoon. In addition, dredging projects have been ongoing since 1998
to remove muck from the lagoon and major tributaries, including Crane Creek, Turkey Creek, and
St. Sebastian River (SJRWMD 2016a). These stormwater treatment and muck removal projects
contributed to significant improvements in water quality and water clarity in the lagoon, which
allowed for a great expansion of seagrass from 2000-2010.

However, in the last five years, human impacts on the IRL system have been magnified. In 2011,
the “superbloom” occurred, an intense algal bloom in the Mosquito Lagoon, Banana River
Lagoon, and North IRL, as well as a secondary, less intense bloom in Central IRL. The extent
and longevity of the bloom had a detrimental impact on seagrass. There have also been recurring
brown tides; unusual mortalities of dolphins, manatees, and shorebirds; and large fish kills due to
low dissolved oxygen from decomposing algae.

In 2009, to improve lagoon water quality and restore seagrass, FDEP adopted total maximum
daily loads (TMDLs) for total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP) allowed to discharge to the
Banana River Lagoon, North IRL, and Central IRL. The purpose of these TMDLs is to reduce
nutrients that lead to algae growth, which block sunlight from seagrass and create low dissolved
oxygen conditions that affect fish in the lagoon. To implement these TMDLs, FDEP adopted three
basin management action plans (BMAPs) that outline responsibilities for reductions by the local
stakeholders, list projects, and stipulate a timeline for implementation. The intent of the nutrient
reductions is to provide water quality conditions that should result in seagrass growth in the lagoon
at historical levels. Brevard County has a major responsibility in all three BMAPSs along with its 16
municipalities, Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 5, Patrick Air Force Base
(AFB), NASA — Kennedy Space Center, and agriculture.
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Since 2012, Brevard County has led an effort with its municipalities, FDOT District 5, and Patrick
AFB to update the estimates of nutrient loadings to the lagoon. The County and its partners
teamed with several consultants to develop the Spatial Watershed Iterative Loading (SWIL) model
that revised the estimates of loading by source to the lagoon (refer to Section 2 for more details)
and to update the TMDLs. The loading estimates and TMDL targets referenced in this plan are
from these efforts, as they are based on the most up-to-date data and analyses.

Damage to the lagoon has been occurring for decades and will require time and money to reverse.
An important example is the accumulation of muck on the bottom of 10% of the IRL. This muck
kills marine life and releases stored pollutants into the IRL. To address the damage to the IRL
system, in 1990, Brevard County implemented a stormwater utility assessment, which established
an annual assessment rate of $36 per year per equivalent residential unit (ERU) that stayed at
this level until 2014. The rate increased to $52/ERU for 2014 and 2015, and increased to $64/ERU
in 2016. This raised collections from $3.4 million (in 2014) to $6.0 million (projected for 2016). Of
the funding raised, a portion is available for capital improvement programs or other stormwater
best management practices (BMPs), and is split between water quality improvement programs
and flood control and mitigation programs. In addition, funding is spent on annual program
operating expenses. Operation and maintenance includes National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit compliance activities (street sweeping, trap and box cleaning, and
aquatic weed harvesting), outfall/ditch treatments, small scale oyster restoration, as well as
harvesting and replanting of floating vegetative islands.

While revenues from this stormwater assessment, over the last 10 years, have funded many
projects, a significant portion of projects have been partially funded by grants. When applicable,
federal water quality grants provide up to 60% matching funds, state TMDL grants provide up to
50% match, and SIRWMD cost-share grants fund up to 33% of construction. All of these grant
programs are highly competitive and subject to variable state and federal appropriations, as weII
as changing priorities.

Due to funding limitations and the continuing degradation of key indicators of health in the IRL,
such as seagrass and fish, Brevard County identified a need for additional funding to implement
projects identified as critical to lagoon restoration. Therefore, the County placed a Save Our Indian
River Lagoon 2 cent sales tax referendum on the ballot in November 2016. This referendum
passed by more than 60% of the votes and will provide a funding mechanism for the projects
listed in this plan (or future annual updates) for the County and its municipalities. Revenue
collection from the sales tax began in January 2017.

This Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan outlines projects planned to meet updated TMDL
targets and improve the health, productivity, aesthetic appeal, and economic value of the lagoon.
Almost all of these projects require sales tax funding in order for these projects to be implemented.
Furthermore, the local sales tax funding could be used to leverage significantly more in match
funding from state and federal grant programs. The IRL ecosystem is an asset valued not only in
Florida but also nationally; therefore, implementation of this plan would help to restore this
national treasure. If additional funding is provided through matching funds from other sources,
additional projects may be implemented, which would increase the overall plan cost, and/or
project timelines may be moved up to allow the benefits of those projects to occur earlier than
planned. Response of the lagoon ecosystem may lag for several years behind completion of
nutrient reduction implementation; however, action must be accelerated now to ensure restoration
succeeds over time.
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1.1.

The economic value of the lagoon system was evaluated during development of this plan. It was
estimated that at least a total present value of $6 billion is tied to restoration of the IRL. There is
approximately $2 billion in benefits from restoration and an estimated $4 billion in damages if the
IRL is not brought back to health during the next decade.

Return on Investment and Economic Value

If viewing this project plan purely as a financial investment that pays the $2 billion in benefits alone
(i.e. not counting the avoidance of the $4 billion loss), the projected pretax internal rate of return
is 10%, if the plan takes 20 years to implement. However, if the County were to bond the sales
tax revenue to accelerate implementation of this plan over 5 years instead of 20 years, the return
on investment rises significantly to 26% because the benefits of restoration would begin to accrue
much faster. Based on the sensitivity of the rate of return to the speed of plan implementation, it
would be financially responsible and beneficial for the County to borrow money at a typical 4%
annual bond rate in order to accelerate implementation in order to achieve the 26% return on
investment. In annualized terms, borrowing $300 million at 4% to achieve a steady 26% annual
return would contribute $63 million in annual positive cash flow; making bonding an excellent
investment choice.

Table 1 documents projections of three economic engines likely to have significant economic
impacts on Brevard County residents with positive impacts if the IRL is restored versus negative
impacts if the IRL is not restored. Additional detail on each of these impacts is provided in Section
1.1.1. The upper part of the table lists the economic benefits for restoring a healthy IRL while the
lower part of the table lists the economic costs of declining IRL health in the absence of restoration
through plan implementation.

Economic impacts in the table are expressed both as annual cash flows and as the discounted
expected present value of those cash flows over a 30-year financial plan period. Expected present
value is an economic indicator used in business to express the present monetary value of a future
stream of cash flows. This expected monetary value discounts the future stream by an interest
rate and also discounts it further by a probability factor to account for the uncertainty of future
events. Therefore, the expected present value of IRL economic benefits shown in Table 1 is much
less than the sum of those future cash flows.

Table 1: Economic Impact Scenarios Based Upon the Condition of the IRL

’ . Annual Cash Expected
Economic Benefits for Restoring a Healthy IRL Flow Present Value
Tourism and Recreation Growth $95 million $997 million
Property Value Growth $81 million $852 million
Rebirth of Commercial Fishing (excludes indirect benefits) $15 million $159 million
Healthy Residents and Tourists Not quantified Not quantified

Total Benefits

$191 million

$2.01 billion

Economic Costs of Declining IRL Health Ann:lal L) el
ow Present Value
Tourism and Recreation at Risk -$237 million -$3 billion
Property Value at Risk -$92 million -$1.2 billion
Decline of Commercial Fishing {excludes indirect impacts) -$6 million -$87 million
Potential Pathogen Impacts to Residents and Tourists Not quantified Not quantified
Total Damages -$335 |  -$4.29 billion
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Today there is a $6 billion decision point for the IRL. Despite unprecedented algae blooms and
fish kills, conditions could become worse. If large-scale fish kills continue with increasing
frequency, algae blooms continue or become toxic, or there is a pathogen outbreak, then real
estate, tourism, and the quality of life and health for Brevard County residents would likely suffer.

1.1.1 Areas of Economic Value at Risk

Tourism and Recreation

Today's tourism revenue in Brevard County comes primarily from the beaches. In order to
diversify the tourism base and increase revenue, Brevard County has developed a plan to
increase ecotourism, a globally growing and high value sector of tourism that depends on
restoration and maintenance of a healthy IRL. High value ecotourism relies on exceptional natural
experiences including fishing, bird watching, kayaking, paddle boarding, camping, hiking, and
nature tours. In the short-term, there are opportunities for tourists to participate in restoration
experiences, such as collecting mangrove seeds by kayak or canoe, planting mangrove
seedlings, or establishing colonies of clams, oysters, or mussels. A successful example of
Brevard County ecotourism is the world famous annual Space Coast Birding and Wildlife Festival
that brings $1.2 million annually to the County and attracts approximately 5,000 visitors.

Property Value

While the economic benefits of IRL restoration are likely to increase property value throughout
the County, to be conservative this plan assessed the exposure only to properties with frontage
on Mosquito Lagoon, IRL, Banana River Lagoon, Sykes Creek, and connected waterways.
Approximately 11.2% of the County's $27 billion in taxable property value is directly on the IRL.
Therefore, more than $3 billion in taxable property value is directly at risk with ongoing IRL issues,
such algal blooms and fish kills. Furthermore, a weighted-average millage rate of 18.58 results in
an estimated annual tax revenue of $56 million that is also at risk in the absence of IRL restoration.
The $852 million of incremental expected present value assumes a 20% improvement in IRL
frontage property value, which would be 90% likely after 10 years with the IRL restored.

Consultants for the County surveyed the Space Coast Association of REALTORS® to assess the
likely impacts of IRL health on the waterfront property value. Approximately 170 REALTORS®
most familiar with the waterfront market replied to the survey. These professionals assessed that
waterfront IRL property values would increase 22% on average over five years if the IRL were
healthy and would decrease by 25% over five years if the lagoon were not restored.

Commercial Fishing

IRL restoration is critical to the recovery of a once thriving, valuable, and world-class fishery, both
commercial and recreational. In 1995, the commercial fish harvest in Brevard County was $22
million annually. While a 1995 ban on commercial net fishing marked economic decline, the
degradation of the lagoon system contributed considerably to a severe reduction in value of only
$6.7 million annually in 2015, based on Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)
data (see Figure 1). These numbers do not include the many indirect benefits of a robust
commercial fishing industry including fresh local fish for restaurants, employment, commerce of
supplies and services for the industry, and benefits of local fresh fish for residents and visitors.
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Figure 1: Decline of Commercial Fishing and Increasing Fish Kill Severity

In addition, a healthy fish population is critical to the brand of any coastal community. Historically
Brevard County was once home to a world-class abundance and diversity of rare and widespread
species of fish, crabs, shrimp, and clams that made the IRL a global brand. That brand can be
restored along with the fish and shellfish of the IRL.

Healthy Residents and Tourists

There are almost 82,000 permitted septic systems within Brevard County, of which nearly 59,500
septic systems pollute groundwater that migrates to the lagoon. This groundwater moves slowly
toward the lagoon through soils that attenuate some but not all of these pollutants. It would cost
at least $1.19 billion to convert all 59,500 septic tanks to central sewage treatment. While total
conversion is cost prohibitive, this plan targets the septic systems with the highest potential
impacts to the lagoon. Targeted action includes connection to the central sewer system or
upgrade to advanced treatment systems that remove significantly more nutrients and pathogens
than traditional septic systems.

Although there are studies that have identified pathogens migrating from septic systems into
waterways, it is not possible to estimate the economic impact of potential disease from these
waterborne pathogens. The conversion of septic systems is expensive relative to other types of
nutrient reduction projects; however, the additional health benefits associated with septic system
upgrades make this option a priority beyond only the abatement of nutrients.

1.2. Maximizing Benefits and Managing Risk

There is much at stake with regard to both economic outcomes and the incremental funding critical
to restoration; therefore, the County chose to address the unavoidable risks inherent in a multi-
year, large-scale restoration plan in a transparent and objective manner. To help ensure
objectivity, the County retained outside consultants to assess risk and to estimate potential
positive or negative outcomes.

The approach for this plan to evaluate the different project options included using Expected
Monetary Value (EMV) models; a decision science tool used in business to improve decision-
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making and planning in a context of unavoidable uncertainty. EMV is a financial model of
probability-weighted outcomes expressed in quantified financial terms that are comparable across
multi-year planning periods. To compare outcomes, expected present value was used as a key
metric. Expected present value has the benefit of valuing future financial costs and benefits in
common present day terms to take into account the value of time and to facilitate comparisons of
initiatives spanning long periods of time.

As part of this methodology, consultants engaged Subject Matter Experts to assess the
uncertainties of project scenarios. Subject Matter Experts include scientists, property value
experts, tourism experts, lagoon advocates, and agency staff. Subject Matter Experts brought
expertise in IRL science, nutrient reduction technologies, waterborne pathogens, and relevant law
or county financial and accounting parameters needed for the EMV models. Information gathered
during these assessments was used to document the key interdependence of initiatives, minimize
risk, and maximize the likely return on investment.

1.2.1 Project Selection to Maximize Return on Investment

Assessment of risk by Subject Matter Experts determined that the amount and speed of nutrient
reductions are the two most critical factors affecting the success of restoring IRL health.
Therefore, those projects with the greatest nutrient reduction benefit for the least cost are
recommended for funding and, of those, the projects with the greatest benefits are planned for
implementation first. Three other key criteria drove this plan:

1. Achieving sufficient nutrient abatement through a blend of options was a key success
factor for restoration.

2. No one type of project alone could achieve an adequate nutrient abatement.

3. The target for nutrient reduction must be sufficient to minimize the need for recurring
expensive muck removal, which is important for future cost avoidance.

The plan sequences a diversity of project types, implementing the highest nutrient reduction
impact early and implementing other projects concurrently in order to achieve a multi-pronged
blend of total nutrient abatement as quickly as possible with minimal risk. Another important
consideration for project sequencing was how quickly projects could produce significant nutrient
pollution reduction. For decades, man-made nutrient pollution from fertilizers, septic systems, and
stormwater runoff have been introduced at varying distances from the IRL. The soils are still
saturated with those nutrients. Therefore, if all sources of nutrient pollution ended today,
groundwater would continue to transport nutrients accumulated in the soil into the IRL with every
rain event for decades in the future. However, soils next to the IRL will purge themselves quickly,
in days or weeks. Septic system conversions near the lagoon or near drainage conduits into the
lagoon are likely to produce water quality and reduced pathogen benefits in the lagoon in weeks
or months whereas septic conversions more distant from waterways are not anticipated to
generate lagoon benefits for several decades. Therefore, whenever possible, project selection
and sequencing scheduled nutrient abatements closest to the IRL first.

Undoing the damage to a unique and complex biological system as large as the IRL carries
inherent risk. The County made the decision to be open and transparent about that risk. Assessing
that risk diligently has allowed the County to mitigate and manage risk proactively in the
development of this plan.

Two subjective risk assessments were conducted by an independent consultant working with top
science Subject Matter Experts most knowledgeable about the IRL. The first assessment was
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conducted with individual Subject Matter Experts and occurred before plan projects were defined.
These experts assessed that the likelihood of a healthy fish population in the IRL would begin to
rise faster after reaching a critical point of nutrient reduction. Therefore, there is a "critical mass"
of nutrient reduction needed to achieve significant and sustainable IRL health benefits. The
Subject Matter Experts also assessed that the likelihood of recovery would continue to improve
as more nutrients are removed from the IRL and then begin to decline if too many nutrients were
removed. The result of that first risk assessment reinforced the objective of reducing nutrients in
the IRL as quickly as possible through the definition and sequencing of the projects in this plan.

A second uncertainty assessment was conducted in a meeting at the Florida Institute of
Technology with a group of water quality, toxicity, muck, fish, algae, invertebrates, and seagrass
Subject Matter Experts. First, the experts were briefed about the projects proposed in this plan.
The experts were then asked their subjective assessment of the likelihood of a healthy lagoon
after this plan was implemented in each sub-lagoon. Sub-lagoons were assessed because the
experts had commented previously that each sub-lagoon functioned differently. This group
assessment indicated higher likelihoods of success than the first assessment. However, the
scientists continued to voice concern about the restoration of the IRL in the absence of regulatory
reform needed to prevent new development from adding more septic system and stormwater
pollution to the lagoon. Therefore, updated regulations are needed as a complement to this plan
to ensure timely and sustained success in restoring health to the IRL.

Figure 2 represents the input from the Subject Matter Experts.

More |
Likely |
Likelihood Critical
of a Healthy | Point of
Lagoon | Nutrient
I Reduction
I
Less |
Likely ’ .

Less € Nutrient Reduction — More

Figure 2: Likelihood of a Healthy IRL as Nutrients are Removed

There are other large-scale aquatic system restoration efforts that have been successful in
achieving restoration. Some of these systems were damaged even more so than the IRL, but they
have recovered through the implementation of extensive, multi-year, and multi-pronged
restoration plans. These include the Chesapeake Bay, Cuyahoga River, Lake Erie, and Tampa
Bay. These areas have reaped enormous economic and quality of life benefits as a result of
dedicated investments in their restoration.
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Section 2. Approach

The amount and distribution of nutrient loading from the sources described in Section 3 were
examined to determine the key locations where nutrient reduction projects are needed and the
extent of reductions required from each source to achieve the County’s proposed TMDLs for each
sub-lagoon. For each source, a reduction goal is set and projects are proposed to meet the goal.
The estimated cost for each project is also included. Information on expected project efficiencies
and project costs were gathered from data collected by the County in implementation of similar
projects, as well as literature results from studies in Florida, where available, and across the
country. The most cost-effective projects are selected and prioritized to maximize the nutrient
reductions that can be achieved.

2.1. Plan Focus Area

This plan focuses on projects implemented in three sub-lagoons in the IRL system: Banana River
Lagoon, North IRL, and Central IRL. Figure 3 shows the locations of these sub-lagoons. All of
the Banana River Lagoon watershed and the majority of the North IRL watershed are located
within Brevard County. However, only a portion of the Central IRL watershed is located within the
County. As shown in Figure 3, Central IRL Zone A is located entirely in Brevard, whereas Zone
SEB straddles Brevard and Indian River Counties. For Zone SEB, the County has completed
several projects in this area and SUIRWMD is completing projects along the C-54 Canal and on
the Wheeler property to treat the Sottile Canal. The reductions from these projects should be
sufficient to meet the required reductions in the Brevard County portion of Zone SEB, as shown
in Table 2. This plan includes some additional beneficial projects located in Zone SEB to help
ensure that the necessary reductions are achieved throughout Brevard County; however, the
majority of projects proposed in this plan for the Central IRL fall within Central IRL Zone A.

Table 2: Summary of Load Reductions and Projects in Central IRL Zone SEB

Category TN Load | TP Load
(lbs/yr) (Ibs/yr)

Stormwater and Baseflow Loading 248,233 34,901
Atmospheric Deposition Loading 22,371 404
Point Sources Loading 0 0
Total Loading 270,604 35,305
5-month TMDL Percent Reductions 38.0% 35.0%
Required Reductions 102,830 12,357
Completed County Projects (2010-February 2016) 29,890 9,643
C-54 Project 65,974 10,558
Wheeler Property Project 36,582 21,784
Total Project Reductions 132,446 41,985
% of Required Reductions Achieved 128.8% 339.8%

In addition, a small portion of the County is located within the Mosquito Lagoon. Brevard County
does not have stormwater outfalls, septic systems, or point sources in this sub-lagoon. However,
this plan includes a muck removal project within Mosquito Lagoon.
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Section 3. Pollutant Sources in the IRL Watershed

Pollutant loads in the IRL watershed are generated from multiple external sources that discharge
to the lagoon. Excess loads also accumulate in nutrient sinks within the lagoon, which release
nutrients to the water column during certain conditions.

External sources fall into the following major categories:

e Stormwater runoff that occurs when rainfall hits the land and cannot soak into the ground:

o Urban stormwater runoff is generated by rainfall and excess irrigation on

impervious areas associated with urban development. Urban runoff picks up and

transports nutrient loading from fertilizers, grass clippings, and pet waste, as well

as other pollutants including sediments, pesticides, oil, and grease. Stormwater

ponds and baffle boxes reduce the nutrient loading in stormwater; however, proper
maintenance of these systems is necessary to maintain their performance.

o Agricultural stormwater runoff occurs on agricultural land and this runoff also
carries nutrients from fertilizers, as well as livestock waste, pesticides, and
herbicides. This source of stormwater runoff is not addressed in this plan as the
County does not have jurisdiction over agricultural use. The Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS) has an agricultural BMP program,
and they work with agricultural producers to control the loading from this source.

o Natural stormwater runoff comes from the natural lands in the basin. This source
is not addressed by this plan as natural loading does not need be controlled.

e Baseflow is the groundwater flow that contributes loading to the IRL. Due to the sandy
soils in the basin and excess irrigation, nutrients can soak quickly into the groundwater
with little removal. This groundwater can recharge surface water in ditches, canals,
tributaries, or the IRL.

o Excess fertilizer that soaks into the ground past the root zones.

o Septic systems, both functioning and failing, contribute nutrient loading to the
groundwater.

o Leaking sewer pipes located above the water table can contribute nutrient loading
to the groundwater.

» Atmospheric deposition that falls on both the land and the lagoon itself:

o Nutrients in the atmosphere fall into the basin largely during rainfall events. The
sources of these nutrients are from power plants, cars, and other sources that burn
fossil fuels. However, because of atmospheric conditions and weather patterns,
not all of the nutrients from atmospheric deposition are generated within the
watershed. Atmospheric loading is not directly addressed by this plan as air quality
and air emission standards are regulated by the federal Clean Air Act and are not
within the County’s control. However, the stormwater projects and in-lagoon
projects will treat some of the nutrient loading from atmospheric deposition that
falls on the land and lagoon surface.

* Point sources that treat collected sewage and discharge treated effluent:

o The direct WWTF discharges to the lagoon have been largely removed, and the
majority of facilities in the basin use the treated effluent for reclaimed water
irrigation. However, depending on the level of treatment at the WWTF, the
reclaimed water can have an excessive concentration of nutrients that may
contribute loading to the baseflow.

o There have been issues with inflow and infiltration into the sanitary sewer collection
system. Large rain events can result in large amounts of water entering the sewer
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collection system, and this additional water can cause sewer overflows that
contribute nutrients and bacteria to local waterbodies.

In addition to these external sources of loading to the lagoon, nutrients from muck (muck flux) is
an internal source of loading within the lagoon itself. Muck is made up of organic materials from
soil erosion on the land and from decay of organic matter (leaves, grass clippings, algae, and
aquatic vegetation) in the lagoon. As these organic materials decay, they constantly flux nutrients
into the water column above, where they add to the surplus of nutrients coming from external
sources.

Table 3 summarizes the estimated loading from these sources in the Banana River Lagoon, North
IRL, and Zone A of the Central IRL. The stormwater runoff and baseflow/septic systems loading
estimates are from the SWIL model, the point source loading estimates were based on the facility
monthly operating reports and discharge monitoring reports, and the atmospheric deposition
loads are from measured data at nearby stations. The muck flux load estimates are calculated
based on the muck area in each portion of the lagoon and flux estimates from studies in the
lagoon (refer to Section 4.2.1 for more details). The loading from these sources is also shown
graphically in Figure 4, Figure 5, and Figure 6.

Table 3: Loading from Different Sources in Each Sub-lagoon

Banana River Lagoon
Source (with canals) North IRL Central IRL Zone A
TN (Ibslyr) | TP (Ibslyr) | TN (Ibslyr) | TP (lbsiyr) | TN (Ibsiyr) | TP (Ibslyr)
Stormwater Runoff | 119,923 15,064 328,047 45,423 279,351 43,193
Baseflow/Septic | 16/ o5 22,613 344,112 47,383 370,130 SUI9E8
Systems
Atmospheric 175,388 3,202 301,977 5,505 49,456 892
Deposition
Point Sources 17,484 3,370 14,711 1,029 0 0
Muck flux 705,561 106,771 478,824 71,824 42,500 6,250

Figure 4: Banana River Lagoon TN (left) and TP (right) Annual Average Loads by Source
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Figure 5: North IRL TN (left) and TP (right) Annual Average Loads by Source

400,005

300

TN Londing (hsdyni

Figure 6: Central IRL TN (left) and TP (right) Annual Average Loads by Source

Section 4 includes information on projects to reduce the loading from urban stormwater runoff
(including fertilizers and grass clippings), reclaimed water from WWTFs, and septic systems; to
remove the internal cycling of loads accumulated in the muck deposits: and to restore natural

filtration processes.
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Section 4. Project Options

In order to restore the lagoon’s balance, Brevard County has been implementing a multi-pronged
approach to Reduce pollutant and nutrient inputs to lagoon, Remove the accumulation of muck
from the lagoon bottom, and Restore water-filtering oysters and related lagoon ecosystem
services. This plan also recommends funding for project monitoring, needed for accountability
and to Respond to changing conditions and opportunities. Response funds will be used to track
progress, measure cost effectiveness, and report on performance. Each year, a Citizen Oversight
Committee (additional details are included in Section 4.4.1) will review monitoring reports and
make recommendations to the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners to redirect
remaining plan funds to those efforts that will be most successful and cost-effective. Although
research is important to better understand factors that significantly impact the health, productivity,
and natural resilience of the IRL, funding for research is not included in this project plan.

Several goals were set to help select the projects for this plan. The goal for the Reduce projects
is to achieve the proposed five-month TMDL for each sub-lagoon (refer to Section 5 for additional
details on the TMDLs). The goal for the Remove projects is to achieve at least a 25% reduction
in estimated recycling of internal loads. The goals for the Restore projects are to filter the entire
volume of the lagoon annually and to reduce shoreline erosion. The most cost-effective projects
in each category were selected to maximize nutrient reductions, minimize lag time in lagoon
response, reduce risk, and optimize the return on investment.

Section 4.1 through Section 4.4 provide information on the proposed projects, estimated nutrient
reduction benefits, and costs, as well as the ongoing research needed to measure and assess
the project efficiencies and benefits to the lagoon system.

4.1. Projects to Reduce Pollutants

An important step in restoring the lagoon system is reducing the amount of pollutants that enter
the IRL through stormwater runoff and groundwater. Reduction efforts include source control
(such as fertilizer reductions) to reduce the amount of pollutants generated, as well as treatment
to reduce pollutants that have already been discharged before they are washed off in stormwater
runoff or enter the groundwater system and ultimately discharge to the IRL. Monitoring of these
projects will be performed to verify the estimated effectiveness of each project type implemented
(refer to Section 4.4).

The benefits from fertilizer management and public education, WWTF upgrades for reclaimed
water, and stormwater treatment are seen fairly quickly in the lagoon system. Public education
about fertilizer and other sources of pollution addresses nutrients at their source and prevents
these nutrients from entering the system. WWTF upgrades result in reduced nutrients in the
treated effluent, which is then used throughout the basin for reclaimed water irrigation. The
stormwater projects will capture and treat runoff, which is currently untreated or inadequately
treated, before it reaches the lagoon.

While greatly beneficial, septic system removal or upgrade projects may take longer to result in a
nutrient reduction to the lagoon. The septic systems in key areas must be removed or upgraded
in order to see the full benefits. In addition, septic systems contribute nutrient loading to the lagoon
through groundwater, and the travel time of the nutrient plumes through the groundwater to a
waterbody vary throughout the basin depending on watershed conditions.
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The following subsections summarize the fertilizer management and public education, septic
system removal and upgrades, WWTF upgrades for reclaimed water, and stormwater treatment
projects that will be implemented to reduce nutrient loads to the IRL.

4.1.1 Public Outreach and Education

Fertilizer Management

It is a common practice to apply fertilizer on urban and
agricultural land uses. However, excessive and
inappropriately applied fertilizer pollutes surrounding
waters and stormwater. FDACS compiles information
on the fertilizer sales by county, as well as the
estimated nutrients from those fertilizers. It is important
to note that all fertilizer sold in a county may not be
applied within that county because a portion of that fertilizer may be transported to another county.
However, details on the amount of fertilizer transported between counties is not tracked.
Therefore, the information in the FDACS reports is simply the best estimate of the amount of
fertilizer used, and the associated nutrient content, in a county.

Approximately 81,700 Ibs/yr of
TN and 4,200 Ibs/yr of TP enter
the lagoon watershed from
excess fertilizer application.

Table 4 and Figure 7 summarize the nutrients in the lawn fertilizer sold in Brevard County,
according to FDACS records. This information was organized by fiscal year. The figure shows a
decrease in the amount of nitrogen and phosphorus fertilizer being sold in the County after the
fertilizer ordinance was adopted in 2013.

Table 4: Nutrients in Lawn Fertilizer Sold in Brevard County by Fiscal Year

Lawn Fertilizer | Lawn Fertilizer | Lawn Fertilizer | Lawn Fertilizer
Fiscal Year Nitrogen Nitrogen Phosphorus Phosphorus
(tons/yr) (lbs/yr) {tonsl/yr) (Ibs/yr)
2012-2013 1,673 3,346,140 61 122,740
2013-2014 319 637,700 63 126,400
2014-2015 204 408,220 16 32,520
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Figure 7: TN and TP in Lawn Fertilizer Sold in Brevard County by Fiscal Year

To help address fertilizer as a source of nutrient loading, local governments located within the
watershed of a waterbody or water segment that is listed as impaired by nutrients are required to
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adopt, at a minimum, FDEP’s Model Ordinance for Florida-Friendly Fertilizer Use on Urban
Landscapes (Section 403.067, Florida Statutes). Brevard County and its municipalities adopted
fertilizer ordinances that included the required items from the Model Ordinance in December
2012, as well as additional provisions in 2013 and 2014. The County’s fertilizer ordinance is found
in Chapter 46, Article VIII, Section 46-335 through Section 46-349. This ordinance “regulates and
promotes the proper use of fertilizers by any applicator; requires proper training of commercial
and institutional fertilizer applicators; establishes training and licensing requirements; establishes
a prohibited application period; specifies allowable fertilizer application rates and methods;
fertilizer-free zones; low maintenance zones; and exemptions. The Ordinance requires the use of
best management practices which provide specific management guidelines to minimize negative
secondary and cumulative environmental effects associated with the misuse of fertilizers.”

The County’s ordinance prohibits the application of fertilizer that contains nitrogen and/or
phosphorus during the period of June 1 through September 30, as well as when heavy rain is
likely (including a watch or warning for a flood, tropical storm, or hurricane). Fertilizer application
is also prohibited within 15 feet of any surface waterbodies, to limit the likelihood that fertilizer wili
run off into a waterbody. Fertilizer applied within the County must not contain phosphorus, unless
a soil or plant tissue test indicates a need. Fertilizer with nitrogen should contain at least 50% in
the form of slow release, controlled release, timed release, slowly available, or water insoluble
nitrogen. When applying fertilizer, the ordinance requires deflectors on broadcast spreaders and
removal of any fertilizer spilled on an impervious surface, which can then runoff into the
stormwater system.

The ordinance also requires grass and vegetation clippings not to be swept, washed, or blown off
into surface waterbodies or the stormwater system. Commercial applicators, must complete a
training program and carry evidence that they have completed the training. The ordinance only
applies to use of urban fertilizer, and not fertilizer applied to a bona fide farm operation.

In addition to the fertilizer ordinance, Brevard County, nine municipalities, Good Education
Solutions, and the Brevard Zoo created a public education campaign called “Blue Life” in 2012.
The purpose of this campaign is to provide information to the public about sources of pollution
and what actions people can take to protect and improve water quality. The campaign is a
combination of public service announcements; TV, radio, and billboard advertisements; social
media; community forums and talks; workshops; school programs; and other printed informational
materials. The information includes details on fertilizer and pesticide use and management,
proper lawn and garden maintenance, pet waste management, proper car washing and
maintenance, waste management, and litter control.

To determine the effectiveness of this educational campaign on behavior changes, the County
contracted with Praecipio Economics Finance Statistics (PEFS) to conduct a survey before the
campaign implementation in 2012 and after the campaign was in place for two years in 2015. A
similar survey was used in both 2012 and 2015, although the 2015 survey included additional
questions about the Blue Life campaign, fertilizer bans, and state of the IRL. The survey was
mailed to about 50,000 households who receive water from the City of Melbourne utility. A total
of 1,470 usable surveys were obtained for 2012 and 1,572 usable surveys were obtained for
2015. The results were tabulated and analyzed to compare the pre- versus post-Blue Life
campaign responses (PEFS 2016).

When comparing the results from the 2012 and 2015 surveys, PEFS (2016) found that the study
unambiguously showed that people in 2015 were better informed about stormwater issues than
in 2012, and that behavior that affects water quality in the area has, in general, improved:
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The 2015 population received more information about stormwater runoff and were better
informed about stormwater runoff issues. The proportion of respondents who received “a
lot” or “some” information about stormwater runoff issues increased by 6% and 19%,
respectively. Perceptions about water quality became much more negative, increasing by
10% for “very poor” and 18% for “poor.” Lawn and garden fertilizer was identified as the
single biggest source of water pollution by 7.6% more respondents.

Significant improvements in behavioral traits associated with lawn maintenance (lawn
clippings, fertilizer application, pesticide application, frequency of fertilizer applications,
and fertilizer types) occurred between 2012 and 2015. The percentage of people who
leave the lawn clippings on their grass after it is mowed rose by 3.5% (from 77% in 2012).
The percentage of people who report that they do not apply fertilizer and/or pesticides
increased by 6.4% and 6.5%. Of those who do fertilize their lawns, the proportion who
fertilize their lawn once or twice a year rose by 5.3%. Persons who used desirable fertilizer
types (no phosphorus, slow release, and/or dry/granulated fertilizer) rose by 7.6%.
Significant improvements in where a vehicle is washed and the pickup of dog waste
occurred between 2012 and 2015. There was a 5.1% increase in the proportion of people
who take their vehicle to a commercial car wash (instead of washing their car at home)
and a 5.9% increase in the proportion of people who “always” pick up their dog’s waste.

PEFS (2016) also included an evaluation of the 2015 survey results for those people who were
exposed to the Blue Life campaign versus those who had not seen campaign materials. The
people who were exposed to the Blue Life campaign were more familiar with the environmental
problems of the IRL and were knowledgeable about the fertilizer ordinances:

People in the Blue Life subgroup reported greater familiarity with the pollution problems in
the IRL (17.4% higher) and recently enacted fertilizer ordinances (11.6% higher) than
persons in the non-Blue Life subgroup.

About 25% of the 2015 sample population remembered being exposed to Blue Life
promotional materials, with water bill inserts and farmer’'s market outreach representing
the two largest pathways.

The results of the surveys show that the Blue Life campaign, as well as other educational efforts
in the County, had a beneficial impact on people’s behaviors and knowledge of the IRL problems.
Continuation of this campaign, or other similar public education and outreach efforts, would have
a benefit in reducing sources of the pollution to the lagoon (fertilizers, pesticides, pet waste, oil
and grease from cars).

The County, city, and grant funding spent on the Blue Life campaign is summarized in Table 5.
This funding helped contribute to the results seen in the survey.

Table 5: Brevard County Funding for the Blue Life Campaign by Fiscal Year (FY)

FY (October 1 — September 30) | Costs

2012-2013 $83,124
2013-2014 $112 812
2014-2015 $182,482
Total $378,418

The Blue Life campaign is continuing its education and outreach efforts including digital billboards
(see Figure 8), radio advertisements, Florida Today sticky note (see Figure 9), and water bill
insert for the City of Cocoa and City of Melbourne customers.
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Figure 9: Florida Today Sticky Note

The University of Florida (UF) Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences (IFAS) Extension Office
in Brevard County also implements programs and activities that focus on proper fertilizer
application and water quality/conservations measures. The anticipated outcomes of these
programs are that participants will gain knowledge, and most importantly, will adopt practices that
result in behavior change.

Two horticultural faculty plan, implement, and evaluate the Florida Friendly Landscaping™
program, which includes the following:

My Brevard Yard — This is a hands-on program delivered through classroom training
and/or one-on-one onsite consultations. In the classroom training, participants learn about
their local fertilizer ordinance, how their lawn practices impact the IRL, and how to
implement fertilizer and irrigation BMPs for turfgrass management. The site consultations
involve a trained Master Gardener volunteer or Extension faculty visit to the participants’
home to conduct an analysis of the lawn. Turf issues are addressed, problem areas are
identified and solutions are offered. Fertilizer spreaders are calibrated and fertilizer
recommendations are made after the soil test results are received. If the homeowner uses
a landscape service, the faculty member will work with the landscaper to develop a
fertilizer program that meets the fertilizer ordinance requirements and follows BMPs.

Master Gardener Volunteer Program — Master Gardeners are UF-IFAS Extension trained
volunteers who educate participants about Florida Friendly Landscaping™ principles.
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Master Gardeners deliver educational programs, My Brevard Yard program site
consultations, exhibits at events and festivals, and by speaking to community groups.

Brevard Botanical Garden —A five-acre garden is being developed on the Extension
campus. The garden will be an outdoor, hands-on laboratory for educating homeowners,
green industry professionals, government employees, Master Gardeners, and youth.

UF-IFAS Space Coast Golf and Turf Association Workshops — This program is targeted
to golf course superintendents and turfgrass managers, especially athletic field managers.
The commerecial horticulture faculty member coliaborates with UF scientists to provide the
latest research on turf management such as weed management, fertilizer, and irrigation.

Landscape Management Program — Green industry professionals and government
employees are the primary target audiences for this program. The program provides the
state mandated Green Industry BMP Certification training, pesticide license exam
preparation, and pesticide applicators’ continuing education units. Many of the program
participants are contracted with homeowner associations throughout the county, so their
practices usually impact a significant amount of square footage.

Homeowner Association and Property Manager Education Program — This program began
in 2016. The target audience is property managers, realtors, homeowner/condominium
association boards, and developers. This program educates the participants about BMPs
for lawns and ponds.

Retail Garden Center Employee Education — This program began in 2016. The target
audience for this program is retail garden center employees and managers. Employees
typically lack the training needed to make decisions that positively impact water quality,
and they are often unfamiliar with fertilizer ordinances. Participants in this program will
learn the basics of fertilizers and ordinances, and will be given resources to share with
their customers that will help them make good decisions. This will be part of the upcoming
fertilizer education focus, as described in the section below.

UF-IFAS also provides education to the agriculture industry including the following:

Urban and Sustainable Agricultural Production — The 2012 Agriculture Census reported
more than 500 small farms in Brevard County. This program works with small farms to
educate producers on water quality BMPs, technical production assistance, and pesticide
management.

Livestock and Pasture Management — This program works with livestock operations on
BMPs and technical expertise. Participants learn how to manage pastures and horse
manure to reduce runoff pollution, as well as backyard chicken education.

UF-IFAS participates in programs through the Florida Sea Grant:

Oyster Gardening — UF-IFAS partners with Brevard County Natural Resources and the
Brevard Zoo to implement the oyster gardening program (Section 4.3.1 has more details).

Microplastic Awareness — This is a new program that raises participants’ awareness of
microplastic pollution in waterbodies. Citizens learn how to collect samples and filter the
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water to view the microplastics. The goal is help citizens make better choices when
selecting health and beauty products to reduce microplastic pollution.

Florida Master Naturalist Program — This program is a collection of modules that educate
participants about natural resources and the environment. After completing all of the
modules, participants are awarded a certificate from UF. Once certified, participants are
encouraged to become involved in the Space Coast Chapter of Florida Master Naturalist,
which provides outreach and educational programs to Brevard County residents.

Ecotourism Certification (new program in 2016) — UF-IFAS partnered with the Tourism
Development Office and Parks and Recreation to provide a certification program for
ecotourism organizations. Through this certification, participants will learn about their
impact on waterways, as well as how to educate their customers about the County’s
natural resources, protecting water quality, and reducing their environmental footprint.

In addition, there are several community development programs:

Sustainable Floridians®™ Program — This 10-week program teaches participants about
conserving energy and water, climate change science, local food systems, recycling, and
transportation issues. The IRL is a major focus of the program.

Brevard Water Summit — The summit was a collaborative effort between Brevard County
Natural Resources, Marine Resources Council, and City of Melbourne. The target
audience is elected officials, decision makers, and community leaders. Participants
learned from local and UF experts about Brevard County-specific water issues such as
water supply, water quality, agricultural water, wastewater, and low impact development.

Based on the FDACS information, the lawn fertilizer sold in Brevard County in FY2014-2015
contained 408,220 Ibs of nitrogen and 32,520 Ibs of phosphorus. The fertilizer applied is
attenuated through several naturally occurring physical, chemical, and biological processes
including uptake by grass. The environmental attenuation/uptake for urban fertilizer is 80% for
nitrogen (FDEP 2014b) and 90% for phosphorus. The estimated nitrogen and phosphorus that is
applied but is not naturally attenuated is shown in Table 6. It is important to note that not all the
un-attenuated nutrients will migrate to the lagoon, either through runoff or baseflow (groundwater
that enters ditches, canals, and tributaries), but these numbers provide an idea of the excess
nutrients that could be reduced as a result of public education and changes in fertilizer use.

Table 6: Estimated TN and TP Not Attenuated in FY2014-2015
Lbs Sold FY2014-15 lbs

Environmental
Parameter | FY2014-15 Attenuation (%) {Lawn Only) after

(Lawn Only) Attenuation
TN 408,220 80% 81,644
TP 32,520 90% 3,252

When recent sales data are compared to the fertilizer sold in FY2013-2014, which is before
adoption of the more protective amendments to the ordinance, significant reductions are
observed. These reductions from the implementation of the ordinance are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7: Reductions from Fertilizer Ordinance Compliance to Date
FY2013-14 Ibs (Lawn FY2014-15 Ibs (Lawn Reductions from
Only) after Attenuation: | Only) after Attenuation: | Ordinance to Date

Parameter Pre-Ordinance Post-Ordinance {Ibs/yr)
TN 127,540 81,644 45,896
TP 12,640 3,252 9,388

Based on studies by UF, approximately 0.03% of applied nitrogen ends up in runoff during
establishment of sodded bermudagrass on a 10% slope. Nitrogen leaching ranged from 8% to
12% of the amount applied (Trenholm and Sartain 2010). Therefore, nitrogen leaching from
fertilizer into the groundwater is 300 to 400 times as much as the nitrogen running off in
stormwater. To help address the leaching issue, the Brevard County fertilizer ordinance
encourages the use of slow release nitrogen fertilizer. Slow release fertilizer decreases nitrogen
leaching by about 30% (UF-IFAS 2012). In addition, the ordinance requires that fertilizer with zero
phosphorus is used.

The public education and outreach campaign will be expanded to include focus on slow release
and zero phosphorus fertilizers. An important component of this will be to reach out to stores
within the County to ensure they are making slow release and zero phosphorus fertilizers more
visible and to add signage to let buyers know which fertilizers are compliant with all local
ordinances. This would cost approximately $125,000 per year for a period of five years. If an
additional 25% of fertilizer users switch to 50% slow release nitrogen and zero phosphorus
formulations, compliant with the ordinance, this would result in a reduction of 6,123.3 Ibs/yr of TN
and 813.0 Ibs/yr of TP (see Table 8).

Table 8: Estimated TN and TP Reductions and Costs from Additional Fertilizer Ordinance

Compliance
TN Reductions TP Reductions
11;.:"";::(23;3;1 from Cost/lblyr TlTbFsY(igw;w from Additional | Cost/lb/yr
Cost Additional 25% of TN 25% of TP
Only) after : Only) after .

- Compliance Removed . Compliance Removed

Attenuation Attenuation

(lbslyr) {lbs/yr)

$625,000 81,644 6,123 $102 3,252 813 $769

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

In 2018, the Citizen Oversight Committee recommended extending the fertilizer education and
outreach beyond the original plan recommendation of five years to all ten years of the plan. The
$625,000 for this project will be redistributed as follows: (1) $125,000 in Year 1 to create the
education campaign and begin implementation, (2) $50,000 per year to continue implementation
in Years 2-10, and (3) an additional $50,000 in Year 6 (for a total of $100,000 in this year) to
evaluate program success and update the outreach materials, as needed.

Grass Clippings (added in 2018)

The Brevard County fertilizer ordinance includes a paragraph concerning the management of
grass clippings: "In no case shall grass clippings, vegetative material, and/or vegetative debris be
washed, swept, or blown off into surface waters, stormwater drains, ditches, conveyances,
watercourses, water bodies, wetlands, sidewalks or roadways. Any material that is accidentally
so deposited shall be immediately removed to the maximum extent practicable" (Brevard County
Section 46-343. Management of grass clippings and vegetative matter). Most municipalities have
the exact or nearly similar wording for their local ordinances (Cape Canaveral, Cocoa, Cocoa
Beach, Grant-Valkaria, Indian Harbour Beach, Malabar, Melbourne, Palm Bay, Palm Shores,
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Rockledge, Titusville, and West Melbourne). A few municipalities have altered the language
slightly, including Indialantic, Melbourne Beach, and Satellite Beach.

The enforcement language for all local jurisdictions in Brevard County is identical: “Whenever in
this Code any act is prohibited or is made or declared to be unlawful or an offense, or whenever
the doing of any act is required or the failure to do any act is declared to be unlawful, where no
specific penalty is provided therefor, the violation of any such provision of this Code shall be
punished by a fine not exceeding $500.00 or imprisonment for a term not exceeding 60 days, or
by both such fine and imprisonment. Each day a violation of any provision of this Code shall
continue shall constitute a separate offense, and each act in violation of the provisions of this
Code shall be considered a separate and distinct offense.”

Current enforcement efforts are mostly reactive and educational. However, there are good
examples in the state that can be followed by Brevard County to improve compliance with the
grass clippings portion of the fertilizer ordinance.

The Green Industries-BMP Course is a science-based educational program developed by UF-
IFAS, FDEP, and industry representatives for green industry workers. This program teaches
environmentally safe landscaping practices and is required for professionals to obtain and
maintain a Commercial Fertilizer Applicator license in the State of Florida. The BMPs are wide in
scope and cover the importance of removing grass clippings from hard surfaces; however,
management of yard waste and grass clippings is included as a small lesson in the program. The
lesson includes pictures and the statement: "Clippings contain nutrients and should be recycled
on the lawn. The nutrients in clippings are pollutants when they end up in stormwater systems
and waterbodies (FDEP, 2010)." Another principle that is taught in the course is "Right Plant,
Right Place," which recommends replacing grass with plants and mulch in areas where grass
may be inappropriate. Highway medians are an example of where grass poses safety challenges
associated with preventing grass clippings from being left in the pavement.

Another example is the Alachua County Public Outreach program, which includes radio spots,
videos, posters, yard signs, and vehicle magnets. Alachua County has partnered with UF-IFAS
staff to present their campaign during the Green Industries-BMP Course. Alachua County
attempted to estimate an increase in ordinance compliance due to their campaign by through
phone surveys conducted before and after the first year of the campaign. The phone surveys
showed an increase in the awareness of grass clippings as pollution from 24% to 69% of
respondents. The Alachua County program cost $40,000 for the initial setup with a recurring
annual cost of $20,000.

Grass clippings contain nutrients and those nutrients are released in stormwater or the lagoon as
they decompose (Brevard County 2017). St. Augustine grass contains 2.5% nitrogen and 0.2-
0.5% (average of 0.5%) phosphorus and Bahia grass contains 2% nitrogen (UF-IFAS 2015).
According to Okaloosa County Extension, a 7,500-square foot lawn produces about 3,000 pounds
of clippings per year. Unfortunately, the percentage of those total clippings that end up in
stormwater is not known. ,

To estimate the potential nutrient reduction impact of a grass clippings campaign, it was assumed
that the average home size is 10,000 square feet with a 100-foot by 100-foot boundary, 2,500
square feet of built space, and 7,500 square feet of lawn. UF-IFAS has estimated that 3,000
pounds of grass clippings are produced annually from a healthy lawn of this size. It was assumed
that most of the grass clippings in Brevard County are from St. Augustine grass, which means
that 3,000 pounds of clippings contains approximately 75 Ibs of TN and 10.5 Ibs of TP. It was also
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assumed that the standard mower size is two feet wide. From one roadside pass along 100 feet
of the average lawn with a two-foot wide mower, 200 square feet or 2.6% of the total lawn clippings
could be cast into the road. This equals 0.02 Ibs of TN and 0.0027 Ibs of TP per foot per year left
in the road. With about 3,800 miles of roads in the IRL Basin within Brevard County, of which
approximately 1,250 miles are paved with curb and gutter and are most likely to allow the ready
transport of grass clippings to the lagoon in stormwater, the potential nutrient release from those
grass clippings could be up to 260,000 Ibs/yr of TN and 35,640 Ibs/yr of TP from mowing along
both sides of the road. If Brevard County expects a similar rate of awareness as Alachua County
(24%), then a potential 200,000 Ibs/yr of TN and 27,000 Ibs/yr of TP may be entering the
stormwater. If a successful grass clippings campaign in Brevard County can capture an increase
of awareness similar to Alachua County (from 24% to 69%), then there is a potential reduction of
88,920 Ibs/yr of TN and 12,189 Ibs/yr of TP. In addition, assuming the environmental
attenuation/uptake for grass clippings is similar to the urban fertilizer uptake of 80% for nitrogen
and 90% for phosphorus, the estimated reductions would be 17,800 Ibs/yr of TN and 1,200 Ibs/yr
of TP.

This estimate assumes a simplified worst-case scenario in which everyone leaves a portion of
their clippings in the road; however, it does not take into account the number of driveways,
sidewalks, medians, and other impervious surfaces that grass clippings could be falling or the
grass clippings being directly cast into the IRL, canals, and other waterways. Using the available
information, this provides an order of magnitude estimate of the potential benefits of a grass
clippings campaign for the IRL.

The Marine Resources Council has proposed a partnership between the IRL Basin counties to
pursue a grass clippings campaign similar to the Alachua County campaign. The Citizen
Oversight Committee recommended contributing $20,000 in Year 1 of the plan towards the
research and marketing to develop the campaign. This will be followed by an annual investment
of $20,000 per year for Years 2 through 10 for media and promotional materials targeting Brevard
County. Therefore, the total project cost is $200,000. Table 9 summarizes the costs and benefits
of implementing the grass clippings campaign.

Table 9: Estimated TN and TP Reductions and Costs from Grass Clippings Campaign
Cost Estimated TN Cost/lblyr of Estimated TP Cost/Ib/yr of
Reductions (Ibs/yr) | TN Removed | Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Removed
$200,000 17,800 $11 1,200 $167

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

EXxcess Irrigation (added in 2018)

Current scientific consensus attributes most nitrogen leaching to quick release fertilizer applied to
unhealthy and poorly managed sod. Nutrients are more susceptible to leaching if turfgrass is
overwatered, as these nutrients need to inhabit the upper few inches of soil to be available to the
turf roots. During excess watering, soluble nutrients, such as highly mobile nitrate, wash through
the soil from the root zone too quickly. Excess irrigation is easy to accomplish in Florida’s sandy
soils as these soils typically hold no more than 0.75 inches of water per foot of soil depth
(Hochmuth et al. 2016). This excess irrigation is part of the baseflow contributing nutrient loading
to the IRL.

A survey of water users in south Florida found that 85% of homeowners have their own irrigation
system and 50% reported that they follow water restrictions (Odera et al. 2015). UF identifies
several factors that contribute to improper residential irrigation:
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Lack of understanding about urban soils.

» No familiarity with the different water requirements of landscape plants, including the
water required during plant establishment and the water needs based on species,
season, soil type, shade in the landscape, etc.

» Lack of attention to proper design, maintenance, and management of the irrigation
system.

For St. Augustine turfgrass in Brevard County, UF-IFAS recommends 2 — 5 Ibs of nitrogen/1,000
ft?/year. FDACS rules allow for 2 Ibs of nitrogen/1,000 ft2 per application in summer and spring
and 1 Ib of nitrogen/1,000 ft?, with no more than 0.7 Ibs of nitrogen/1,000 ft? of quick release
soluble nitrogen per application. Local city and county ordinances along the IRL ban the
application of nitrogen during the wet season (June — September) to reduce the risk that fertilizer
will be washed off or leached through turf by frequent heavy rainfall events.

Established St. Augustine turfgrass maintained at UF recommendations has typical nitrogen
leaching of 1%. Other grass species and landscaping types can have far higher rates of leaching.
A few studies have measured increased leaching with excessive irrigation. Overwatered
bermudagrass resulted in an 8-12% nitrogen loss through leaching (Trenholm & Sartain, 2010).
A study in sandy loam soil of Rhode Island measured a five-fold increase in soluble nitrogen
leaching due to overwatering. In that study, the overwatered turf leached 13% of applied nitrogen,
whereas the turf watered on an as-needed basis leached 2% of applied nitrogen (Morton et. al.
1988).

From June 2015 to May 2016, 470,737 Ibs of TN in fertilizer were sold within Brevard County.
FDACS Urban Turf Fertilizer Rule (RE-1.003[2], Florida Administrative Code) does not specify a
percentage of slow-released nitrogen in fertilizer or separately track slow-release nitrogen from
all nitrogen sources. However, if it is assumed that 50% of fertilizer was soluble nitrogen
(compliant with local fertilizer ordinances), then the total soluble nitrogen sold in Brevard County
could be as high as 235,368 Ibs/yr. If 13% of soluble nitrogen were leached, up to 30,597 Ibs/yr
of TN could potentially be entering the groundwater. If like South Florida survey respondents 50%
of irrigation users in Brevard County are not over-irrigating, and if an outreach campaign can
impact half of those who do over-irrigate, fertilizer leaching could be reduced by 7,649 Ibs/yr of
TN. As noted above, the environmental attenuation/uptake for urban fertilizer is 80% for nitrogen
(FDEP 2014b). Therefore, the total amount of TN that could be reduced by reducing excess
irrigation is 1,530 Ibs/yr.

Conducting an outreach campaign with an initial $50,000 social marketing research and
development investment and $25,000 in annual implementation, the total 10-year budget would
be $300,000. This results in an average of $196/Ib of TN reduced per year (see Table 10).

Table 10: Estimated TN Reductions and Costs from Reducing Excess Irrigation

Cost Estimated TN Cost/Ib/yr of
Reductions (lbs/yr) | TN Removed
$300,000 1,530 $196

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

Stormwater Pond Maintenance (added in 2018)

Wet detention ponds, or stormwater ponds, are one method used to remove nutrients from
stormwater as part of stormwater management mandated by Florida Statute 403.0891. These
areas often have one or more stormwater pipes that drain into the pond with a smaller diameter
outflow to increase retention/detention time of water in the pond. The retention time increases

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC 23



Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update, March 2018

removal of accumulated nutrients by allowing material to settle and be absorbed. By itself, an
optimally sized and properly maintained stormwater pond typically has a 35-40% removal of
nitrogen through settling (FDEP and WMDs 2010). Additional behaviors and technologies can be
combined with ponds to increase removal rates.

UF-IFAS Extension researchers conducted focus groups assessments and found that 48% of
respondents “don’t know where runoff goes” or “don’t know what runoff is” (Seevers, Graham,
Gamon, and Conklin, 1997). Pollution prevention programs promoting BMPs are more cost
effective than restoration or stormwater treatment but require residents to make changes in their
lifestyles to reduce their personal contribution to nutrient impacts. Education regarding stormwater
BMPs has been shown to increase adoption of BMPs and improve water quality (Brehm, Pasko,
and Eisenhauer 2013; Deitz, Clasen, and Filchak 2004; Swann 2000). UF-IFAS outlined many
BMPs related to stormwater in their Florida Friendly Landscaping Program™. Examples of
recommended BMPs include (Ott, Monaghan, Wells, et. al. 2015):

e Creating a low-maintenance buffer of at least 10 feet along water features that requires
no mowing, fertilizer, or pesticide.

Following UF-IFAS recommendations for fertilizer rate, application, and timing.

Avoiding the application of fertilizer on hard surfaces like curbs, sidewalks, and roads.
Cleaning up any spilled fertilizer.

Avoiding fertilizer application before heavy rainfall.

Keeping grass clippings on lawns and off streets and sidewalks (where they wash into
drains and enter ponds).

» Picking up pet waste to prevent harmful bacteria and organisms from entering waterways.
e Adjusting fertilizer amount to account for the nutrients in reclaimed water.

Many of these stormwater BMPs are promoted by existing programs like Blue Life™ or will be
covered by other individual education and outreach included in this plan. Therefore, the
stormwater pond maintenance program will focus on vegetative buffers and their appropriate
maintenance to reduce stormwater pollution. Brevard County contains 4,175 stormwater ponds
covering 13,276 acres with 6,976,338 linear feet of shoreline. The average size of a pond is 3.2
acres with 1,671 linear feet of shoreline. These numbers include ponds affiliated with both
residential and commercial areas. The average load to stormwater ponds is 11.4 Ibs of TN per
acre of land surrounding the pond annually according to FDEP’s Spreadsheet Tool for Estimating
Pollutant Loads (STEPL). Assuming that a 50-foot perimeter directly impacts the pond, there are
8,008 acres contributing 91,288 Ibs of TN annually to the ponds. Of this, up to 40% of the TN is
removed through retention in the pond leaving a potential 54,773 Ibs/yr of TN to enter the lagoon.
For TP, approximately 18,836 Ibs/yr is entering the stormwater pond. Of this, up to 65% of the TP
is removed through retention in the pond leaving a potential of 6,593 Ibs/yr TP to enter the lagoon.

Creating a 10-foot-wide low-maintenance buffer zone of grasses has the potential to remove
about 25% of the TN and TP entering the pond (USEPA 2005). This amount increases with the
width of the buffer and the addition of woody vegetation. For the plan calculations, the assumption
was made that convincing homeowners to not mow a 10-foot buffer is the easiest practice to
achieve. The pond will remove up to 40% of the remaining TN. Assuming that the education
campaign can reach at least half of the 48% of people unaware of what stormwater is, the
reduction could be 3,286 Ibs/yr of TN and 396 Ibs/yr of TP.

Conducting an outreach campaign with an initial $50,000 social marketing research and
development investment plus $25,000 in annual implementation, would require a 10-year total
budget of $300,000. This would result in reductions at $91/Ibs of TN and $750 Ibs/yr of TP (see

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC 24



Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update, March 2018

Table 11). Additionally, during focus group research in the first year, it may be possible to identify
other BMPs that homeowners’ associations are willing to adopt that would further improve the
performance of their stormwater pond. This would improve the cost effectiveness of this
campaign.

Table 11: Estimated TN and TP Reductions and Costs from Stormwater BMP
Maintenance

Cost Estimated TN Cost/lb/yr of Estimated TP Cost/lb/yr of
Reductions (Ibs/yr) | TN Removed | Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Removed
$300,000 3,300 $91 400 $750

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

Septic Systems Maintenance (added in 2018)

Nationwide, 10-20% of septic systems are failing from overuse, improper maintenance, unsuitable
drainfield conditions, and high-water table. When septic systems are older and failing or are
installed over poor soils close to the groundwater table or open water, they can be a major
contributor of nutrients and bacterial and viral pathogens to the system.

Overuse can occur when too much water is flushed through the system, which does not allow the
microbes to properly process the nutrients. Overuse can also occur when more solids enter the
tank than can be decomposed by the microbes. With improper and infrequent maintenance,
sludge can build up in the tank which decreases its capacity. In addition, cracks and damage to
the tank may go undiagnosed, which allows for prolonged leakage of untreated effluent into the
groundwater. Improper maintenance can also allow solids to clog the drainfield, which inhibits its
ability to process nutrients and pathogens. Nutrient and pathogen processing also declines when
drainfields are flooded by a high-water table.

A properly functioning septic tank and drainfield system reduces TN by 30-40%. However, the
reduction has been measured at 0-20% in adverse conditions. The best available studies estimate
a 10% reduction in nitrogen within a properly maintained tank versus an improperly maintained
tank. The remaining 20-30% of nitrogen removal occurs in a properly functioning drainfield. If 10%
of systems are failing and failing systems attenuate 30% less of the nitrogen load, these systems
may pose far greater impacts to the groundwater, tributaries, and lagoon than the average impact
reported for properly functioning systems. Without the 30% reduction, the potential load to the
IRL and its tributaries is estimated to be 39 Ibs/yr of TN for properties within 50 meters (instead
of 27.1 Ibs/yr of TN for functioning systems) and 10 Ibs/yr of TN for properties up to 200 meters
away (instead of 6.9 Ibs TN/yr for functioning systems).

There are an estimated 59,438 septic systems in Brevard County within the IRL Basin. Of these,
41,077 are close enough to the IRL and its tributaries to be contributing significant amounts of
nitrogen. To address this source, this plan is funding either removal or upgrades of the 3,734
septic systems responsible for the highest likely pollutant loads. The remaining 37,343 systems
are still impacting the IRL based on their location, and many of these may be failing based on
USEPA reports of failure rates.

As noted in Section 4.1.4, the total loading of septic systems within 50 meters of the IRL and its
tributaries is calculated at 408,863 Ibs/yr of TN, and the total loading of systems within 200 meters
is 178,395 Ibs/yr of TN. If the failure rate in Brevard County is about 10%, and if failing systems
receive 30% less attenuation, then failing systems within 50 meters of open water are contributing
an extra 17,957 Ibs/yr of TN while failing systems between 50 and 200 meters of open water are
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contributing an extra 8,145 Ibs/yr of TN. By factoring in this failure rate, the total additional loading
to the IRL from failing septic systems is approximately 26,102 Ibs/yr of TN.

A 10-year outreach campaign budget of $300,000, which includes $50,000 for research and
campaign development and $25,000 per year for implementation, would strive to reduce the
number of failing systems county-wide by 25%, thereby reducing the excess loading from failing
systems by 6,525 Ibs/yr of TN. This would result in average cost of $46/Ib of TN (see Table 12).

Table 12: Estimated TN Reductions and Costs from Septic System Maintenance

Cost Estimated TN Cost/lb/yr of
Reductions (lbs/yr) | TN Removed
$300,000 6,500 $46

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

4.1.2 WWTF Upgrades

Upgrades for Reclaimed Water

The direct WWTF discharges to the lagoon have been
largely removed, and the majority of facilities in the basin
use the treated effluent for reclaimed water irrigation. While
the use of reclaimed water for irrigation is an excellent
approach to conserving potable water, if the reclaimed
water is high in nutrient concentrations, the application of
the reclaimed water for irrigation can result in nutrients
leaching into the groundwater. It is important to note that there are no regulations on the
concentration of nutrients in reclaimed water that is used for irrigation. However, UF-IFAS studies
indicate that a nitrogen concentration of 5 to 9 mg/L is optimal for turfgrass growth, and each year
a maximum amount of 1 Ib of nitrogen can be applied per 1,000 ft? of turf (UF-IFAS 2013a and
2013b). Nitrogen leaching increases significantly when irrigation is greater than 2 cm/week (0.75
infweek), even if the nitrogen concentrations are half of the maximum IFAS recommendation of 9
mg/L.

88% of the reclaimed water
in the County is used in
public access areas and for
landscape irrigation.

In Brevard County, 88% of the reclaimed water is used in public access areas and for landscape
irrigation. The total reclaimed water used countywide is approximately 18.5 million gallons per
day (mgd), which is applied over 7,340 acres. The unincorporated County and city WWTFs with
the reclaimed water flows and TN concentrations are shown in Table 13. This table also
summarizes the excess TN in the reclaimed water after environmental attenuation/uptake (75%
for TN [FDEP 2017]), for both the current TN effluent concentration and if the facility were
upgraded to achieve a TN effluent concentration of 6 mg/L (the City of Palm Bay WRF update
would achieve a TN effluent concentration of 7.5 mg/L and the City of Melbourne Grant Street
WWTF would achieve a TN effluent concentration of 5 mg/L).
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Table 13: TN Concentrations in WWTF Reclaimed Water

Permitted | Reclaimed TN TN After At.lt-:nﬁ:tei:)n
Facility Capacity | Water Flow | Concentration | Attenuation and Upgrade
(mgd) (mgd) (mg/L) (Ibs/year) (Ibslyear)
City of Palm Bay Water
Reclamation Facility (WRF) 4.0 0.656 29.4 14,927 3,808
City of Melbourne Grant
Street WWTF 5.5 2.08 21.0 33,806 8,049
City of Titusville Osprey
WWTF 2.75 1.56 17.9 21,612 7,244
Brevard County Barefoot Bay
Water Reclamation Facility 0.9 0.48 11.9 4,421 2,229
Brevard County North
Regional WWTF 0.9 0.26 11.4 2,294 1,207
City of West Melbourne Ray
Bullard WRF 2.5 0.85 11.1 11,684 6,315
Brevard County Port St. John
WWTF 0.5 0.35 10.7 2,898 1,625
Brevard  County South
Beaches WWTF 8.0 1.12 9.3 8,061 5,201
Rockledge WWTF 4.5 1.40 7.0 12,136 10,402
Brevard  County South
Central Regional WWTF 5.5 3.79 6.7 19,653 17,600
City of Titusville Blue Heron
WWTF 4.0 0.84 4.8 4,993 N/A
City of Cape Canaveral WRF 1.8 0.88 3.8 4,141 N/A
City of Cocoa Jerry Sellers
WRF 4.5 1.44 3.5 6,241 N/A
Brevard County Sykes Creek
WWTF 6.0 1.48 34 3,895 N/A
City of Cocoa Beach WRF 6.0 3.66 25 11,331 N/A

The estimated costs for the WWTF upgrade and the cost per pound of nitrogen removed as a
result of the upgrade are shown in Table 14. Based on a 2007 study by U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), the cost to upgrade WWTFs to meet advanced wastewater
treatment standards is approximately $4,200,000 per plant. This cost is in 2006 dollars, which,
when inflated to 2016 dollars and costs are included for design and permitting, is approximately
$6,000,000 per facility. Where cost estimates were available for facility upgrades, these costs
were used instead of the USEPA inflated estimated. Due to the high cost per pound of TN
removed to upgrade some of these facilities compared to other projects in this plan, only those
facilities highlighted in green are recommended for upgrades as part of this plan.
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Table 14: Cost per Pound of TN Removed from WWTF Upgrades to Improve Reclaimed
Water

Facility Cost to TN Removed after Cost/lb/yr of
Upgrade Attenuation (Ibs/yr) | TN Removed
City of Palm Bay WRF $1,400,000 11,119 $125
City of Titusville Osprey WWTF $8,000,000 14,368 $557
City of West Melbourne Ray Bullard WRF | $6,000,000 5,368 $1,118
Barefoot Bay WRF $6,000,000 2,192 $2,737
Port St. John WWTF $6,000,000 1,273 $4,713
City of Melbourne Grant Street WWTF* | $6,000,000 1,107* $5,421*
North Regional WWTF $6,000,000 1,087 $5,522

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

* After the plan was adopted, it was determined that the reclaimed water flow and TN concentration used for the
Melbourne Grant Street WWTF were incorrect. The actual TN that could be removed from this project is 25,627 lbslyr.
This project was added to the plan as part of the 2018 Update (see Section 6.3).

As part of the public education and outreach efforts, customers who use reclaimed water for
irrigation should be informed of the nutrient content in the reuse water because they can and
should eliminate or reduce the amount of fertilizer added to their lawn and landscaping. This
information can be provided to the customers through their utility bill.

4.1.3 Sewer Laterals Rehabilitation (added in 2018)

Sewage overflows following heavy rainfall events are an indicator of illegal connections or
inadequate sewer asset conditions. There are three major components of wastewater flow in a
sanitary sewer system: (1) base sanitary (or wastewater) flow, (2) groundwater infiltration, and (3)
rainfall inflow. Virtually every sewer system has some infiltration and/or inflow (1&l). Historically,
small amounts of 1&! are expected and tolerated. However, 1&l becomes excessive when it causes
overflows, health, and/or environmental risks. Overflows from the South Beaches WWTF sewer
system have occurred 7 of the last 13 years, including significant overflows following Hurricane
Matthew in 2016 and Hurricane Irma in 2017. Less frequent overflows and line breaks have
occurred in other sewer service areas.

In 2012, in recognition of aging infrastructure and increasingly frequent issues, the Brevard
County Utilities Services Department engaged seven professional engineering firms to perform
independent field evaluations of the condition of the sewage infrastructure assets located in each
of the County’s seven independent sewer service areas. The output of this investigation was
identification of $134 million in specific capital improvement needs required over a ten-year period
to bring County-owned sewer system assets up to a fully-functional, reliable, affordable, efficient,
and maintainable condition (Brevard County Utilities Services 2013). The field evaluation results
and corresponding 10-year Capital Improvement Program Plan were presented to the Brevard
County Commission in 2013. In response, the Commission approved financing the entire Capital
Improvement Program Plan and increased the County’s sewer service rates to repay the debt.
Plan implementation began in 2014 and projects are progressing quickly.

Because there was already a capital improvement plan and funding mechanism for updating the
County’s aging sewer system infrastructure, the original Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project
Plan did not include analysis or funding for sewer system repairs. Unfortunately, even in areas
where capital improvements have been made, 1&! continues to be a problem that contributes to
overflows that discharge untreated wastewater into the IRL. This indicates the probability of
problems outside the County-owned assets and could include illegal connections and/or leaks in
the privately owned lateral connections of homes and businesses to the County sewer system.
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Identifying problems on the customer side of the connection will require smoke testing each
building or private residence to determine if leaks or illegal connections are present. The extent
of 1&l on the customer side of the connections is unknown and, therefore, the nutrient loading
associated with these issues are also unknown. As a first step to determine the extent of 1&I
problems with the sewer laterals, the County is partnering with the City of Satellite Beach on a
pilot project to perform smoke testing of approximately 5,400 buildings and residences within the
city in March through May of 2018. Based on the data collected during the pilot study, an
evaluation will be made on the next steps to reduce nutrient loading from broken or leaky sewer
laterals.

Repair of privately owned portions of the sewer system is not funded in the adopted Capital
Improvement Program Plan; therefore, consideration has been given to the use of the Save Our
Indian River Lagoon Tax funding. The Brevard County Utilities Services Department estimates
that 1&l due to rainfall and flooding associated with Hurricane Irma, caused 1,835 Ibs/yr of TN and
350 Ibs/yr of TP to enter the lagoon from sewer overflowing from the South Beaches Regional
WWTF sewer system. If repairing private connections could prevent similar overflows in the next
7 out of the last 13 years, then the average annual nitrogen reduction benefit of such repairs
would be approximately 988 Ibs/yr of TN. The average cost effectiveness of sewer expansion
projects funded in the 2017 Plan Supplement was $852 per pound of nitrogen removed, thus the
cost to reduce 988 Ibs/yr of TN loading by implementing septic to sewer projects would be
$841,842. Therefore, this 2018 plan update includes a reserve of $840,000 to assist property
owners with the cost to repair leaky sewer connections expected to be found through smoke
testing.

The Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund will also be used to conduct performance
monitoring to measure the nutrient reduction benefits of repairing privately-owned leaky lateral
connections. The results of performance monitoring will be used to consider expansion of this
program from the Satellite Beach pilot areas to other city and county sewer service areas.

Table 15; Estimated Sewer Laterals Rehabilitation TN and TP Reductions and Costs

Eelinatee Cost/lb/yr | Estimated TP Cost/lb/yr
’ Number of TN .
Project e Cost ! of TN Reductions of TP
B R Removed (Ibs/yr) Removed
(Ibslyr) y
Satellite Beach
Pilot Area 5,400 | $840,000 988 $850 188 $4.468

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

4.1.4 Septic System Removal and Upgrades

Septic systems are commonly used where central sewer does not

One septic system exist. When properly sited, designed, constructed, maintained,
within 55 yards of a and operated, septic systems are often a safe means of disposing
surface waterbody of domestic waste but still add nutrients to the system. However,
contributes 27 Ibs of when septic systems are older and failing or are installed over

TN per year. poor soils close to the groundwater table or open water, they can

be a major contributor of nutrients and bacterial and viral
pathogens to the system. There are an estimated 59,438 septic
systems in Brevard County within the IRL Basin (Table 16). In order to address this source,
options for both septic system removal and septic system upgrades were evaluated. It is important
to note that although the County is taking the lead on these projects, the Florida Department of
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Health (FDOH) is responsible for the regulation and permitting of septic systems. The County will
coordinate with FDOH on the septic system projects recommended in this plan.

Table 16: Location of Septic Systems in Brevard County

Area Number of Septic Systems
St. Johns River Basin 22,514
Banana River Lagoon 4,628
North IRL 15,899
Central IRL 38,911
Total 81,952

Septic System Removal

To identify potential locations for septic system removal through connection to the central sewer
system, the County prioritized those areas with septic systems in close proximity to surface waters
(ditches, canals, creeks, and the IRL). As shown below in Table 19, septic systems within 55
yards of a surface water have the greatest impact and systems more than 219 yards from a
surface water contribute very little TN loading. In addition, the County also inventoried existing
sewer service areas for available capacity. The existing service areas include:

Brevard County North Brevard (Mims)

Brevard County Port St. John

Brevard County Sykes Creek (Merritt Island)
Brevard County South Central (Suntree and Viera)
Brevard County South Beaches (Patrick AFB to Melbourne Beach)
Brevard County Barefoot Bay

City of Cape Canaveral

City of Cocoa

City of Cocoa Beach

City of Melbourne

City of Palm Bay

City of Rockledge

City of Titusville

City of West Melbourne

The estimated cost per lot for connection to central sewer lines is $20,000 and includes electrical
work, plumbing, removing the septic tank, and sewer connection fees. The actual cost per lot will
vary depending on site conditions. This amount of funding would offset most, if not the entire, cost
per customer.

The estimated nutrient loads from the septic systems that will travel through the groundwater and
intersect with a surface waterbody (tributaries, canals, and the lagoon itself) were estimated using
typical septic system effluent concentrations and decay rates from USEPA (2002) (Table 17).
This information is for a single family residential property. For projects with septic systems for
other buildings (apartments, commercial, etc.), loading estimates can be scaled by comparing the
flow data for that property to the average flow volume for single family residential. The estimated
travel times based on the distance from the septic system to a waterbody are shown in Table 18,
and is based on an interpretation of the results from a recent study in the City of Port St. Lucie by
Sayemuzzaman and Ye 2015. The concentration of each parameter for each buffer zone was
calculated using the effluent concentration and decay rates in Table 17 and the travel times in
Table 18. The concentrations used in the estimates for this plan are shown in Table 19.
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Table 17: Septic System Effluent Concentrations and Decay Rates

Effluent Concentration Decay Rate
Parameter (mg/L) (1/day)
TN 70 0.1
Organic N 0.458 0.1
Ammonia 10.5 0.1
Nitrate + Nitrite 59.3 0.0011
Organic P* 0.3 0.014
Orthophosphate* 0 0.014

* Assumes that 90% of phosphorus is sorbed to sediment.

Table 18: Travel Time Based on Distance from Septic System to Waterbody

Buffer Zone Travel Distance Average Velocity Average Travel Average Travel
{yards) (yards/day) Time (days) Time (years)
1 <55 0.199 137.6 0.4
2 55-219 0.138 1,385.7 3.8
3 >219 0.066 9,641.0 26.4

Table 19: Parameter Concentrations from Each Buffer Zone

Buffer Zone 1 | Buffer Zone 2 | Buffer Zone 3
Parameter Concentration | Concentration | Concentration
(ma/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)

Organic N 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ammonia 0.000 0.000 0.000
Nitrate + Nitrite 50.971 12.914 0.001
Organic P 0.044 0.000 0.000
Orthophosphate 0.000 0.000 0.000

The cost for connection of all the septic systems in the County within the IRL watershed would be
approximately $1.2 billion (see Table 20). Therefore, this plan focuses on the locations where
reductions through septic system removal are the most cost-effective.

Table 20: Cost to Remove Septic Systems Based on Distance from a Surface Waterbody

Disance rom | ofSapt | (g, ™y | () | SSSIM | e cont | Costblror
urface Water | Systems

)';:f;stha” 22 15,090 27.095 | 408,863 $20,000 |  $301,800,000 $738
aBrf(tj""zﬁeg“yif i 25,087 6.865 | 178,395 $20,000 |  $519,740,000 $2,013
;rga;:rrdtga“ 18,361 0.001 10 $20,000 | $367.220,000 |  $37,624,010
fetalin R 59,438 NA | 587,268 $20,000 | $1,188,760,000 (avﬁf;‘;éi

Short-term and long-term opportunities for septic system removal were then identified. Short-term
opportunities are neighborhoods with more than 50% of the septic systems being less than 55
yards from a surface water directly connected to the lagoon, and that only require limited
extensions of infrastructure from existing service areas to connect to sewer service. In addition,
short-term opportunities included areas where there are existing sewer lines and the buildings on
septic systems only needed to be connected to the sewer system. The County identified these
locations using data from FDOH, which were updated using the most current information from the

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC

31



Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update, March 2018

cities. The FDOH data likely still require updates and corrections; therefore, this plan provides the
flexibility for projects to address field verified septic systems that are having the greatest impact
on the lagoon (within 55 yards of a surface waterbody).

For the short-term opportunities, the number of lots that could be connected, associated cost of
the connection, and estimated TN reductions are shown in Table 21 for the Banana River Lagoon,
Table 22 for the North IRL, and Table 23 for the Central IRL. Appendix C includes maps of each
of these areas. Based on the cost per pound of TN removed, it was determined that the most
cost-effective sewer connection projects were those that cost less than $1,200 per pound. The
areas that could be connected for this cost are highlighted in green, and these highlighted areas
are recommended for connection as part of the plan. These short-term opportunities represent
the connection of approximately 3.9% of the septic systems in Brevard County within the IRL
Basin. In Palm Bay, an opportunity exists to hook up many lots to existing sewer lines for $12,000
per connection. This is recommended for high priority septic systems located within 55 yards of
an open water connection to the lagoon.

Table 21: Short-Term Opportunities for Septic System Removal in Banana River Lagoon

Service Area Number of Lots Cost TN Reduction (lbs/yr) TN Cost/ib/yr
Sykes Creek - Zone N 86 $1,720,000 2,330 $738
Sykes Creek - Zone M 58 $1,160,000 1,672 $738
Sykes Creek - Zone T 139 $2,780,000 3,685 $754
Sykes Creek - Zone X 14 $280,000 359 $780
Sykes Creek - Zone V 98 $1,960,000 1,927 $1,017
Sykes Creek - Zone U 145 $2,900,000 2,573 $1,127
Sykes Creek - Zone Z 73 $1,460,000 1,290 $1.132
Sykes Creek - Zone W 142 $2,840,000 1,923 $1,477
Sykes Creek - Zone R 206 $4,120,000 2,686 $1,534
Sykes Creek - Zone Q 186 $3,720,000 2,319 $1,604
Sykes Creek - Zone S 163 $3,260,000 1,407 $2,317

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
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Table 22: Short-Term Opportunities for Septic System Removal in North IRL

Service Area Number of Lots Cost TN Reduction (Ibs/yr) TN Cost/lb/yr
City of Cocoa — Zone K 34 $680,000 921 $738
City of Melbourne 12 $240,000 325 $738
City of Rockledge 16 $320,000 434 $738
South Beaches - Zone A 42 $840,000 1,098 $765
City of Titusville 33 $660,000 833 $792
City of Cocoa — Zone J 78 $1,560,000 1,891 $825
South Central - Zone C 132 $2,640,000 3,132 $843
South Central - Zone A 115 $2,300,000 2,239 $1,027
South Central - Zone D 94 $1,880,000 1,730 $1,087
Sykes Creek - Zone C 85 $1,700,000 1,426 $1,192
Sykes Creek - Zone B 207 $4,140,000 3,038 $1,363
Port St. John - Zone B 197 $3,940,000 2,849 $1.383
South Central - Zone B 190 $3,800,000 2,486 $1.528
Sykes Creek - Zone H 77 $1,540,000 992 $1,652
Sykes Creek - Zone | 31 $620,000 386 $1.605
Sykes Creek - Zone G 53 $1,060,000 632 $1.679
Sykes Creek - Zone J 55 $1,100,000 503 $2,186
Sykes Creek - Zone K 170 $3,400,000 1,539 $2,210
Sykes Creek - Zone O 161 $3,220,000 1,158 $2,782
Sykes Creek - Zone A 247 $4,940,000 1,767 $2,796
Sykes Creek - Zone Y 168 $3,360,000 1,083 $3,102
Sykes Creek - Zone F 24 $480,000 95 $5,051
Sykes Creek - Zone L 175 $3,500,000 687 $5,098
Sykes Creek - Zone P 342 $6,840,000 1,074 $6,372
Sykes Creek - Zone E 86 $1,720,000 217 $7,934
Sykes Creek - Zone D 85 $1,700,000 183 $9,279
Port St. John - Zone C 82 $1,640,000 96 $17.058
South Beaches - Zone B 170 $3,400,000 123 $27,742
Port St. John - Zone A 55 $1,100,000 7 $159,571

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

Table 23: Short-Term Opportunities for Septic System Removal in Central IRL

Service Area Number of Lots Cost TN Reduction (lbs/yr) | TN Cost/lb/yr
City of Palm Bay — near sewer
lines 647 $7,764,000 17,530 $443
City of Palm Bay — Zone B 235 $4,700,000 6,347 $741
City of West Melbourne 112 $2,240,000 2,974 $753
City of Palm Bay — Zone A 99 $1,980,000 1,893 $1,046
South Beaches - Zone D 62 $1,240,000 558 $2,221
South Beaches - Zone C 124 $2,480,000 579 $4,282
Table 24: Summary of Septic System Removal Projects by Sub-Lagoon
Sub-lagoon Number Cost TN Reductions Average
of Lots (lbs/yr) Cost/lb/yr of TN
Banana River Lagoon 613 | $12,260,000 13,736 $898
North IRL 641 | $12,820,000 14,029 $875
Central IRL 446 $8,920,000 11,214 $795
Total 1,700 | $34,000,000 38,979 $872
Note: This summary does not include the connection of septic systems near existing sewer lines in Palm Bay.
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There are also areas identified for long-term septic system connection opportunities, which are
listed in Table 25. The long-term opportunities require more time and expense to build WWTF
capacity and service infrastructure. Therefore, these systems are not recommended for funding
as part of this plan. However, these areas have a large concentration of septic systems that are
impacting the lagoon, and other funding options to address the septic systems in these areas
could be explored in the future, if needed.

Table 25: Long-Term Opportunities for Septic System Connections

Service Area Number of Lots Cost TN Reduction {lbs/yr) TN Cost/Ib/yr
South Merritt Island 1,903 | $38,060,000 25,086 $1,5617
North Merritt Island 1,487 | $29,740,000 19,148 $1,553
Port St. John 688 [ $13,760,000 6,806 $2,022
South Beaches 2,347 | $46,940,000 22,095 $2,125
Little Hollywood 802 | $16,040,000 7,123 $2,252
Port St. John — Cocoa Gap 974 | $19,480,000 7,618 $2,557
Total 8,201 | $164,020,000 87,876 | $2,004 (average) |

Another opportunity for removing septic systems is to use a hybrid septic tank effluent pumping
(STEP) system. In this system, effluent from the septic tank is connected to sewer pressure lines.
Small-diameter pipes, which can be installed relatively quickly, are used instead of the gravity
sewer system. A high pressure 2 horse power pump (115 volt) pumps the effluent from the septic
system to a force main or gravity sewer system. The City of Vero Beach is installing these systems
and they are leaving the drainfields in place, which saves money and allows for a backup in the
event that a power outage affects the STEP pumping system. If the drainfield is not left in place,
a 500-gallon pump chamber is installed to allow enough reserve capacity to address power
outages. Each STEP system also has an emergency generator receptacle to address long-term
power outages associated with hurricanes. The estimated cost per connection is $6,000 to
$10,000, which includes the cost of the pipes. The City of Vero Beach maintains the STEP system
and pumps out the septic tank when needed. The customer pays the electrical costs to operate
the pump for this system.

For properties within 55 yards of a waterbody and located within the vicinity of a pressure line or
gravity sewer system, the STEP system may be a good option instead of the septic system
upgrades described below. If STEP systems are selected as a preferred option anywhere in
Brevard County, specific locations for STEP system installation can be submitted for funding
consideration through the annual project funding request and plan update process.

Septic System Upgrades

In locations where providing sewer service is not feasible due to distance from sewer
infrastructure, facility capacity, or insufficient density of high risk systems, there are options to
upgrade the highest risk septic systems to increase the nutrient and pathogen removal efficiency.
In recent years, research has been conducted on passive treatment systems, which provide
significant treatment efficiencies without monthly sewer fees or highly complex maintenance
needs for mechanical features.

One option for a septic system upgrade is to add a biosorption activated media (BAM) to enhance
nutrient and bacterial removal before the effluent reaches the drainfield or groundwater. Examples
of BAM include mixes of soil, sawdust, zeolites, tire crumb, vegetation, sulfur, and spodosols
(Wanielista et. al. 2011). A test of the BAM removal capacity was conducted at Florida’s
Showcase Green Envirohome in Indialantic, Florida. This test location is a residential site built
with stormwater, graywater, and wastewater treatment in a compact footprint onsite (Wanielista
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et. al. 2011). The media used in this study was Bold & Gold™, which is a patented blend of mineral
materials, sand, and clay. In this study, the effluent to the septic tank was evenly divided between
a sorption filter media bed/conventional drainfield in series (innovative system) and to a
conventional drainfield. The study found that the TN and TP removal efficiencies were 76.9% and
73.6%, respectively, for the Bold & Gold plus drainfield system, which was significantly higher
than the 45.5% TN removal and 32.1% TP removal from a conventional drainfield alone.

Another pilot study was conducted at the University of Central Florida using wastewater from the
15-person BPW Scholarship House, which contains a kitchen and living quarters. The wastewater
is pumped to septic tanks from where the effiuents are divided into the test Bold & Gold drainfield
and the standard drainfields. The Bold & Gold system was designed to provide aerobic and anoxic
environments, which allowed for nitrification and denitrification to occur. In this study, the media
used was a sand layer on top of a mixture of approximately 68% fine sand, 25% tire crumbs, and
7% sawdust by volume. Overall, TN was reduced by 70.2% and TP was reduced by 81.8%. In
addition, the removal efficiency of Escherichia coli was 99.93% (Chang et. al. 2010).

Another option for a septic system upgrade is the use of passive nitrogen removing systems, and
FDOH recently completed a study on the efficiency and costs of these systems. FDOH defines a
passive system as, “A type of enhanced conventional onsite sewage treatment and disposal
system that excludes the use of aerator pumps, includes no more than one effluent dosing pump
with mechanical and moving parts, and uses a reactive media to assist in nitrogen removal.” This
definition of passive includes the use of up to one pump because of Florida’s flat topography and
the need to move water to allow for treatment (FDOH 2015).

To determine the feasibility of using passive nitrogen removing system, FDOH contracted with
Hazen and Sawyer. The types of passive systems that were tested fell into two general categories:
(a) in-tank system and (b) in-ground system. In the in-tank system concept, wastewater flows
through the septic tank (STE) to a tank filled with an unsaturated layer of expanded clay
(lignocellulosic material) (Stage 1). The wastewater is then sent to a pump tank (NO3; Recycle),
which recycles a portion back to the top of Stage 1. The rest of the wastewater is pumped into a
tank with two sections: a saturated layer of wood-chip material (Stage 2A), and a saturated
mixture of sulfur and oyster shells (Stage 2B). The wastewater then flows by gravity to the existing
drainfield or soil treatment unit (STU) (Dispersal). This concept is shown in Figure 10.

NO, Recycle
'-'1-; TAGE ‘ STAGE DISPERSAL
=" 4 28 Q
NO, Recycle
“Wastewater m— “—L‘ — | Ground Surface
from Home [[P|Fransasnanns ] 71 e O | ——
Y VY JT
| 2 T O 2a | 2P| 8T Subsurface
Seplic Tank  Recirculation gi-o =7 — MR
T(P”ma"" Tan Unsatutated Saiugr:md
fﬂatmﬁﬂl) Biofilier | Biafilter
(Nitriication) = -
Pump (Denitrification)
Tank

Note: from Hazen and Sawyer 2015
Figure 10: Example Diagram of an In-Tank Two Stage Biofilter
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In the in-ground system concept, wastewater flows through the septic tank (STE) to a pump tank
which pressure doses a lined drainfield to spread the sewage throughout the drainfield. Under the
drainfield, within the liner, are two layers: an unsaturated layer of regular drainfield sand (Stage
1) above a saturated layer of wood-chip material (Stage 2). The treated wastewater flows over
the rim of the liner (Perimeter) into the soil (Dispersal). This concept is shown in Figure 11.

DISPERSAL

R

Ground Surface )
Wastewater| [, - X o
from Home | | ' ’ » : o
| Ly lteys T
Stage 1&2
Septic Tank Pump Verticall q
K v Stacked Biofilier
(Pamary Treatment)  Tank (Nitrification & Dentrification)

Note: from Hazen and Sawyer 2015
Figure 11: Example Diagram of an In-Ground Stacked Biofilter

In the test systems, the media depth ranged from 10 inches to 30 inches. The tanks used in the
systems at the test sites ranged from 1,050 gallons to 2,800 gallons (Hazen and Sawyer 2015).
System longevity could not be directly determined in these systems due to the very low use of
media over the two-year study period. Theoretical calculations and literature review suggest that
these systems could have a media life of 25 years or longer. For the in-tank Stage 2 biofilters, it
would be relatively easy to replace reactive media, helping to extend the life of the system. The
study systems were all retrofits of existing septic systems, which have a higher cost than new
construction. In addition, these were prototype systems that were being constructed for the first
time in Florida. The costs of these systems are expected to decrease with more widespread
implementation. The estimated cost to retrofit a septic system to an in-tank passive system is
$15,500 and the cost to retrofit to an in-ground system is $12,000. The results of the study found
that the TN removal efficiency ranged from 65% to 98%, with an average removal of 90%. The
TP removal efficiency ranged from 12% to 96%, with an average removal of 64% (FDOH 2015).

In areas where septic systems are in close proximity to a surface waterbody but are not in a
location where connection to the sewer system is feasible, adding BAM to the drainfield or
upgrading to the passive nitrogen removing systems could be used to retrofit the existing septic
systems. However, as of February 2018, permitting of such upgrades through the Florida
Department of Health (FDOH}) is held up in legal challenge. The estimated cost for these retrofits
is $16,000 per septic system. Any operations and maintenance costs associated with these
upgrades, once installed, will be the responsibility of the owner. To be conservative, the estimates
of the TN reductions that could be achieved are based on an efficiency of 73.6% removal, which
is the average efficiency from the two studies described above that tested BAM in the drainfield.

The cost to upgrade all 15,090 septic systems within 55 yards of an open water connection to the
lagoon, which were not recommended for connection to sewer, would be $241,440,000.
Therefore, these systems were further evaluated to prioritize those posing the greatest risk to IRL
water quality. The criteria used were the distance from the groundwater table, soil types, year the
property was developed, population density, and proximity to surface waters. These scoring
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criteria were a variation on the method used by Martin County to evaluate their septic systems.
Brevard County Natural Resources Management, Utilities, and Department of Health staff met
and agreed on how to modify the Martin County criteria to best fit Brevard County. Additional
details about the scoring criteria are shown in Table 26. The results of this scoring provided
information used to prioritize septic systems for upgrades.

The septic systems with the highest (worst) scores and within 55 yards of a surface waterbody
are recommended for retrofit upgrades to reduce the impacts of these septic systems on the
waterbodies. The number of these lots and the costs by sub-lagoon are shown in Table 27. The
locations of these septic system upgrades are shown in Figure 12, Figure 13, and Figure 14. It
is important to note that the septic system locations shown in the figures were based on the best
available data from FDOH and the cities, and additional systems may be field verified and eligible
for upgrade funding. This upgrade opportunity addresses 2.3% of the septic systems in the IRL
drainage basin.

Funding for septic system connections and upgrades will be distributed to municipalities for
projects within their jurisdiction for identified expansions of their sewer service areas, as
appropriate.
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Table 26: Summary of Septic System Scoring Criteria

E\rl:aalcutit::n Scores Explanation
A- 0 points: GWT > 48 inches These data were pulled from t_he USGS Soil
Groundwater | 8 points: GWT = 48 inches Survey for Brevard County using Table 9 -

Estimates of Soil Properties, Column titled "Depth

Table (GWT) 12 points: GWT < 48 inches to - Seasonal High Water Table."
0 points: Most ideal soils for drainfield These data were scored by using the 2013 USGS
B - Soil _performance Soil Survey for Brevard County using an average

of scores from a table created by County staff. The

Types 8 points: Moderate drainfield performance scoring was based on an average of permeability
12 points: Excessively or poorly drained soils | following the Martin County example.
C - Surface 4 points: Property developed after 1986 . _
Water 8 points: Property developed between 1980 These_ b derlve_d by joining the pr'operty
appraiser data to the scoring table and scoring
Management | and 1986 s
: based on the year built field.
Systems 12 points: Property developed before 1980
The population density is the zoning of the parcel
collected from Municode using "minimum expected
4 points: Low Density < 2 units per acre densi_ty" for unincorporat_ed county areas.'Low
D- Density = less than 2 units per acre, Medium
Population Density = 2-5 units per acre, High Density =
D pul 8 points: Medium Density > 2-5 units per acre | greater than 5 units per acre. Areas outside of
ensity ; ; .
unincorporated Brevard were scored using the size
of the parcel (less than .2 acres = High Density, .2
to .5 = Medium and Greater than .5 acres = Low
12 points: High Density > 5 units per acre Density).
4 points: Properties greater than 219 yards
E - Proximit from an open channel Identified parcels within 20 feet of the IRL; parcels
to Surface Y I's points: Properties within 55 yards of any between 55 yards and 219 yards of an open
Waters open channel channel polyline; parcels greater than 219 yards

12 points: Properties with boundary along the

Lagoon or within 20 feet of IRL shoreline

from an open channel polyline.

Table 27: Septic Tank Upgrades and Costs for Highest Priority Septic Systems within 55
Yards of a Surface Waterbody

Sub-lagoon Number Cost TN Load | TN Removal | TN Reductions | Cost/lb/yr
of Lots (lbs/yr) Efficiency (Ibs/yr) of TN
Banana River Lagoon 258 $4,128,000 6,991 73.6% 5,145 $802
North IRL 515 $8,240,000 13,954 73.6% 10,270 $802
Central IRL* 614 $9,824,000 16,636 73.6% 12,244 $802
Total 1,387 | $22,192,000 37,581 73.6% 27,659 $802
Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
* The projects in the Central IRL sub-lagoon are located both in Zone A and Zone SEB (refer to Section 2.1).
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Figure 12: Map of Locations for Septic System Upgrades in North IRL
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Figure 13: Map of Locations for Septic System Upgrades in Banana River Lagoon and

North IRL
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4.1.5 Stormwater Treatment

Stormwater runoff from urban areas carries pollutants that

Stormwater runoff contributes affect surface waters and groundwater. These pollutants
33.6% of the external TN include nutrients, pesticides, oil and grease, debris and
loading and 43.4% of the litter, and sediments. In Brevard County, there are more
external TP loading to the than 1,500 stormwater outfalls to the IRL.

lagoon annually.
There are a variety of BMPs that can be used to capture
and treat stormwater to remove or reduce these pollutants
before the stormwater runoff reaches a waterbody or infiltrates to the groundwater. Potential
stormwater BMPs that could help restore the IRL system include:

e Traditional BMPs — These BMPs are the typical practices that are used to treat stormwater
runoff and include wet detention ponds, retention, swales, dry detention, baffle boxes,
stormwater reuse, alum injection, street sweeping, catch basin inserts/inlet filters, floating
islands/managed aquatic plant systems (MAPS). Descriptions of these traditional BMPs
and expected TN and TP efficiencies are shown in Table 28.

* Low impact development (LID)/green infrastructure (Gl) — These types of BMPs use
natural stormwater management techniques to minimize runoff and help prevent pollutants
from getting into stormwater runoff. These BMPs address the pollutants at the source so
implementing them can help decrease the size of traditional retention and detention basins
and can be less costly than traditional BMPs (IFAS 2016). Descriptions of LID and Gi
BMPs and estimated efficiencies are shown in Table 29.

e Denitrification BMPs — These BMPs use a soil media, known as BAM to increase the
amount of denitrification that occurs, which increases the amount of TN and TP removed.
BAM includes mixes of soil, sawdust, zeolites, tire crumb, vegetation, sulfur, and
spodosols. Additional details about denitrification BMPs are included below.

e BMPs to reduce baseflow intrusion — These projects are modifications to existing BMPs
help reduce intrusion of captured groundwater baseflow into stormwater drainage
systems. These BMPs include backfiling canals so that they do not cut through the
baseflow, modifying canal cross-sections to maintain the same storage capacity while
limiting the depth, installing weirs to control the water levels in the BMP, or adding a cutoff
wall to prevent movement into the baseflow.

¢ Re-diversion to the St. Johns River — There are portions of the current IRL Basin that
historically flowed towards the St. Johns River. By re-diverting these flows back to the St.
Johns River, the excess stormwater runoff, as well as the additional freshwater inputs, to
the IRL would be removed. The re-diversion projects would include a treatment
component so that the runoff is treated before being discharged to the St. Johns River.
SJRWMD has taken the lead on large-scale projects while the County has re-diverted
more than 400 acres in the Crane Creek basin and partnered with SIRWMD to increase
re-diversion from the Melbourne-Tillman Water Control District canal system.
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Table 28: Traditional Stormwater BMPs with TN and TP Removal Efficiencies

- TN Removal TP Removal
BMP Definition Efficiency Efficiency Source
Permanently wet ponds that are designed to slowly release a portion of the
) collected stormwater runoff through an outlet structure. Recommended for
A ddetentlon sites with moderate to high water table conditions. Provide removal of both 8%-44% 45%-75% FPE&?'
ponds dissolved and suspended pollutants through physical, chemical, and Al
biological processes.
Recessed area that is designed to store and retain a defined quantity of
Off-line runoff, allowing it to percolate through permeable soils into the groundwater 40%-84% 40%-84% Harper et.
retention aquifer. Runoff in excess of the specified volume of stormwater does not ¢ ° ° ° al. 2007
flow into the retention system storing the initial volume of stormwater.
on-line Rec?fsse”d area Fptzat is desligtnet(r!] to stﬁre and rebtlain gldgfipeg]quantitydof . ’ .
) runoff, allowing it to percolate through permeable soils into the groundwater .. TR arper et.
;ﬁggf” and aquifer. Runoff in excess of the specified volume of stormwater does flow 30%-74% S0eiite al. 2007
through the retention system that stores the initial volume of stormwater.
Designed to store a defined quantity of runoff and slowly release it through
an outlet structure to adjacent surface waters. After drawdown of the stored Harper et
Dry detention | runoff is completed, the storage basin does not hold any water. Used in 10% 10% al 2p007 '
areas where the soil infiltration properties or seasonal high water table :
elevation will not allow the use of a retention basin.
Box chambers with partitions connected to a storm drain. Water flows into
204 generation the first section of the box where most pollutants settle out. Overflows into
baffie b the next section to allow further settling. Water ultimately overflows to the 19.05% 15.5% GPI 2010
affle box ) A i .
stormwater pipe. Floating trays capture leaves, grass clippings, and litter to
prevent them from dissolving in the stormwater.
Stormwater Reuse of stormwater from wet ponds for irrigation. Compare volume going Amount of water not | Amount of water not N/A
reuse to reuse to total volume of annual runoff to pond. discharged annually | discharged annually
N Chemical treatment systems that inject aluminum sulfate into stormwater N Harper et.
Allm (gipction systems to cause coagulation of pollutants. 50% 90% al. 2007
Street Cleaning of pavement surfaces to remove sedimqnts. debris, .and_ trash TN content in d‘ry TP content in dry
sweeping deposited by vehicle traffic. Prevents these materials from being introduced weight of material weight of material | UF 2011
into the stormwater system. collected annually collected annually
Catch basin Devices installed in storm drain inlets to provide water quality treatment TN content in dry TP content in dry
inserts/inlet through filtration of organic debris and litter, settling of sediment, and weight of material weight of material | UF 2011
filters adsorption of hydrocarbon by replaceable filters. collected annually collected annually
MAPS Agquatic plant-based BMPs that remove nutrients through a variety of 20% 20% FDEP et.
processes related to nutrient uptake, transformation, and microbial activities. al. 2010
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Table 29: LID and Gl BMPs and TN and TP Removal Efficiencies

= TN Removal TP Removal
BMP Definition Efficlency Efficiency Source
Permeable Hard, yet penetrable, surfaces reduce runoff by allowing water to move 5 S 5 Harper et.
pavement through them into groundwater below (IFAS 20186). 30%-74% 30%-74% al. 2007
An alternative to curb and gutter systems, bioswales convey water, slow
runoff, and promote infiltration. Swales may be installed along residential
Bioswales streets, highways, or parking lot medians (IFAS 2016). Must be designed for 38%-89% 9%-80% FDEP 2014
conveyance, greater in length than width, have shallow slopes, and include
proper landscaping.
These systems can significantly reduce the rate and quantity of runoff from 45% (without
a roof and provide buildings with thermal insulation and improved aesthetics o
Green roofs (IFAS 2016). Retention BMP covered with growing media and vegetation 60° cg;%rn) ith N/A FDEP 2014
that enables rainfall infiltration and evapotranspiration of stored water. /°'. % (wit
) h ) h cistern)
Including a cistern capture, retain, and reuse water adds to effectiveness.
Bioretention Small vegetated depressions in the landscape collect and filter stormwater
basins/rain into the soil (IFAS 2016). Constructed adjacent to roof runoff and impervious 30%-50% 30%-90% FDEP 2014
gardens areas.
Bioretention systems with vertical concrete walls designed to collect/retain
specified volume of stormwater runoff from sidewalks, parking lots and/or o 5
Tree boxes streets. Consists of a container filled with a soil mixture, a mulch layer, 38%-65% 50%-80% FDEP 2014
under-drain system, and shrub or tree (FDEP 2014).
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Due to the importance of treating dry season baseflow to the lagoon, Brevard County has found
that ditch denitrification is the most cost-effective BMP. BAM can be added in existing BMPs or
to new BMPs to improve the nutrient removal efficiency. The removal efficiencies of using BAM
in various stormwater treatment projects (Wanielista 2015) are summarized in Table 30.

Table 30: TN and TP Removal Efficiencies for BAM

A . ; TN Removal | TP Removal
Location in BMP Treatment Train Material Efficiency Efficlency
Bold & Gold as a first BMP, ex. Up-flow filter in Expanded Clay 559% 65%
baffle box and a constructed wetland Tire Chips ) °
g g Organics
E:lscijngé) St:‘)llc? V\;n up-flow filter at wet pond and dry Tire Chips 45% 45%
Expanded Clay
Bold & Gold in inter-event flow using up-flow Expanded Clay 259, 259
filter at wet pond and down-flow filter at dry basin | Tire Chips ° °
Bold & Gold down-flow filters 12” depth at wet Clay
pond or dry basin pervious pavement, tree well, Tire Crumb 60% 90%
rain garden, swale, and strips Sand & Topsoil

Note: From Wanielista 2015

The County’s proposed TMDLs include two components: (1) a TMDL for the five-month period
(January — May) that is critical for seagrass growth, and (2) a TMDL for the remaining seven
months of the year to avoid algal blooms and protect healthy dissolved oxygen levels. The
stormwater project benefits were estimated, as follows, to ensure both components of the TMDL
are adequately addressed. The five-month TMDL covers the dry season in this area when there
is minimal rainfall and stormwater runoff; therefore, the benefits of stormwater BAM projects
during this period were based only on January — May baseflow loading estimates from the SWIL
model. The estimated project treatment efficiencies used for January to May are 55% for TN and
65% for TP. For the remaining seven months, the baseflow and stormwater loading estimates
from the SWIL model were used with a project efficiency of 45% for TN and 45% for TP. The
estimated TN and TP reductions accomplished by using BAM upstream of these priority outfalls
are summarized in Table 31, as well as the estimated cost per pound of TN or TP removed. A
detailed list of stormwater projects is included in Appendix D. The locations of the basins to be
treated are shown in Figure 15, Figure 16, and Figure 17.

Table 31: Estimated TN and TP Reductions and Costs for BAM Projects

Estimated TN TP
Sub-lagoon NUB'::;;M Total Project | Reductions Co;tl_ll-t;llyr Reductions Coosft/_:_llaalyr
Cost (Ibs/yr) (Ibslyr)
Banana River Lagoon 41 $4,625,000 48,391 $96 6,896 $671
North IRL 37 $4,850,000 52,936 $92 7,632 $635
Central IRL 4 $900,000 11,709 $77 1,774 $507

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
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4.1.6 Surface Water Remediation System

AquaFiber Technologies Corporation has a technology that would treat up to 25 cubic feet per
second (16 mgd) of water from Turkey Creek, which is a major tributary to the Central IRL. This
project would reduce total suspended solids by more than 90%, remove algal blooms and
cyanobacteria to improve the lagoon’s color and clarity, improve the dissolved oxygen
concentration by returning water with near 100% oxygen saturation, and produce a biomass that
can be processed into fertilizer pellets or used as a feedstock for waste-to-energy utilities to
produce electricity.

This project would remove an estimated 35,633 Ibs/yr of TN and 2,132 Ibs/yr of TP from the
watershed. The facility would cost $19,720,760 for design, permitting, construction, and use of a
technology to destroy the biomass onsite. The cost to operate and maintain the remediation
facility is estimated to be $6,271,200 per year. Table 32 summarizes the benefits and the costs
of nutrient removal for this project for a 10-year period. On an annual basis, the yearly costs would
be $8,243,276, which would result in a cost/Ib/yr of TN removed of $231 and cost/Ib/yr of TP
removed of $3,867.

Table 32: Summary of Benefits and Costs of Central IRL Surface Water Remediation

System
. TN Reduction TP Reduction | Cost/lb/lyr of TN | Cost/Ib/yr of TP
Fiel e (Ibs/yr) (Ibs/yr) Removed Removed
$82,432,760 35,633 2,132 $2,313 $38,665

\

The cost of nutrient removal via this technology is higher than the cost per pound removed for the
other projects recommended in this plan; therefore, this remediation system is not recommended
in the first iteration of this plan. However, this technology offers significant additional benefits that
should be more thoroughly explored to better assess its total value to restoring and maintaining
lagoon health.

4.2. Projects to Remove Pollutants

The projects in this section will be implemented to remove pollutants that have accumulated in
the lagoon. Brevard County has already begun to remove deep accumulations of muck from the
lagoon bottom, and dredging to remove muck in other locations of the lagoon will continue. In
addition, SUIRWMD is evaluating opportunities for artificial flushing projects, which will allow
additional water to flow into the lagoon system to flush out the built-up sediments and muck.
These muck removal projects have more immediate benefits on the lagoon water quality than
external reduction projects because the nutrient flux is reduced as soon as muck is dredged or
flushed from the system whereas it takes time for the external load reduction benefits to reach
the lagoon.

The following sections describe the County’s proposed muck removal projects, as well as
SJRWMD’s research into artificial flushing projects. The artificial flushing projects are not
proposed for inclusion in this funding plan.
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4.2.1 Muck Removal

The muck in the lagoon increases turbidity, inhibits seagrass
growth, promotes oxygen depletion in sediments and the
water above, stores and releases nutrients, covers the natural
bottom, and destroys healthy communities of benthic
organisms (Trefry 2013). When muck is suspended within the
water column due to wind or human activities such as boating,
these suspended solids limit light availability and suppress
seagrass growth. Even for deeper water areas without seagrass growth, muck remains a nutrient
source that potentially affects a broader area of the lagoon through nutrient flux and resuspension
of fine sediments and their subsequent transport. As shown in Figure 4, the annual release of
nutrients from decaying muck is almost as much as the annual external loading delivered by
stormwater and groundwater baseflow combined. The muck deposits cover an estimated 15,900
acres of the lagoon system bottom in Brevard County (Trefry 2016).

Muck flux contributes
1,282,000 Ibs/yr of TN and
192,400 Ibs/yr of TP to the

lagoon.

The muck deposits in the lagoon flux nutrients that enter the water column and contribute to algal
blooms and growth of macroalgae. Muck flux rates for nitrogen and phosphorus have been
estimated through studies in the IRL system. For this plan, the flux rates used are 89 pounds of
TN/yr/acre and 13.4 pounds of TP/yr/acre (Trefry 2016).

The focus of the muck removal projects for this plan was on large deposits of muck in big, open
water sites within the lagoon itself. Several of the main canals that directly connect to the lagoon
are also included for muck removal. The goal of the muck removal is to reduce TN and TP muck
flux loads by 25%, which should result in a significant improvement in water quality and seagrass
extent, as well as a reduced risk of massive algal blooms and fish kills. A 70% efficiency for muck
removal projects was applied. This efficiency accounts for two factors: (1) each target dredge
area has less than 100% muck cover, and (2) some pockets of muck within dredged areas will
inevitably be left behind regardless of the dredge technology used. Based on a 25% target
reduction and 70% efficiency for dredging, the muck area reduction targets for this plan were
established as shown in Table 33.

Table 33: Muck Acreages in the IRL System

- Open Banana | Banana River | North | Central | Mosquito
e e 9ot River Lagoon | Lagoon Canals | IRL IRL Lagoon
Muck area (acres) 4,646 474 | 7,364 1,853 1,582
Area to reduce flux by 25% (acres) 1,161 119 | 1,841 465 395
Area dredged to reduce flux by 25%
with 70% project efficiency (acres) 1620 173 2619 ee7 563

The costs for the proposed muck dredging projects are shown in Table 34 for the Mosquito
Lagoon, Table 35 for the North IRL, Table 36 for the Banana River Lagoon, and Table 37. The
locations of these projects are shown in Figure 18 and Figure 19. Using the flux rates noted in
Section 4.2.1, the estimated TN and TP reductions that can be achieved from removing the muck,
as well as the cost per pound of nutrient removed, were determined (see Table 38).

Table 34: Mosquito Lagoon Estimated Costs for the Proposed Muck Removal Projects

. Dredge Area | Muck Volume | Dredging Cost
Location {acres) (cubic yards) Estimate
Near Haulover Canal 398 460,000 $16,100,000

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
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Table 35: North IRL Estimated Costs for Proposed Muck Removal Projects

. Dredge Area | Muck Volume | Dredging Cost
nacaticn (acg:res) {cubic yards) Estimgate

Titusville Area 528 650,000 $22,750,000
Cocoa Area 288 400,000 $14,000,000
Rockledge Area 81 100,000 $3,500.000
Eau Gallie Area 750 650,000 $22,750,000
Venetian Canals/Channels 11 50,000 $1,750,000
North IRL Total 1,658 1,850,000 $64,750,000

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

Table 36: Banana River Lagoon Estimated Costs for the Proposed Muck Removal

Projects
Location D;t::ge Muck Volume | Dredging Cost
(acres) (cubic yards) Estimate

Cape Canaveral Area 865 750,000 $26,250,000
Cocoa Beach Area 1243 1,150,000 $40,250,000
Newfound Harbor Area 245 225,000 $7.875,000
Pineda Causeway Area 163 150,000 $5,250,000
Mathers Bridge Area 190 175,000 $6,125,000
Venetian Canals/Channels 213 750,000 $26,250,000
Banana River Total 2,918 3,200,000 $112,000,000

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

Table 37: Central IRL Estimated Costs for the Proposed Muck Removal Projects

A Dredge Area | Muck Volume | Dredging Cost
[Bere e (agres) {cubic yards) Esgtimgate

Melbourne Causeway Area 15 20,000 $700,000
Goat Creek Area 5 5,000 $175,000
Trout Creek Area 5 5.000 $175,000
Mullet Creek Islands Area 76 70,000 $2,450,000
Venetian Canals/Channels 11 50,000 $1,750,000
Central IRL Total 113 150,000 $5,250,000

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

Table 38: Nitrogen and Phosphorus Reductions from Muck Removal

TN Flux Cost/lb/lyr | TP Flux | Cost/lb/yr

Location Project Cost Reduction of TN Reduction of TP
(Ibs/yr) Removed (Ibs/yr) Removed
Mosquito Lagoon $16,100,000 35,000 $460 5,250 $3,067
North IRL $64.,750,000 147,913 $438 22,220 $2,914
Banana River Lagoon $112,000,000 260,315 $430 39,106 $2,864
Central IRL $5,250,000 10,052 $522 1,510 $3,477

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

As dredging proceeds, upland input of muck components must be reduced to prevent new muck
accumulation. Therefore, land-based source control measures for nutrients, organic waste, and
erosion are needed. Without source controls, muck removal will need to be frequently repeated,
which is neither cost-effective nor beneficial to the lagoon’s health. Public awareness and
commitment is needed to control future muck accumulation. Activities that contribute organic
debris and sediment to stormwater and open water must be curtailed. Additional scientific
assessment should be carried out to evaluate and optimize the dredging process.
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Note: Map is from SJRWMD for informational purposes only and is based on data from 2014. Annotation
of project areas by County staff working with muck research scientists.
Figure 19: Location of Potential Muck Removal Projects in North IRL and Central IRL
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Treatment of Muck Interstitial Water (added in 2018)

Interstitial water refers to the water content that is present within the muck material. Sampling and
testing conducted by Florida Institute of Technology researchers has shown that the majority of
nutrients are bound to solid particles in the muck; however, the interstitial water also contains a
significant amount of dissolved nutrients. When the muck material is dredged, interstitial water
nutrients are pumped with the muck and lagoon water in a slurry to the dredged material
management area (DMMA). At the DMMA, the muck slurry is processed in a settling pond where
sediments settle out and overflow water is returned to the IRL. Treatment of this overflow water
represents a significant opportunity to prevent return of these nutrients to the IRL.

Working with the dredging industry, sewage treatment industry, stormwater treatment
entrepreneurs and industrial waste treatment engineers, feasible and reasonably cost-effective
concentration targets for return water to the IRL have been identified as 2,000-3,000 parts per
billion (ppb) for TN and 75-100 ppb for TP. Treatment options were demonstrated during the
state-funded initial dredging of Turkey Creek, with Florida Institute of Technology researchers
providing independent third-party verification of performance levels. These targets can be
achieved through a variety of technologies including, but not limited to, coagulants, polymers,
BAM, or a combination of these technologies. Costs associated with these technologies vary by
technology, target nutrient reduction levels, and interstitial nutrient concentrations. Open market
costs were collected through two bid solicitations: (1) Mims Boat Ramp muck removal project and
(2) Sykes Creek muck removal project.

To encourage partnering entities and applicants for Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund
dollars to take advantage of this opportunity to enhance the performance of muck removal
projects by removing interstitial water nutrients from the dredge slurry during muck dredging
operations whenever project configuration allows, a separate cost-share has been developed to
account for this added cost and associated nutrient reduction benefit. Using available cost
information from Turkey Creek, Mims, and Sykes Creek, County staff considered how to
incentivize the addition of this processing step as soon as possible into permitted muck removal
projects, as well as future projects. Staff estimated that a cost-share of $175/lb of TN removed
would be sufficient to entice most partners to agree to stipulate a specific condition in their bids
and dredging contracts that return water not exceed 3,000 ppb of TN nor 100 ppb of TP. The cost-
share of $175/Ib of TN is also within the range of costs provided for nutrient mitigation alternatives
for sediment dewatering for Turkey Creek (Tetra Tech 2015).

4.2.2 Atrtificial Flushing

The 2011 superbloom occurred in the Banana River Lagoon, North IRL, and southern Mosquito
Lagoon. These areas have long residence times, which means that water in these areas is not
flushed out often and nutrients can build up leading to additional algal blooms. One option to help
this condition is to increase the flushing by adding culverts or inlets to provide new connections
to the ocean or within the IRL system to artificially increase flushing. However, artificial flushing
projects have a lot of unknowns. While the flushing of the IRL system increases, the input of
additional saltwater has the potential to affect the lagoon ecosystem. The amount of flushing
needed to have a beneficial impact on the system without causing harm is also unknown. These
projects are costly with permitting hurdles that must be overcome. For these reasons, artificial
flushing projects are not a recommended component of this plan. However, this type of project is
a potential option for restoring the lagoon and SUIRWMD is taking the lead on evaluating options.
The results of their evaluation to date are summarized below.
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SJRWMD contracted with CDM Smith and Taylor Engineering to identify potential locations where
artificial flushing projects would be beneficial. The first phase of the project (CDM Smith et. al.,
2014) involved a literature review and Geographic Information System (GIS) desktop analysis. Al
of the locations considered in Phase |, including the top ranked locations, are shown in Figure
20. From this first phase, ten locations were identified for future evaluation as shown in Table 39.
The external projects are those that could potentially connect the IRL system with the Atlantic
Ocean whereas internal projects are connections within the IRL (CDM Smith et. al., 2015).
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Figure 20: Phase | Potential Artificial Flushing Project Locations
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Table 39: Phase | Top Ranked Potential Artificial Flushing Project Locations

I;ri:zelgt Project Description Zone P.:'.;j: :t Rank
D Canaveral Lock* Banana River Lagoon External 1
C Port Canaveral* Banana River Lagoon External 2
15 RIAES Crefk/Merrltt Island Banana River Lagoon Internal 3

Causeway
B Pad 39-A* Banana River Lagoon External 4
16 Cocoa Beach Causeway Banana River Lagoon Internal 5
23 South Banana River Banana River Lagoon Internal 6
E Patrick AFB* Banana River Lagoon External 7
20 Minuteman Causeway Banana River Lagoon Internal 8
1 Port Canaveral (East) Banana River Lagoon External 9
8 Coconut Point Park* gﬁjrg;a)lo\?:: Southern Partion of IRL External 10

Source: CDM Smith et. al., 2015.
* Sites evaluated in Phase 2 of the CDM Smith and Taylor Engineering project for SURWMD.

As part of the second phase of the project, six of the top ranked sites were further evaluated to
assess the flushing volumes. These sites are noted in Table 39. Based on the initial evaluation
of the sites, CDM Smith and Taylor Engineering determined that a project at the Sykes
Creek/Merritt Island Causeway was not feasible. This location had a relatively new bridge
crossing with built-up abutment protection that precludes construction of culverts and the increase
of bridge openings. In addition, this connection would only provide an internal connection in the
IRL and would not increase the tidal exchange. The five remaining sites were evaluated for the
following types of connections (additional information in Table 40):

Port Canaveral (Project Site C) — Culvert connection

Pad 39-A (Project Site B) — Culvert connection

Patrick AFB (Project Site E) — Culvert connection

Canaveral Lock (Project Site D) — Open channel flow by keeping the Canaveral Lock open
over extended periods. Additional maintenance dredging may be needed to remove
sediment deposition near the gates.

e Coconut Point Park (Project Site 8) — Culvert connection

» Coconut Point Park (Project Site 8) — Inlet connection with an inlet that is at least 1,350-
feet long, with an average depth of about 25 feet below mean sea level.

e o @
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Table 40: Computed Hydraulics for Connections at Select Locations

Flood Prism | Ebb Prism Maximum Estimated Impacted
Site/Potential Project (million (million Flow (cfs) Area for 0.27 ft Tide
cubic ft) cubic ft) Range (acres)
Port Canaveral Culvert (Project 151 -1.08 89 92 to 128
Site C) ' '
Pad 39-A Culvert (Project Site B)
(estimated) 1.38 to 1.51 -1.08 to -1.59 N/A 92t0 135
Patrick AFB Culvert (Project Site
E) (estimated) 1.38 to 1.51 -1.08 to -1.59 N/A 92 to 135
Canaveral Lock Open Channel
Flow (Project Site D) 68.67 -83.03 -4,670 5,839 to 7,060
Coconut Point Park Culvert
(Project Site 8) 1.38 -1.59 -94 117 t0 135
gic:ec%r;ut Point Park Inlet (Project 1,890 N/A 111,000 160,698

Source: CDM Smith et. al., 2015.
Note: Positive flow is towards the IRL.

A screening matrix was used to evaluate the costs and benefits of the project based on the criteria
for the tidal prism, area affected, land acquisition, relative costs, ease of construction, seagrass
loss, and benefit to cost ratio. The top ranked project from this evaluation is the Port Canaveral
culvert (CDM et. al., 2015). It is important to note that a culvert will likely not provide the amount
of flushing needed to provide a significant benefit to the lagoon. The size of the lagoon in Brevard
County is more than 150,000 acres. The second ranked project is the Canaveral Lock open
channel. This option may have challenges moving forward based on past experience with
sediment blocking submarines from using the port after the lock was held open for an extended
period of time. In addition, there are limited data for estimating the water quality benefits and
unintended ecological consequences that could result from keeping the lock open.

Another potential option for adding flushing in the lagoon system is when a large storm creates
an opening. Instead of immediately filling in the new opening, an evaluation should be completed
using available flushing models to determine the potential benefits of temporarily stabilizing the
opening long enough to provide significant ocean exchange for short-term water quality benefits,
but not long enough to excessively alter beach erosion and sand transport into the lagoon.

4.3. Projects to Restore the Lagoon

Another component of this plan is to implement projects that will restore important, filtering
ecosystem services within and adjacent to the lagoon to improve water quality and resilience.
Creating oyster reefs and living shorelines made up of oysters and natural vegetation will help to
filter excess nutrients and suspended solids from the lagoon, which will improve water quality,
allowing for seagrass growth and reducing the number and severity of algal blooms in the lagoon
system. Oyster reefs and living shorelines also create habitat for more than 300 different lagoon
species. These types of projects take a few years before the full benefits are seen in the lagoon
as it takes some time for the oysters and vegetation to grow and become established. As water
quality improves, oysters will filter a greater volume annually, increasing natural resilience to
extreme events and algal blooms.

The sections below summarize the oyster restoration and living shoreline projects that are
proposed, as well as considerations for seagrass planting.
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4.3.1 Oyster Restoration

In addition to the fisheries value of oysters, they provide a

variety of nonmarket ecosystem services. Restored oyster The primary mechanism by
reefs have been shown to result in a positive net effect on which oyster reefs remove
the removal and sequestration of nitrogen compared to nitrogen is by increasing
unrestored sites. As nitrogen is a major contributor to algal local denitrification rates.

blooms and turbidity, removal of nitrogen from the system

often yields water quality benefits. The nitrogen is removed

through three pathways: (1) assimilation of the nitrogen in the shell and tissues of the oysters, (2)
enhanced burial of nitrogen into the sediments surrounding oyster reefs, and (3) conversion to
gaseous form with return to the atmosphere through microbe-related denitrification (zu
Ermgassen 2016).

The primary mechanism by which oyster reefs remove nitrogen from the system is by increasing
local denitrification rates (Grabowski et. al. 2012). While oyster reefs have a relatively small impact
on average nutrient concentrations for an entire waterbody, their local impact may be much larger.
For example, in a study by Kroeger (2012), it was noted that the eastern section of Mobile Bay
had experienced harmful algal blooms that caused fish kills. These conditions occur in the
summer months when denitrification by restored oysters would be highest. Therefore, the nitrogen
removal associated with the oyster reef project in the bay may make a noticeable contribution to
the local water quality by avoiding peak nitrogen concentrations that may trigger algal blooms. In
a study by Kellogg et. al. (2013), the denitrification rates associated with oyster reefs from various
studies were documented. Based on these studies, the average effect of denitrification rate is 291
umol N/m?hr, which equates to 0.04 Ibs N/m2/yr (161.9 Ibs N/ac/yr). A more recent study was
conducted in the Mosquito Lagoon to determine the local benefits from oyster bed restoration.
This study found that the average denitrification rate and measured nitrogen sequestration in
oyster tissues and shells is 0.04 Ibs of TN/square foot (Schmidt and Gallagher 2017).

The focus for oyster restoration in the IRL system is to provide filtration, sequestration,
denitrification, and scour protection along the shoreline (see Section 4.3.2 for details on scour
protection). The goal is not to restore historic oyster reefs in the system because information is
not available on where oyster reefs were historically located. In addition, large-scale reefs would
compete for space with seagrass, and seagrass are a more critical component of the system.
Therefore, the reefs that will be constructed will be shaped as narrow bars and placed along the
shoreline, shallower than the typical depths for seagrass, to act as a living wave break along the
shoreline. The benefits of oyster reefs as a living shoreline are shown in Section 4.3.2.

Most of the IRL system in Brevard County no longer has a sufficient oyster population to allow for
natural recruitment of oysters to suitable substrate. Therefore, to create the oyster reefs, the
oysters must be grown and then carefully placed on appropriate substrate in the selected
locations. To help grow the oyster population, in FY2013-2014, the Board of County
Commissioners approved $150,000 to launch the Oyster Gardening Program. This program is a
citizen-based oyster propagation program where juvenile oysters are raised under lagoon-front
homeowners’ docks and eventually used to populate constructed oyster reef sites. Oyster
Gardening participants receive spat-on-shell oysters plus all supplies needed to care for their
oysters until six to nine months later when they are placed at new reef sites in the lagoon. The
Oyster Gardening Program is executed in partnership with the Brevard Zoo. The project continued
during FY2014-2015 with funding from the state and in FY2015-2016 with funding from the
County. The County plans to continue funding this program annually.
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The oysters from the Oyster Gardening Program have been used to develop several pilot reefs
and demonstration sites in the IRL. In FY 2014-2015, the County received a $410,000
appropriation from the Florida Legislature for the Indian River Lagoon Oyster Restoration Project.
This pilot study was completed in fall 2016. The design of oyster wave breaks funded by the Save
Our Indian River Lagoon tax is based on monitoring results from the pilot reefs and wave tank
studies at Florida Institute of Technology that tested the reef stability and wave attenuation of
different designs.

4.3.2 Living Shorelines

Typically, efforts to protect shorelines have involved hardened structures, such as seawalls, rock
revetments, or bulkheads, to dampen or reflect wave energy. Although these types of structures
may mitigate shoreline retreat, they accelerate scour and the ecological damages that result can
be great (Scyphers et. al. 2011). The living shoreline approach incorporates natural habitats into
a shoreline stabilization design; maintains the connectivity between aquatic, intertidal, and
terrestrial habitats; and minimizes the adverse impacts of shoreline stabilization on the estuarine
system. These efforts range from maintaining or transplanting natural shoreline vegetation without
additional structural components to incorporating shoreline vegetation with hardened features,
such as rock sills or oyster bars, in settings with higher wave energy (Currin et. al. 2010). Selection
of the most appropriate management system begins with a site analysis to evaluate the type of
shoreline, amount of energy that a shoreline experiences, sediment transport forces, type and
location of ecological resources, and adjacent land uses (Restore America’s Estuaries 2015).

Oyster reefs can function as natural breakwaters, in addition to providing nutrient removal benefits
through denitrification, as noted in Section 4.3.1. The rate of vertical oyster reef growth on
unharvested reefs is far greater than any predicted sea-level rise rate; therefore, reefs could serve
as natural protection against shoreline erosion, intertidal habitat loss, and property damage and
loss along many estuarine shorelines. Oyster reefs reduce erosion of other estuarine habitats
such as salt marshes and submerged aquatic vegetation by serving as a living breakwater that
attenuates wave energy and stabilizes sediments (Grabowski et. al. 2012).

As part of a study for the Chesapeake Bay, Forand et. al. (2014) evaluated the pollutant load
reductions from living shoreline projects in the area. The results of this evaluation are shown in
Table 41, and were used to update the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Chesapeake Bay
Program Office (CBPO) estimate of the TN and TP reductions per foot of living shoreline. It is
important to note that the information in this table is from states up north where temperatures
become much cooler for longer periods of time than what occurs in Brevard County. Therefore,
the benefits associated with vegetated living shorelines in the IRL system will likely be greater
than those estimated here.
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Table 41: Pollutant Load Reductions for Shoreline Management Practices

Source (Ib.lli;:;yr) (Ib;li-‘syr) Study Location
Ibison, 1990 1.65 1.27 Virginia
Ibison, 1992 0.81 0.66 Virginia
Proctor, 2012 N/A 0.38 or 0.29 | Virginia
MDE, 2011 0.16 0.1 Maryland
Baltimore County mean
(Forand, 2013} y 0.27 0.18 Maryland
CBPO Scenario Builder 0.02 0.0025 CBP policy threshold that comes from one
(CBP, 2012) ’ ) stream restoration site in Maryland
New Interim CBPO Rate 0.20 0.068 CBPO policy thresholds that comes
(Expert Panel, 2013) : i from six stream restoration sites

Note: Table is from Forand et. al. 2014.

Brevard County

In order to create enough oyster reef area to filter the volume of lagoon water annually,
approximately 20 miles (105,600 feet) of oyster reef living shoreline is needed with a width of 6
feet. These reefs will be placed throughout the IRL system along mosquito impoundments, parks,
and private properties where owners want to participate. Based on the pilot project costs and
knowing that larger reefs will be constructed more efficiently (using information from the pilot
projects), it is estimated that the 20 miles of living shoreline could be constructed at a cost of $10
million. The resulting reefs would provide a reduction of 21,120 Ibs/yr of TN and 7,181 Ibs/yr of
TP (see Table 42).

Table 42: Initial Estimated Oyster Reef Living Shoreline TN and TP Reductions and Costs

Total TN TP Cost Cost/lb/yr | Cost/lb/yr
Project Length | Reductions | Reductions Estimate of TN of TP
{feet) (Ibs/yr) {lbs/yr) Reduction | Reduction
Oyster reef living
Hara o 105,600 21,120 7,181 | $10,000,000 $473 $1,393

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

With the recent study on oyster reefs in the IRL system (Schmidt and Gallagher 2017), the benefits
associated with oyster reefs versus vegetative living shorelines could be delineated. For the
proposed oyster reef along 20 miles (105,600 feet) of shoreline with a width of 6 feet (total of
633,600 square feet of oyster reef, the estimated reductions are 25,539 Ibs/yr of TN and 906 Ibs/yr
of TP (see Table 43). These estimates are based on the estimated TN reduction rate of 0.04 Ibs
of TN/square foot of oyster reef from Schmidt and Gallagher 2017 and the estimated TP reduction
rate of 0.001 Ibs of TP/square foot of oyster reef from Kellogg et. al. 2013.

Table 43: 2018 Updated Estimated Oyster Reef TN and TP Reductions and Costs

TN Cost/Iblyr TP Cost/lb/yr
Project (;ro::::;::t) Esfi(r):;te Reductions of TN Reductions of TP
q (lbs/yr) Reduction (lbs/yr) Reduction
Oyster reefs 633,600 | $10,000,000 25,539 $392 906 $11,034

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

In addition, if 20 miles of shoreline (105,600 feet) were planted with native vegetation in living
shorelines at a width of 8 feet (total of 844,800 square feet of living shoreline), the total estimated
cost is $1,267,200 with a reduction of 7,040 Ibs/yr of TN and 2,394 Ibs/yr of TP (Table 44). The
estimated nutrient reductions from vegetative shoreline buffers was calculated using Chesapeake
Bay Program Office recommended rates of 0.02 Ibs of TN/linear foot and 0.068 Ibs of TP/linear
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foot (Forand et. al. 2014.), which is for an average planting width of 24 feet. These values were
adjusted for the proposed average planting width of 8 feet to results in a reduction of 0.067 Ibs of
TN/linear foot and 0.023 Ibs of TP/linear foot. Shoreline planting projects can be combined with
oyster reef breakwater projects or they may be conducted along separate stretches of shoreline.

Table 44: Estimated Vegetative Living Shoreline TN and TP Reductions and Costs

Total Cost TN Cost/lb/yr TP Cost/lb/yr
Project Length Estimate Reductions of TN Reductions of TP
(feet) (Ibs/yr) Reduction (lbs/yr) Reduction
Vegetative
living shoreline 105,600 | $1,267,200 7,040 $180 2,394 $529

Note: The projects highlighted in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.

The County conducted a survey of the shorelines, in conjunction with the University of Central
Florida, to determine if the shoreline included a bulkhead/seawall, hardened slope/riprap, or no
structure to help identify potential locations for future oyster reefs and vegetative living shorelines

(Figure 21).
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Figure 21: Shoreline Survey to Identify Locations for Oyster Reefs and Living Shorelines
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4.3.3 Seagrass Planting (added in 2018)

The original IRL Surface Water Improvement and Management Plan of 1989, as well as
subsequent management plans up to and including the current BMAPs, target a healthy, estuarine
ecosystem populated by seagrasses. Seagrasses provide crucial benefits to Florida’s estuaries
by providing food and shelter to a variety of animals, improving water quality, and preventing
erosion of sediment. In total, the lagoon’s 72,000 acres of seagrass could provide an economic
benefit of more than $900 million per year (Figure 22, Dewsbury et al. 2016).

Economic value

# Divect grazing ¥ turties, manatees, fisk, snails... ?
.f" * ‘!aﬁ *‘j
|
| i Caoral reefs >
i NUrsery 2 commereial fisheries - receeation *F 34,800 fac/ye
Carbon sequestration < CD2 reduction $162 factyr

AT \Way i
\ gt Wa..e energy r.F".d uctlo:j ‘ 5
e, Ztesese Sediment stability = impraved water quality

Butrient eyellng and sequestration 57,685 Jac/yr

TOTAL
> $12,457 facfyr

@72,400 acres
in 2007 =
»$902,000,000

Note: Adapted from Dewsbury et al. 2016
Figure 22: Estimated Economic Value of Some Seagrass Services

One key ecological role for seagrasses is to absorb and cycle nitrogen and phosphorus.
Seagrasses do not remove these nutrients permanently, but they compete for them against
phytoplankton and macroalgae and hold them longer. By stabilizing the cycling of nutrients,
seagrasses can increase a system’s ability to absorb nutrient loads without the initiation of
detrimental blooms of phytoplankton or macroalgae. The contribution of seagrasses can be
evaluated by examining the quantity of nutrients bound in its aboveground and belowground
structures (its mass of biological material or biomass), with this approach treating uptake and
release of nutrients as offsetting components of the nutrient cycle (Table 45).

Table 45: Average Nutrients in Seagrass from 1996-2009

Seagrass Nitrogen Phosphorus
Sl Ep e (A (lbs/1 0% acres) | (lbs/1 Ooicres) (Ibs/1 0‘()) acres)
Southern Mosquito Lagoon 14,000 45,000 1,000 100
Banana River Lagoon 21,000 45,000 1,000 100
North IRL 19,000 37,000 900 90
Central IRL 7,000 36,000 900 90

Seagrass restoration may be necessary because more than 30,000 acres of seagrasses were
shaded to the point of loss during the superbloom in 2011, recovery has been limited, and the
brown tide in 2016 exacerbated the situation. In fact, the Banana River Lagoon in Brevard County
experienced the largest initial losses of seagrass. Beyond the reduction in light arising from
repeated, intense phytoplankton blooms, the absence of seagrasses has made the sediments
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less stable, which will hamper future colonization and spread. After the loss of seagrass, nitrogen
and phosphorus became available to phytoplankton, drift algae, and other primary producers
(Table 47). In summary, seagrasses may need some help to recover in the short-term, with more
rapid recovery helping to stabilize nutrient cycling in the IRL and reducing the amount of nutrients
available to phytoplankton. Measures that could help seagrasses recover could include protecting
existing seagrass to promote expansion or protecting areas from waves to reduce the movement
of sediment and allow seagrasses to colonize. Planting Halodule wrightii would be the initial focus
because planting may accelerate recovery, as Halodule wrightii is the most common species in
the lagoon (Dawes et al. 1995), and this species is a successful pioneer due to its relatively rapid
growth and tolerance of varying conditions.

Table 46: Table 46 from the Original Plan is Now Table 66

Note: Table 46 from the original Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan is specifically named
in the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund Ordinance. Therefore, this table number is being
reserved. The updated version of Table 46 from the original plan can be found in Table 66 of this
update.

Table 47: Average Seagrass Lost and Nutrients Made Available to Other Primary
Producers in 2015

! Seagrass Nitrogen Phosphorus
Sub-Lagoon R;ﬁd:grt:;n Reduction* Reduction Reduction
(Ibs/100 acres) | (lbs/100 acres) | (Ibs/100 acres)
Southern Mosquito Lagoon 0 15,000 300 30
Banana River Lagoon 12,000 37,000 900 90
North IRL 1,000 8,000 200 20
Central IRL 4,000 20,000 500 50

* Changes in seagrass cover yield changes in biomass of seagrass within the same number of acres.

Planting seagrass is not a trivial undertaking; it requires considerable planning, resources, and
time. For example, having suitable conditions is critical as shown in Tampa Bay where
stakeholders invested more than $500 million in projects to reduce nutrient pollution before they
saw any return from planting seagrass (Lewis et al. 1999). Costs documented during a workshop
on seagrass restoration ranged upward of $1.4 million per acre for larger scale projects (Treat
and Lewis 2006). Some of the lessons learned from past projects are selecting sites that will
support seagrass growth, employing optimal methods for planting (e.g., type of planting units, use
of chemicals to enhance growth, and density of initial planting), and protecting newly planted
seagrass from disturbance (e.g., grazing, waves, exposure, and low salinity) until it is established.
These factors must be tailored to a specific location; therefore, one or more robust pilot studies
are needed prior to attempting full-scale seagrass restoration in the IRL. A proposed two-year
pilot study would evaluate 10 acres of seagrass using three planting techniques with the goal of
sequestering 80 Ibs/yr of TN and 8 Ibs/yr of TP. The costs for this pilot study are summarized in
Table 48, and the three planting techniques that would be evaluated are shown in Figure 23.

Similar or more complex pilot studies could be designed to investigate other key components of
successful restoration. Overall, the success of planting of seagrass at the scale of tens of
thousands of acres will benefit from strategic investment in optimizing techniques.

Appendix E includes additional details about seagrass.
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Table 48: Costs for Pilot Study to Evaluate Sea

rass Planting Techniques

Task Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost

Design and permit 1 $50,000 $50,000
Install linear feet of breakwater 100 $550 $55,000
Deploy planting units

Technique 1: Jeb units 30,000 $4 $120,000

Technique 2: Peat pots 1,940 $5 $9,700

Technique 3: Safe pots 2,420 $9 $21,780
Herbivore excluders 220 $369 $81,180
Install herbivore excluders 1 $37,000 $37,000
Remove herbivore excluders 220 $44 $9,680
Maintain sites and enhance sediment monthly 24 $14,080 $337,920
Monitor quarterly 8 $1.000 $8,000
Final report 1 $3.000 $3,000
Total N/A N/A $733,260

Jeb unit: Approximately 3-5

Peat pot: Approximately 25

Safe pot: Approximately 25

shoots with their rhizomes in a
biodegradable pellet filled with a
growth medium, installed by
hand or planted mechanically.
Encapsulated rhizomes resist
uprooting. Can be produced in

shoots rooted in a 4-inch pot.
The relatively large pot and well-
rooted shoots yield protection
from uprooting due to grazing or
loss due to moving sediment.
The units take more time to

shoots wrapped in a 3-inch,
coconut coir pot. The unit
provides protection from
grazing pressure and sediment
transport.

large  quantities relatively
quickly, and transported easily.

grow and plant.

Figure 23: Types of Seagrass Planting Units for Pilot Study

4.4, Respond

The funding raised from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon sales tax will go towards the projects
listed in the sections above that will reduce or remove pollutants and restore the lagoon. In
addition, $10 million of the funding, over a period of 10 years, will go towards monitoring efforts
to measure the success, nutrient removal efficiency, and cost effectiveness of projects included
in this plan or in future updates of this plan. Measuring effectiveness is important for reporting
progress toward total load reduction targets and for refining project designs to be more effective
with each iteration. The monitoring data will be used to determine which projects are providing
the most benefit in the most cost-effective manner so that the plan can be updated, as needed.
The data will also be used to ensure the lagoon is responding as anticipated to the reductions
made so that changes to the plan can be implemented if the lagoon is not responding as expected.
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4.4.1 Adaptive Management to Report, Reassess, and Respond

The IRL is located along the Space Coast, which is also known as a global center for exploration,
innovation, and development of cutting edge technology. With a dedicated funding source and a
brilliant community dedicated to meeting the challenges of today and tomorrow, it is wise to have
a process that allows this plan to be updated and revised as new opportunities and better solutions
are developed. The intent of the proposed adaptive management strategy is to provide a process
that not only allows but also fosters the development and implementation of better tools and
techniques, and allows the tax rate to be reduced accordingly or retired ahead of schedule.

Although this plan was developed with the best information available in 2016, identifying the
sources of water quality pollution and pairing those problems with the most timely and cost-
effective solutions is a rapidly changing field of knowledge. In order to respond to change and
take advantage of future opportunities, monitoring is necessary. Even without change in the
industry, monitoring will provide data to support and refine the application of existing technology.
An adaptive management approach will be used to provide a mechanism to make adjustments to
the plan based on new information. As projects from this plan are implemented, the actual costs
and nutrient reduction benefits will be tracked and the plan will be modified, as needed, as project
performance in the lagoon basin is better understood.

This plan will be updated approximately annually with information from implemented projects and
adjustments to the remaining projects. A volunteer committee of diversely skilled citizens will be
assembled to assist the County with the annual plan updates. The Citizen Oversight Committee
will consist of seven representatives and seven alternates that represent the following fields of
expertise: science, technology, economics/finance, real estate, education/outreach, tourism, and
lagoon advocacy. The League of Cities will nominate representatives for three fields of expertise
and nominate alternates for the remaining four fields of expertise. The Brevard County Board of
County Commissioners will nominate representatives for the other four fields of expertise and
alternates for the remaining three fields of expertise. All Citizen Oversight Committee
representatives and alternates will be appointed by the Brevard County Board of County
Commissioners. Appointees will serve for a two-year term, after which time they may be
considered for reappointment or replacement. The Committee’s recommendations for plan
updates will be presented at least annually to the Board of County Commissioners, and changes
to the plan will be approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

Brevard County staff will provide project monitoring reports to the Citizen Oversight Committee
and will work with them to recommend adjusting the planned projects, as needed. The adaptive
management process allows for alternative projects to be submitted by municipalities and other
community partners to be reviewed by the Citizen Oversight Committee for inclusion in the next
annual update to this plan. Projects that deliver comparable nutrient removal benefits may be
approved for inclusion in the plan. If a new approved project costs more than the average cost
per pound of TN for that project type listed in this plan at the time of project submittal, the
requesting partner must provide the balance of the costs. The requesting partner will be allowed
reasonable overhead cost to manage the project from design and permitting through construction
completion.

4.4.2 Research Needs

Although this project plan does not fund research, it should be recognized that many important
research questions need attention. Universities, state agencies, and non-profit organizations are
currently leading lagoon research efforts. This plan acknowledges the research needs identified
in the FDEP BMAPs, SIRWMD 2011 Superbloom Report, and IRL National Estuary Program
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(NEP) Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) Update, which are
summarized below.

e Research needs identified in the BMAPs (FDEP 2013a, FDEP 2013b, and FDEP 2013c):

e}

Collect new bathymetry data for the IRL Basin, which would be used in the seagrass
depth limit evaluations.

Continue and increase the frequency of the monitoring along the existing seagrass
transects to track seagrass composition, density, and extent.

Implement phytoplankton, drift algae, and macroalgae monitoring in the basin.

Track watershed loads by monitoring inflow and outflow nutrient concentrations for
each jurisdiction.

Verify the BMP effectiveness values used in the BMAPs, as needed.

Test/verify the TN, TP, and seagrass depth regression equations using the seagrass
data collected since 1999.

Collect groundwater load contribution data and conduct groundwater modeling.
Implement storm event monitoring at the major outfalls.

Assess potential impacts to seagrass from sediment resuspension due to high boat
traffic in parts of the lagoon.

Collect data on nutrient flux/internal recycling of legacy nutrient loads held within the
IRL sediments and exchanged with the water column.

e Research needs identified in 2011 Superbloom Report (SIRWMD 2016b):

@]

Garner an improved understanding of the ideal biological and physiological conditions
and tolerances of picocyanobacteria (small cyanobacteria) and Pedinophyceae
(green microflagellate), including their ability to use organic forms of nutrients, their
ability to fix nitrogen, their nutrient uptake rates, their reproductive rates, and their
defenses against grazers.

Maintain or expand water quality sampling to ensure spatiotemporal variations are
captured adequately, which could include continuous monitoring of various
parameters to fill gaps between monthly samples.

Develop an improved understanding of the physiological tolerances of drift algae and
seagrasses, especially manmade conditions that could be mitigated to improve health
or natural resilience.

Maintain or expand surveys of drift algae and seagrasses to improve the capacity to
evaluate their role in nutrient cycles.

Improve the ability to model bottom-up influences from external and internal nutrient
loads, including atmospheric deposition, surface water runoff, groundwater inputs,
diffusive flux from muck, decomposition of drift algae, and cycling and transformation
of nitrogen and phosphorus.

Enhance surveys of bacterioplankton to improve the understanding of nutrient cycling.
Improve surveys of potential zooplanktonic, infaunal, epifaunal, and fish grazers to
enhance the understanding of spatiotemporal variation in top-down control of
phytoplankton blooms.

Evaluate grazing pressure exerted by common species to enhance the understanding
of top-down control of phytoplankton blooms.

¢ Research needs identified in the CCMP Update (IRL NEP 2008):

e}

Undertake further studies of septic systems in the region to quantify the impacts of
septic systems on the IRL and to further quantify the extent of “problem” and “potential
problem” areas.
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o Continue projects related to monitoring the resources of the IRL and address gaps in
data as needed.

o lIdentify, inventory and assess finfish and shellfish habitats within the IRL and
implement appropriate management and restoration strategies.

o Develop a coordinated fisheries research agenda to improve the present knowledge
of the fisheries in the IRL.

o Support and expand research initiatives and coordinated finfish and shellfish
management strategies specific to the IRL.

o Support the inventory and assessment of non-native invasive fauna and flora within
the IRL basin.

o Implement a lagoon-wide, multi-species, multi-disciplinary approach to determine the
status of emerging infectious diseases in the IRL, assess trends, and identify
underlying causes.

o Undertake studies of wildlife diseases occurring in the IRL region, which may be
caused by human activities.

o Track state, national and international actions and research concerning climate
change issues that affect the IRL.

o Support IRL-based research that considers and integrates global climate change
issues and seeks practical scientific, technological and public policy solutions.

o Undertake research to develop new and improved wetland management BMPs.

o Monitor boating impacts to IRL natural resources. Where appropriate, establish
resource protection zones and monitor their effectiveness.
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Section 5. 2017 Plan Update

Local municipalities and partners were invited to submit new projects for inclusion in the Save
Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan. The projects submitted were required to deliver
comparable nutrient removal benefits at similar costs as those projects listed in the original plan
for each sub-lagoon. To determine the amount of funding that a project would be eligible to receive
from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund, the estimated TN reductions from the project
were multiplied by the allowable cost/Ib/yr of TN shown below in Table 49 for that project type.
The costs shown in Table 49 are an average of the cost per pound of TN removed from the
projects listed in the original plan.

The requesting partners each submitted a “Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan Project
Submittal Request Form” to Brevard County for review of the proposed projects. The project forms
were provided to the Citizen Oversight Committee to evaluate the potential for inclusion in the
plan. The projects recommended by the Citizen Oversight Committee were presented to the
Brevard County Board of County Commissioners for approval to include in this plan supplement.

Table 49: Cost per Pound of TN Removed by Project Type for the 2017 Plan Supplement

] Average
aeoisctiype Costllblyr of TN
WWTF Upgrades for Reclaimed Water $214
Septic System Removal $852
Septic System Upgrades $802
Stormwater Projects $88
Muck Removal $408
Oyster Reef/Living Shorelines $473

5.1. New Projects in the 2017 Plan Supplement

The approved projects for inclusion in the 2017 Save Our Indian River Lagoon Supplement are
summarized in Table 50. This table lists the responsible entity, project description, sub-lagoon
location, TN and TP reductions, and the amount of Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund
funding that is being applied to each project.

Of the 42 projects approved for funding, 13 were later withdrawn by the project applicants.
Projects were withdrawn for a variety of reasons including adverse site conditions and insufficient
matching funds. Withdrawn projects are noted with an asterisks (*) and are further discussed in
Section 6.4. Funding from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund that were not used by
the withdrawn projects are available to restore funding to the most cost-effective or shovel-ready
approved projects of the same type currently in the unfunded projects list (Table 51).
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Table 50: Summary of New Projects Added in the 2017 Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan Su

plement

Project Name

Responsible
Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
(Ibslyr)

TP
Reduction
(lbs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Breeze Swept Septic
to Sewer Connection

City of Rockledge

Breeze Swept is a neighborhood that consists of 143
single family lots that were constructed between 1958
and 1967. The City of Rockledge has undertaken the
process of converting the entire neighborhood from
septic to sewer. All of the major infrastructure has been
installed and the sewer pipe has been stubbed out to
each lot. The next phase will be to abandon the septic
tanks and hook up to sewer. Most homes have two tanks
that need to be abandoned. While the contractor has
been laying the sewer lines, it has been evident that the
septic tanks have been failing.

North IRL

2,002

N/A

$880,530

Merritt Island Septic
Phase Out Project

Merritt Island
Redevelopment
Agency

This project consists of three phases: (1) septic phase
out in the area of South Tropical Trail, {2) sanitary sewer
construction along Cone Road, and (3) septic phase out
in the Cone Road Industrial Park. This project proposes
to connect approximately 80 properties to a central
sewer system. In the Phase 1 area, there are
approximately 20 properties that remain on septic
systems and are experiencing financial difficulties in
paying for the construction and connection costs
associated with the hook up to the existing public
sanitary sewer system. Many of these remaining
properties contain commercial and/or multi-family
apartments that require multiple hook ups and higher
impact fees. Phase 2 includes the design and
construction of the roadway improvements that allow for
the installation of the sanitary sewer gravity system and
stormwater treatment. Phase 3 consists of the
connection of approximately 60 heavy commercial and
industrial parcels to the newly constructed public sewer
system. A large majority of the existing septic systems
were constructed between 1950 and 1985, and the
praperty owners will experience financial hardships
relating to the cost of hook up. The funding will assist
with the impact fees associated with hook up.

North IRL

2,501

N/A

$320,000
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N

TP

Project Name Resgr:)tri\tsmle Project Description Sub-Lagoon | Reduction | Reduction FUPI'IIZ?H
. (bsiyr) | (Ibslyr) 9
Micco Sewer Line Sebastian Inlet ) .
e Marina Connecting 34 businesses and homes to sewer. Central IRL 1,633 N/A $1,391,316
Installation of 4" forcemain to allow for 7 existing homes
Hoag Sewer ) and potential 5 others to tie into municipal sewer and
Conversion City of Melbourne either come off existing septic tanks or, once lots are il Lu NA $86.031
built, never install septic tanks.
Installation of 4" forcemain to allow for 4 existing homes
Penwood Sewer . and 8 potential homes to tie into municipal sewer and
Conversion City of Melbourne either come off existing septic tanks or, once lots are CEntElIRL 8 N/A $40,632
buift, never install septic tanks.
This will be a denitrification wall to remove nitrogen from
) the groundwater flowing from the Long Point
b"”?;‘;'”t Park E:‘Iz:rgf‘;‘r’{;;im campground rapid infiltration wet pond to the IRL, Central IRL 127 N/A $101,854
Pg P An 18"-24" denitrification wall will be constructed around
the outside perimeter fence of the existing system.
Cocoa Palms LID City of Cape Exfiltration with treatment train Banana 13 10 $1,144
Canaveral ! !
Carver Cove Swale 82%;55:? € Dry retention with treatment train. Banana 32 9 $2,816
Holman Road Baffle City of Cape Upgrade first generation boxes to 2nd generation baffle
Box* Canaveral boxes. A il C $6,248
Center Street Baffle City of Cape Upgrade first generation boxes to 2nd generation baffle
Box* Canaveral boxes. Banana 297 : g 204188
International Drive City of Cape Upgrade first generation boxes to 2nd generation baffle
Baffle Box* Canaveral boxes. Ssiang £ . pao0
Angel Isles Baffle City of Cape Upgrade first generation boxes to 2nd generation baffle
Box* Canaveral boxes. Banana 1 s SijiESes
Central Blvd Baffle City of Cape Upgrade first generation boxes to 2nd generation baffle
Box Canaveral boxes. Gangus a5 - $34,700
Retrofitting the Church Street discharge point with a
Type 2 Nutrient Separating Baffle Box will be the third
Church Street Type |l . component of a complete neighborhood restoration and
Baffle Box Gilylor EocHH water quality project. The Church Street outfall currently g lle 237 23 $20,856
discharges untreated, urban stormwater from a total area
of approximately 73 acres.
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Project Name

Responsible
Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
(Ibslyr)

TP
Reduction
(Ibs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Bayfront Stormwater
Project

City of Palm Bay

The project will construct wet detention pond to provide
treatment and attenuation of stormwater runoff from U.S.
1 (a State roadway) and a 311-acre watershed. The
project is a component of the treatment train for the
watershed with existing wet detention and check dam
conveyance channel constructed upstream. The project
will reduce detrimental effects of untreated stormwater
on the IRL seagrasses. The land has been purchased
and the site is located 1,063 feet from the waters of Palm
Bay and 2,077 feet from the convergence with the IRL.
This project provides for the retrofit of 311 acres in
added retention treatment. Currently the basin flows
untreated into the IRL.

Central IRL

348

83

$30,624

Gleason Park Reuse

City of Indian
Harbour Beach

Gleason Park is a central recreational feature and
includes a large wet detention pond that treats the runoff
from 128.9 acres. The City initiated an effort to reuse the
stormwater from this wet pond in 2014 and installed
three systems with the ability of drawing 58,200 gallons
per week. The proposed project will expand the reuse
potential of Gleason Park by adding two additional
systems and rerouting the water to the south and
southwestern portions of the surrounding park. This
project should double the current capacity of the reuse in
the park and draw an additional 9.29 ac-ft per year. This
project would remove an additional 4.53% of TN and TP
loading from several large stormwater basins.

Banana

48

$4,224

Denitrification Retrofit
of Johns Rd Pond

Brevard County

Retrofit of existing stormwater pond bleed-down to flow
through denitrification media.

Banana

1,199

N/A

$105,512

St. Teresa Basin
Treatment

City of Titusville

Stormwater treatment in the St. Teresa basin before
discharging to the IRL.

North IRL

3,100

459

$272,800
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. TN TP
Project Name ResEp otr_itsnble Project Description Sub-Lagoon | Reduction | Reduction F PIZP
nuty (Ibslyr) (Ibslyr) unding
This project includes the installation of three 204
generation baffle boxes fitted with nutrient reducing
media within the 235-acre South St, basin prior to the
South Street Basin . ] ) IRL outfall. Three boxes within this basin are needed due
Treatment USRS to the high flow along the main pipe line. By installing North IRL o5 48 846,856
these boxes within sections prior to the main 72" pipe
line, the nutrient reducing media will have more contact
with the stormwater providing more removal.
This project includes the installation of an 2™ generation
La Paloma Basin . g A baffle box fitted with nutrient reducing media within a 60’
Treatment Eityoigitusyills stormwater pipe run at the end of the 488 acre La North IRL 2,367 e $208,296
Paloma basin prior to the IRL outfall.
Kingsmill-Aurora A tra_ditional stormwater pond on major tributary to Eau
Phase Two Brevard County Galllie River. The project prevents nutrients and sediment North IRL 4176 814 $367,488
from reaching the lagoon.
Denitrification Retrofit Retrofit of existing stormwater pond bleed-down to flow
of Huntington Pond g SoUnty through denitrification media. hortfslRE 12190 B o520
Denitrification Retrofit ) s
Retrofit of existing stormwater pond bleed-down to flow
g;iléaunder Creek Brevard County through denitrification media. North IRL 856 N/A $75,328
L1 Canal Bank Repair and stabilize channel banks to prevent further
Stabilization* Brevard County bank erosion with associated sediment and nutrient load. North IRL 995 383 $87,560
The project will retrofit or replace two existing baffle box
structures for the existing drainage canal serving
approximately 507 acres, improving treatment of the
gorwo.o*d BaffieEox City of Palm Bay drainage basin by enhancing the treatment train with Central IRL 1,631 254 $143,528
etrofit s .
these structures. The structures will improve nutrient
removal process from entering the Melbourne Tillman
Canal C-1, which leads to Turkey Creek and IRL.
The project will install a baffle box structure for the
existing drainage canal serving approximately 122 acres,
Victoria Pond* City of Palm Bay improving treatment of the drainage basin by enhancing Central IRL 267 42 $23,486
the treatment train with this structure. The structures will
improve nutrient removal process from entering the IRL.
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TN

TP

Project Name Resé):t?ts'ble Project Description Sub-Lagoon | Reduction | Reduction FuF:\Ig?n
Y (Ibsfyr) | ({Ibslyr) 9
The project will retrofit or replace the existing outfall weir
structure for the existing basin drainage which drains two
drainage ponds serving approximately 254 acres,
Goode Park* City of Palm Bay improving treatment of the drainage basin by enhancing Central IRL 794 121 $69,872
the treatment train with this structure. The structures will
improve nutrient removal upstream of Turkey Creek and
IRL.
The project wil! retrofit or replace the existing outfall
structure for the existing drainage pond serving
. . . approximately 18.28 acres, improving treatment of the
Figrin Foi City of Palm Bay drainage basin by enhancing the treatment train with this Central IRL 75 " $6,600
structure. The structure will improve nutrient removal
upstream of Turkey Creek and IRL.
Cherie Down Park City of Cape Construction of swale system with Bold & Gold ® media
Swale* Canaveral filter. Banana 27 B $2,376
City of Cape Construction of swale system with Bold & Gold ® media
Cape Shores Swales | Canaveral filter. Banana 31 = $2,746
City of Cape Construction of swale system with Bold & Gold ® media
Justamere Rd Swale Canaveral filter. Banana 6 3 ¥528
City of Cape Construction of a berm/swale system with Bold & Gold ®
Hitching Post Berms Canaveral filter media. Banana 29 22 $2,552
Cliff Creek Baffle Box | City of Melbourne Installation of a 2™ generation baffle box with BAM. North IRL 3,952 797 $347,781
gorush Drive Baffle | Gity of Melbourne | Installation of a 2 generation baffle box with BAM. North IRL 3,661 773 $322,200
Airport Boulevard Dry g Installation of Bold and Gold ® under an existing dry
Retrofit* City of Melbourne retention pond. North IRL 99 23 $8,718
Nasa Boulevard Pond . Installation of Bold and Gold ® under an existing dry
Retrofit* City of Melbourne retention pond, Central IRL 1,097 157 $96,532
General Aviation Drive | . Installation of Bold and Gold ® under an existing dry
Retrofit* City of Melbourne retention swale. Central IRL 158 10 $13,937
Stewart Road Dry . Installation of Bold and Gold ® under an existing dry
Retrofit City of Melbourne retention swale. Central IRL 208 47 $18,344
Mims Muck Removal: ) oo
The treatment of muck dredging spoil site out-flow water
Outflow Water Brevard County - North IRL 2,803 244 $400,000
Nutrient Removal for the removal of nitrogen and phosphorus.
Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC 75




Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update, March 2018

Responsible . - [N L " Plan
Project Name Entit Project Description Sub-Lagoon | Reduction | Reduction Funding
y (Ibslyr) | (Ibslyr)
Grand Canal Muck Dredging and outflow nutrient reduction of approximately
Dredging Brevard County 605,000 cy of muck sediments from an area of 97 acres North IRL 27,802 2,447 $10,000,000
within the Grand Canal system.
Dredging and outflow water nutrient reduction of
gﬁgsigeek pucs Brevard County approximately 660,000 cy of muck sediments from an Banana 30,693 2,722 $10,000,000
area of 187 acres within Sykes Creek.
;ﬁ;"rgferffekstoraﬁon Cityof Palm Bay | Construct a living shoreline of 1,200 linear feet. Central IRL 240 82 $113,500
Total - - - 96,956 10,109 $25,874,599
* Projects withdrawn as part of 2018 Update. See Section 6.4.
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5.2. Unfunded Projects in the 2017 Plan Supplement

In order to include the new projects approved as part of the 2017 Supplement, the funding had to
be shifted from the least cost-effective or shovel-ready projects of the same or similar type that
were listed in the original plan. This balance is shown in Figure 24. The projects listed in Table
51 were unfunded in the 2017 annual update process. However, if additional funding is obtained
from other sources, such as grants or legislative appropriations, these projects could be added
back to the plan tables through a streamlined approval process. Since these projects were
previously approved for inclusion in the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan, if additional
funds become available during the fiscal year, individual projects in Table 3 could be funded with
Trust Fund dollars, if their reinsertion is recommended by the Citizen Oversight Committee and if
a budget change request for such projects is approved by the Board of County Commissioners.
This accelerated process would not need to wait for the next annual plan update. Reinsertion of
these projects into the funded Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan would be reflected

retroactively in the next annual update to the plan.

Table 51: Summary of Unfunded Projects from the 2017 Save Our Indian River Lagoon
Project Plan Supplement

TN TP
Sub-lagoon Project Name Cost Reductions | Reductions
{Ibs/yr) (lbs/yr)
North IRL Sykes Creek C septic system removal $1,700,000 1,426 N/A
Central IRL 112 septic system upgrades $1,792,000 2,233 N/A
Banana River Lagoon | Stormwater project in Basin 754 $100,000 734 95
Banana River Lagoon | Stormwater project in Basin 602 $100,000 1,068 109
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1434 $125,000.00 932 112
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1151 $125,000.00 1,057 141
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1078 $125,000.00 1,250 187
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1399 $125,000.00 1,570 256
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1301 $125,000.00 1,025 154
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1368 $125,000.00 1,311 200
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 408 $125,000.00 1,179 170
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 338 $125,000.00 1,902 188
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1367 $100,000.00 1,042 146
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1384 $100,000.00 923 142
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1318 $100,000.00 1,124 148
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 155 $100,000.00 1,149 122
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 289 $100,000.00 1,112 223
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 193 $100,000.00 1,316 198
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1441 $100,000.00 1,034 149
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 660 $100,000.00 844 212
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 952 $100,000.00 1,251 212
Banana River Lagoon | 29% Sykes Creek dredging $7,000,000 12,536 1,112
Banana River Lagoon | 38% Cape Canaveral Area dredging $10,000,000 33,051 5,026
North IRL 29% Grand Canal dredging $7,000,000 11,356 1,000
North IRL 38% Eau Gallie dredging $10,000,000 33,512 5,023
Total Total $39,592,000 115,937 15,325
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Original Pian Total Cost ($302.9 million) 2017 Plan Supplemnent Total Cost {$302.5 million)
$18,064,000 e SBZT,UQE 49,400,000 515,000.00C 5635.000 1$9,400,000
516,000,000 .. __ = $16,000,000 ... |

520,486,000

ey 510,731,228

» Perciizer Management/Pubsc Education « WIWTF Upgrades for Reciamed Warer = Fertizer Management/Pub¥c Education = WWIF Upgrades for Setiaimed Waer

# Septic System Removai ¢ SepticSystem Upgrades s Septic System Remaoval  Teptic System Upgrades
u Stormwater Frojects » Muck Removdl u Stormwarer Projests « Muck Removal
® Gyster Reef Living Shoreines ® Projects Monitoring u Oyster Reef Living Shoreines 8 Frojects Monitoring

Figure 24: Comparison of the Original Plan Cost by Project Category (Left) versus the 2017 Plan Supplement Cost by
Project Category (Right)
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Section 6. 2018 Plan Update

For the 2018 Plan Update, local municipalities and partners were once again invited to submit
new projects for inclusion in the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan. The projects
submitted were required to deliver comparable nutrient removal benefits at similar costs as those
projects listed in the original plan for each sub-lagoon.

To determine the amount of funding that a project would be eligible to receive from the Save Our
Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund, the estimated TN reductions from the project were multiplied by
the allowable cost/Ib/yr of TN shown below in Table 52 for that project type. The costs shown in
Table 52 are an average of the cost per pound of TN removed from the projects listed in the
SOIRLPP, as amended. Based on a recommendation from the Citizen Oversight Committee,
instead of having one allowable cost/Ib/yr of TN for stormwater projects, as was the case for the
2017 Plan Supplement, there are now three allowable costs based on the project location.
Separate allowable costs are now provided for septic system removal by sewer extension
(expanding the sanitary sewer collection system to connect septic systems) and by sewer
connection (connecting septic systems to existing sanitary sewer collection system
infrastructure). Cost-share for a new project, muck interstitial water treatment, was also added. In
addition, based on new information about the reductions associated with oyster reefs versus
vegetative living shoreline, separate allowable costs are included for each of these types of living
shorelines.

The requesting partners each submitted a “Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan Project
Submittal Request Form” to Brevard County for review of the proposed projects. The project forms
were provided to the Citizen Oversight Committee to evaluate the potential for inclusion in the
plan. The projects recommended by the Citizen Oversight Committee were presented to the
Brevard County Board of County Commissioners for approval to include in this plan update.

Table 52: Cost per Pound of TN Removed by Project Type for the 2018 Plan Update

Project Type Average Cost/Ib/yr of TN

WWTF Upgrades for Reclaimed Water $231
Septic System Removal by Sewer Extension $872
Septic System Removal by Sewer Connection $443
Septic System Upgrades $802
Stormwater Projects -

Mainland $88

Merritt Island $89

Barrier Island $99
Muck Removal $403
Treatment of Muck Interstitial Water $175
Oyster Reef $392
Vegetative Living Shorelines $180

6.1. Additional Project Benefits

Although the eligible Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund contribution to new projects is
determined based on the amount of TN removed, the benefits of implementing these projects
include reductions in other poliutant sources, as well. These projects will reduce a multitude of
different contaminates to meet water quality targets and improve the health, productivity, aesthetic
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appeal, and economic value of the lagoon. These additional benefits vary according to project
design and site-specific conditions but often include significant reduction of pathogenic bacteria,

viruses, human and animal wastes, chemicals, metals, plastics, and sediments (see Table 53).

Table 53: Pollutants Removed by Different Project Types

Stormwater Septic System Removal Septic System Upgrade | Muck Removal
Nitrogen Nitrogen Nitrogen Nitrogen
Phosphorus Phosphorus Phosphorus Phosphorus
Sediments E. coli E. coli Clay sediments
Escherichia coli (E. coli) | Viruses Viruses Hydrogen sulfide
Viruses Fecal coliform Fecal coliform BOD
Fecal coliform Pharmaceuticals BOD
Pesticides Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD)

Metals
Qil
Litter

This Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan is an adaptable document informed by science
and under supervision of the community. As monitoring updates our understanding of IRL
pollutants, the plan projects will target funds to the most successful and cost-effective projects.

6.2. Project Funding
6.2.1 Revenue Projection Update

The County calculated a new estimate for Save Our Indian River Lagoon Sales Tax revenues
based on the median of collections in the first 12 months of the sales tax with the current consumer
price index for inflation of 2.13% compounded over the life of the tax. The new estimate for the
period of 2017 through 2026 is $486,392,368.53, or on average $48.6 million per year. This
current estimate is $14.6 million per year more than the $34 million per year estimate in the
original Save Our Indian River Lagoon Plan, which was based on 2016 dollars. This new estimate
allows for the implementation of additional projects each year.

6.2.2 Contingency Fund Reserve

A Contingency Fund Reserve will be included with the development and adoption of the County’s
budget each fiscal year, and will amount to 5% of the total Trust Fund dollars that are budgeted
for all approved projects scheduled to occur or move ahead in that fiscal year. This includes
projects in the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan, including additions captured in annual
updates or Plan Supplements. The purpose of the reserve is to fund emergency response to
harmful algal blooms and major fish kills or to cover reasonable funding shortfalls that may occur
during project implementation and would delay implementation or completion of that project
unless a ready source of funds is on hand.

If the cost increase for an individual project is less than 10% of the estimated cost or eligible
amount of Trust Fund cost-share stated in the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan or
update, then additional funding from the contingency reserve may be allocated to the project, as
needed, in accordance with Brevard County policies and administrative orders. For projects that
are contracted with municipalities or other partners and encounter cost overruns, the cost-share
agreement may be increased up to 10% over the eligible cost-share amount stated in Attachment
E of the cost-share contract. This amendment will be executed by the Chairman of the County
Commission and the appropriate municipal representative or authorized agent of a partnering
organization.
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For project cost increases that are more than 10% above the estimated cost or eligible amount of
Trust Fund cost-share stated in the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan or update, County
staff will evaluate the project circumstances and present findings and a recommendation to the
Citizen Oversight Committee. The Committee will make a recommendation to the County
Manager or County Commission (based on respective signature authority adopted in County
contracting policy) on whether the project should proceed.

6.3. New Projects in the 2018 Plan Update

The approved projects for inclusion in the 2018 Plan Update are summarized in Table 54. This
table lists the responsible entity, project description, sub-lagoon location, TN and TP reductions,
and the amount of Save Our Indian River Lagoon Trust Fund funding that is being applied to each
project. Once the 2018 Plan Update is approved by the County Commission, the projects are part
of the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan, and are reflected in the updated plan tables
shown in Section 7.

New project types added as part of this 2018 Update include:

e Expanded public education and outreach to address grass clippings, excess irrigation,
stormwater pond maintenance, and septic system maintenance.

e Sewer laterals rehabilitation.

e Treatment of muck interstitial water.

* Refinement of benefits for oyster reefs versus vegetated living shorelines.
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Table 54: Summan

y of New Projects for the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Plan 2018 Update

TN

TP

$::]ar||' Project Name Responsible Entity Project Description Sub-Lagoon Reduction | Reduction F u';'g::]
(Ibsfyr) (Ibslyr) 9
1-10 | Expanded Outreach Brevard County See details in Section 4.1.1. All 105,165 TBD $1,100,000
Grant Street WRF Biological nutrient removal processes added at WRF by
2 Nutrient Removal City of Melbourne replacing the trickling filter and oxidation ditch with biological Central IRL 25,627 9,671 $5,919,837
Improvements nutrient removal process with anoxic/aerobic tankage.
Sylvan Estates Septic- City of West Connection of 59 residences (currently on septic) to new sewer
g toYSewer Conversion M(?I(boume extension. ( : CaniialIRE 1,073 wlY iy
Riverside Drive Septic- . Installation of forcemgin to t.ie into an existin.g manhole. Each
1 to-Sewer Conversion City of Melbourne home would be required to install a small grinder pump system North IRL 305 N/A $265,960
and then connect to the City's forcemain.
. Installation of forcemain to tie into an existing manhole. Each
2 gg;‘v);féi:‘;‘;igﬂ'c‘° City of Melbourne home would be required to install a small grinder pump system North IRL 102 N/A $38,044
and then connect to the City's forcemain.
1 gz&zg:ﬁﬁ' Repait | Brevard County See details in Section 4.1.3. Al 8D TBD $840,000
Stormwater-low impact development treatment train consisting
of high infiltration PaveDrain permeable pavers flowing to a
native plant bioswale along a residential road discharging to
the Banana River Lagoon. There is currently no treatment for
stormwater in this basin, developed in the late 1950s. System
reduces runoff volume (thereby reducing pollutants) as
stormwater flows downstream over a high infiltration paver
2 Stormwater LID Convair City of Cocoa Beach system, which then flows to the native landscape bioswale. The Banana 30 3 $2.922

Cove 1 - Blakey Blvd

bioswale will use native grasses and oak tree canopy to
provide additional runoff and pollutant reduction through
vegetative nutrient uptake. Design will evaluate whether
biosorption activated media (BAM) will improve efficiency of
this treatment train system. Monitoring will be evaluated as a
means of determining actual built TN and TP removal of
system. Adjacent neighborhood park provides an excellent

opportunity for public education and outreach.
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Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
(1bs/yr)

TP
Reduction
(lbs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Stormwater LID Convair
Cove 2- Dempsey Drive

City of Cocoa Beach

Stormwater-low impact development treatment train consisting
of high infiltration PaveDrain permeable pavers flowing to a
native plant bioswale along a residential road discharging to
the Banana River Lagoon. There is currently no treatment for
stormwater in this basin, developed in the late 1950s. System
reduces runoff volume (thereby reducing pollutants) as
stormwater flows downstream over a high infiltration paver
system, which then flows to the native landscape bioswale. The
bioswale will use native grasses and oak tree canopy to
provide additional runoff and pollutant reduction through
vegetative nutrient uptake. Design will evaluate whether
biosorption activated media (BAM) will improve efficiency of
this treatment train system. Monitoring will be evaluated as a
means of determining actual built TN and TP removal of
system. Adjacent neighborhood park provides an excellent
opportunity for public education and outreach.

Banana

29

$2,842

Big Muddy @ Cynthia
Baffle Box

City of Indian Harbour
Beach

Nutrient separating baffle box with media filter, currently
proposed to be NSBB-8-14+UFF (with Bold & Gold media).

Banana

269

248

$26,637

Grant Place Baffle Box

City of Melbourne

Installation of 2nd generation baffle box with Bold & Gold.

Central IRL

937

193

$82,481

Crane Creek/M-1 Canal
Flow Restoration

St. Johns River Water
Management District

Treat and restore flows from an approximately 5,300-acre
watershed, which was diverted from the Upper St, Johns River
Basin (USJRB) to the IRL when the M-1 Canal was constructed
in the early 20th century. Work will include construction of an
operable water control structure in the M-1 Canal near Evans
Road, a pump station and pipeline near I-95, and a stormwater
treatment area west of 1-95, to remove nutrients prior to
discharge to the USJRB.

Central IRL

23,113

2,719

$2,033,944

Apollo/GA Baffle Box

City of Melbourne

Installation of 2nd generation baffle box with Bold & Gold within
the existing ditch line that runs parallel to Apollo Boulevard
near General Aviation Drive.

North IRL

3,381

479

$297,522

Cocoa Beach Muck
Dredging — Phase I

City of Cocoa Beach

Dredge muck from 13 residential canals (39 acres of muck),

Banana

2,435

366

$981,305

Cocoa Beach Muck
Dredging — Phase Il
Interstitial

City of Cocoa Beach

Scrub nutrients from the return water associated with dredging
13 canal areas in the City of Cocoa Beach, which have
extensive muck accumulated and are impacting the Banana
River Lagoon's water quality. The sites include all canals that
are directly connected to the Banana River Lagoon. Survey of
muck area and depths has been completed and a permit has
been approved by USACE/FDEP for the muck dredging.

Banana

2,942

TBD

$514,809

Merritt Island Muck
Removal — Phase 1

Brevard County

The removal of accumulated muck from 30 canals on central
Merritt Island.

Banana

4,805

722

$1,936,415
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Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
(Ibslyr)

TP

Reduction

(Ibslyr)

Plan
Funding

Muck Removal of Indian
Harbour Beach Canals

City of Indian Harbour
Beach

Dredge muck from 12 canal areas (36 acres of muck).

Banana

2,257

339

$909,571

Muck Interstitial Water
Treatment for Indian
Harbour Beach Canals

City of Indian Harbour
Beach

Scrub nutrients from the return water associated with dredging
12 canal areas in the City of Indian Harbour Beach, which have
extensive muck accumulated and are impacting the Banana
River Lagoon's water quality. The sites include all canals that
are directly connected to the Banana River Lagoon, including
all the Grand Canal located within the City. Survey of muck
area and depths has been completed and permitting is
ongoing.

Banana

27,418

TBD

$4,798,197

Muck Re-dredging in
Turkey Creek

Brevard County

Dredge 11 acres of Turkey Creek where muck was re-
deposited after Hurricane Irma.

Central

981

147

$215,000

Muck Interstitial Water
Treatment for Turkey
Creek

Brevard County

Scrub nutrients from the return water associated with the re-
dredging of Turkey Creek.

Central

N/A

688

N/A

Eden Isles Lane Oyster
Living Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Three adjacent properties on Eden Isles Lane on Merritt Island
have some mangroves in place and a low sloping, sandy
shoreline. The water depth 10 feet from shore is shallow, so
the design may need to be modified somewhat to obtain the
same reduction benefits to the water quality. The project will
construct a 245-foot oyster reef along the three properties. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

49

17

$21,805

Marina Isles Qyster
Living Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The gated community of Marina Isles is in Indian Harbour
Beach. The property manager is interested in adding an oyster
reef to the existing mangrove shoreline. The water depth 10
feet from shore varies from about 1-2 feet. The project will
construct 300 feet of oyster reef on this property. The reef will
be constructed using a proven design research and tested by
Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design uses both
blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which provide a
structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

60

20

$26,700

Bettinger Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The Bettingers own property on Bali Road in Cocoa Beach.
There is a seawall on the property and the project would
construct an oyster reef of 120 feet in front of the seawall, The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

24

$10,680
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Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
{Ibs/yr)

TP
Reduction
{Ibs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Cocoa Beach Country
Club Piants Living
Shoreline

Marine Resources
Council

Pianting three-year-old mangroves on 5-foot centers along
western lagoon shoreline with Spartina in two rows. Additional
native plants will be added, as needed, to fill in areas.

Banana

67

23

$16,014

Lagoon House Shoreline
Restoration Planting

Marine Resources
Council

Planting three-year-old mangroves on 5-foot centers along
western lagoon shoreline with Spartina in two rows. Additional
native plants will be added. as needed, to fill in areas.

Central IRL

100

34

$23,961

McNabb Park Oyster
Living Shoreline

City of Cocoa Beach

Construct 360 fest of living shoreline comprised of oyster shell
bags. Location is on an arterial waterway at the end of a
residential canal in the North Thousand Islands. This will be a
pilot project to test the suitability for oyster restoration in this
portion of the lagoon. McNabb Park is a neighborhood
park/playground that witl provide an opportunity for a public
education kiosk on living shorelines and stormwater
management,

Banana

72

24

$34,056

McNabb Park Plants
Living Shoreline

City of Cocoa Beach

Construct 360 feet of living shoreline comprised of red
mangrove and Spartina. Location is on an arterial waterway at
the end of a residential canal in the North Thousand Islands.
McNabb Park is a neighborhood park/playground that will
provide an opportunity for a public education kiosk on living
shorelines and stormwater management.

Banana

24

$5,760

Gitlin Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Ms. Gitlin owns canal property on Cinnamon Court. There is a
seawall with a water depth of about 3 feet. The project would
construct an oyster reef of 180 feet in front of the seawall. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

Banana

36

12

$16,020

Coconut Point/EELS
Oyster Living Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The EELS properties at Coconut Point Sanctuary, Hog Point
Cove Sanctuary, and Maritime Hammock Sanctuary all have
shorelines that are good candidates for an oyster reef. The
project would be three phases and to construct an oyster reef
in a total of 5,425 feet. The reef will be constructed using a
proven design researched and tested by Florida Tech's IRL
Research Institute. The design uses both blank shell bags and
spat on shell bags, which provide a structure for free-swimming
oyster larvae to attach.

Central IRL

1,085

369

$509,950
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Plan
Year

Project Name

Responsible Entity

Project Description

Sub-Lagoon

TN
Reduction
{Ibs/yr)

TP
Reduction
{lbs/yr)

Plan
Funding

Wexford Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Wexford is a gated community located in Melbourne Beach.
The property has a seawall with a water depth of about one to
two feet. The project would construct an oyster reef of 350

feet in front of the seawall. The reef will be constructed using a
proven design researched and tested by Florida Tech's IRL
Research Institute. The design uses both blank shell bags and
spat on shell bags, which provide a structure for free-swimming
oyster larvae to attach.

Central IRL

70

24

$31,150

Riverview Park Oyster
Living Shoreline

City of Melbourne

Retrofitting approximately 1,150 linear feet of existing shoreline
by means of a living shoreline oyster reef.

Central IRL

230

78

$108,790

Riverview Park Plants
Living Shoreline

City of Melbourne

Retrofitting approximately 1,150 linear feet of existing shoreline
by means of a vegetated living shoreline.

Central IRL

77

26

$18,480

Bomalaski Qyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

Ms. Bomalaski owns property on Dragon Point Drive on Merritt
Island. The property has a steep shoreline made up of coguina
riprap. The water depth at 10 feet from the shoreline is about 3
feet. The project will construct a 100-foot oyster reef. The reef
will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

North IRL

20

$8,900

Oliver Oyster Living
Shoreline

Brevard Zoo

The Olivers, Swanns, and Hermanson own property on Swann
Grove Lane on Merritt Island. All three want an oyster reef built
along their shorelines on their three adjacent properties. The
shoreline is made up mostly of coquina riprap and has a depth
of about one foot at 10 feet from the shoreline. The project will
build 580 feet of oyster reef on these adjoining properties. The
reef will be constructed using a proven design researched and
tested by Florida Tech's IRL Research Institute. The design
uses both blank shell bags and spat on shell bags, which
provide a structure for free-swimming oyster larvae to attach.

North IRL

116

39

$51,620

Total

202,899

16,267

$21,475,928
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6.4. Project Changes
6.4.1 Withdrawals

Some of the projects submitted by the local governments as part of the 2017 Plan Supplement
were determined to not be cost-effective and/or feasible to implement after further investigation.
Therefore, the local governments requested that these projects be removed from the Save Our
Indian River Lagoon Project Plan so that the funding could be used for other projects. Table 55
lists the projects that have been removed from the plan at the request of the responsible entity.

Table 55: Summary of Year 0 and Year 1 Project Withdrawals

: . , Sub- N 1L Plan
Project Name Responsible Entity | R Reduction | Reduction Fundin
9 (Ibslyr) (Ibs/yr) g
Holman Road Baffle City of Cape Banana 71 5 $6,248
Box Canaveral
Center Street Baffle City of Cape Banana 097 9 $26,136
Box Canaveral
International Drive City of Cape
Baffle Box Canaveral canana i G SO0
Angel Isles Bafle Box | S Of Cape Banana 131 3 $11,528
anaveral
Cherie Down Park City of Cape
Swale Canaveral Eanang & 2 $2,376
norwood Baffie Box | Gity of Paim Bay Central IRL | 1,631 254 | $143,528
Victoria Pond City of Palm Bay Central IRL 267 42 $23,486
Goode Park City of Palm Bay Central IRL 794 121 $69,872
Florin Pond City of Palm Bay Central IRL 75 11 $6,600
Airport Boulevard Dry .
Retrofit City of Melbourne North IRL 99 23 $8,718
nasa Boulevard Pond | Gy of Melbourne Central IRL | 1,007 157 $96,532
General Aviation Drive | . of Melbourne Central IRL | 158 10 $13,937
Retrofit
C analEanis Brevard County North IRL 995 383 $87,560
Stabilization
Total - - 6,085 1,028 $531,221

In addition, Brevard County reviewed the basins proposed for stormwater treatment in the original
plan and identified those basins that should be removed because they could not be easily treated
or are basins where the County already has projects. These basins are summarized in Table 56.
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Table 56: Summary of Stormwater Basin Withdrawals

Sub-lagoon Project Name Cost R I?Ii:l;;rt)'ons 117 I?ﬁ;‘;;rt)'ons
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 979 $225,000 3,275 448
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 1280 $175,000 1,735 236
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 1317 $125,000 1,679 290
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 1063 $100,000 1,235 192
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 970 $100,000 1,092 185
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 995 $100,000 1,048 169
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 998 $100,000 1,196 189
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 1309 $100,000 1,016 152
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 754 $100,000 734 95
Banana Stormwater project in Basin 602 $100,000 1,068 109
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1430 $175,000 2,255 335
North IRL Stormwater project in Basin 327 $125,000 1,999 283
Central IRL Stormwater project in Basin 1582 $200,000 2,402 443
Total - $1,725,000 20,734 3,126

6.4.2 Revisions

The Brevard County Long Point Park project was completed in Year 0 instead of Year 1. This
project constructed a denitrification wall to remove nitrogen from the groundwater flowing from
the Long Point campground rapid infiltration wet pond to the IRL. The City of Melbourne Stewart
Road dry retention swale retrofit project was incorrectly shown in the 2017 Plan Supplement as
located in the Central IRL, and the location has been corrected to the North IRL as part of this
2018 Plan Update. The Brevard County Denitrification Retrofit of Johns Road Pond was
incorrectly shown in the 2017 Plan Supplement as located in the Banana River Lagoon, and the
location has been corrected to the North IRL as part of this 2018 Plan Update. In addition, the
Brevard County Grand Canal muck dredging project was incorrectly shown in the 2017 Plan
Supplement as located in the North IRL, and the location has been corrected to the Banana River
Lagoon as part of this 2018 Plan Update.

All of the unfunded projects from the 2017 Plan Supplement were added back to the plan, except
for Banana River Lagoon stormwater projects in basins 754 and 602 (withdrawn as noted above),
as part of this 2018 Plan Update. A portion of both the Sykes Creek dredging project and Grand
Canal dredging project in Banana River Lagoon were unfunded in the 2017 Plan Supplement.
The funding restored as part of this plan update was revised based on updated cost estimates
that include treatment of the muck interstitial water (Table 57).

In addition, the Turkey Creek muck removal project required dredging as a result of impacts
caused by Hurricane Irma in September 2017. The County is pursuing Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) reimbursement for this project where state and federal disaster
recovery funding would cover 87.5% of the total cost of additional dredging and the interstitial
water treatment and the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Tax Fund would cover the remaining
12.5% of the costs (see Table 54).
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Table 57: Updates to Sykes Creek and Grand Canal Dredging Projects

Sykes Creek Grand Canal
TN TP TN TP
Satesony Cost Reductions | Reductions Cost Reductions | Reductions
{Ibs/yr) (lbs/yr) (Ibs/yr) (Ibslyr)

Muck Removal $4,705,428 11,676 1,754 | $2,440,971 6,057 910
Treatment of
Interstitial Water $11,248,704 64,278 N/A | $15,579,397 89,025 N/A
Total $15,954,132 75.954 1,754 | $18,020,368 95,082 910
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Original Plan Total Cost {$302.9 millicn} 2018 Plan Update Tota! Cost {$380.6 miflion) -
$10,000.000 s_m 90000058500 s.000000 50 $17,905,769 _ $1.725,000 et
‘ 541,764,000 $11,367,719 310.000.000 ki
$33,141,167 =
\ $22,192,000 \\‘ ’;‘sn 203,854
5198.100,000 "_ 510,800,000 et 850 $13,530,863
= Publc Educaion 3 WWTF Upgradles for Reciamed Water w PUGIC Edlicaion » WWEF Upgrades for Reciamed Water
= Sewer Lateral = Sepric System Removal » Sewer Laterak = Septic System Removal
u Septic System Upgrades # Stotrmater Projects w Septic System Upgrades & Stormwater Projects
A uckEemoys * Treatment of incerstitiaf Warer » Muck Remnoes!  Treatment of inter titial Weker
= Oyster Beafsand Vegetated Living Shiorelines w Projects Moritoring » Dyster Reefs and Yegetated Living Bhorefnes s ProjecisManitoring
u Contingency w Contingency
Figure 25: Comparison of the Original Plan Cost by Project Category (Left) versus the 2018 Plan Update Cost by Project
Category (Right)
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Section 7. Summary of the Plan through the 2018 Update

The County has been working with its municipalities, FDOT District 5, and Patrick AFB to update
total loading estimates to the lagoon and revise the TMDLs for nitrogen and phosphorus using
the best available data and more detailed modeling than previously available. Based on this
process, five-month TMDLs, which target the load reductions needed during the seagrass growing
period (January —~ May), were proposed in addition to annual TMDLs that protect water quality
year-round. These load reductions specifically target water quality conditions needed for restoring
lagoon seagrass beds to provide crucial habitat for fish and other marine life. Therefore, as this
Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan was developed, the TN and TP reductions from the
project types that Reduce incoming load were compared to the five-month TMDLs for each sub-
lagoon. After satisfying the five-month TMDLs, annual load reductions for each project were
compared to the 12-month TMDLs. In all cases, the projects identified to meet the five-month
TMDLs were sufficient to meet the 12-month TMDLs. As projects are implemented, progress
toward meeting the five-month and full-year TMDLs will be tracked.

Figure 25 shows the distribution of funding in the original plan versus the 2018 update for each
type of project that reduces incoming loading. The majority of funds dedicated to reducing
incoming load are directed at projects that improve the treatment of human waste (Figure 26).
These projects include several types such as greater treatment of reclaimed water, upgrade of
septic systems onsite, conversion from septic to sewer when feasible, and repair of leaky sewer
laterals.

Other.
%15 255,863

Treatment of
Human Waste,
$84,226,760

Figure 26: Funding for Reduce Projects

Only the projects that reduce external loading to the lagoon, not muck removal or living shorelines,
were used to meet the TMDLs. Even though decades of treatment projects to reduce nutrient
loads have been completed to date, only the reductions associated with BMAP projects that were
completed between January 1, 2010 (the last year of the SWIL model period) and February 29,
2016 (the end of the last BMAP reporting period when the Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project
Plan was developed) were included in the load reduction calculations as these projects also
provide nutrient load reductions that have occurred after the period of record used to develop the
proposed TMDL updates. In Zone A of the Central IRL, the reductions from SIRWMD’s C-1 re-
diversion project, which was implemented with cost-share funding from FDEP and Brevard
County, were also included as this project results in significant load reductions. As shown in Table
58, Table 60, and Table 62, the projects proposed in this plan plus the recently completed BMAP
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projects and C-1 re-diversion project exceed the five-month reductions called for by the proposed

TMDL updates.

The total project reductions were also compared to the full year estimated loading to the lagoon
from the SWIL model. As shown in Table 59, Table 61, and Table 63, the proposed projects in
this plan, as well as the recently completed BMAP projects and C-1 re-diversion project, achieve
significant reductions of the overall loading to the lagoon and exceed the full year reductions

called for by the proposed TMDL updates.

Table 58: Banana River Lagoon Project Reductions to Meet Five-Month TMDL

Project TN Reductions TP Reductions
(lbs/yr) (Ibslyr)
Fertilizer Ordinance Implementation 2,945 603
Future Education 2,262 155
Sewer Laterals 412 78
Septic System Removal 5,723 0
Septic System Upgrade 2,144 0
Stormwater Projects 14,701 2,153
BMAP Projects (2010-February 2016) 5,303 1,440
Total 33,490 4,429
TMDL Reductions (five-month) 30,337 2,737
% of TMDL Reductions Achieved 110.4% 161.8%

Table 59: Banana River Lagoon Project Reductions Compared to Full Year Loading

Project TN Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Reductions (lbs/yr)
Fertilizer Ordinance Implementation 7,068 1,446
Future Education 5,429 372
Sewer Laterals 088 188
Septic System Removal 13,736 0
Septic System Upgrade 5,145 0
Stormwater Projects 35,282 5,168
BMAP Projects (2010-February 2016) 12,726 3,456
Total 80,374 10,630
Starting Load (full year) 477,020 44,269
% of Starting Load Reduced 16.8% 24.0%
Full-Year TMDL % Reductions 9.0% 9.6%

Table 60: North IRL Project Reductions to Meet Five-Month TMDL

Project TN Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Reductions (lbs/yr)
Fertilizer Ordinance Implementation 8,070 1,651
Future Education 6,199 424
WWTF Upgrade for Reclaimed Water 5,987 TBD
Septic System Removal 7,891 0
Septic System Upgrade 4,279 0
Stormwater Projects 30,832 4,548
BMAP Projects (2010-February 2016) 16,983 3,180
Total 80,241 9,803
TMDL Reductions (five-month) 61,447 7.410
% of TMDL Reductions Achieved 130.6% 132.3%
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Table 61: North IRL Project Reductions Compared to Full Year Loading

Project TN Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Reductions (lbs/yr)
Fertilizer Ordinance Implementation 19,368 3,962
Future Education 14,877 1,018
WWTF Upgrade for Reclaimed Water 14,368 TBD
Septic System Removal 18,939 0
Septic System Upgrade 10,270 0
Stormwater Projects 73,996 10,914
BMAP Projects (2010-February 2016) 40,758 7,632
Total 192,576 23,526
Starting Load (full year) 988,847 99,340
% of Starting Load Reduced 19.5% 23.7%
Full-Year TMDL % Reductions 11.4% 11.4%
Table 62: Central IRL Project Reductions to Meet Five-Month TMDL
Project TN Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Reductions (lbs/yr)
Fertilizer Ordinance Implementation 8,108 1,659
Future Education 6,228 426
WWTF Upgrade for Reclaimed Water 15,311 TBD
Septic System Removal 13,166 0
Septic System Upgrade 5,155 0
Stormwater Projects 14,044 1,803
C-1 Re-Diversion 53,892 6,295
BMAP Projects (2010-February 2016) 378 243
Total 116,282 10,426
TMDL Reductions (five-month)* 67,547 8,151
% of TMDL Reductions Achieved 172.1% 127.9%

* The TMDL reductions are for Zone A only; however, some of the septic system projects are in Zone SEB. There are
sufficient projects to achieve the Zone A reductions without the Zone SEB projects (refer to Section 2.1).

Table 63: Central IRL Project Reductions Compared to Full Year Loading

Project TN Reductions (lbs/yr) | TP Reductions (lbs/yr)
Fertilizer Ordinance Implementation 19,460 3,981
Future Education 14,947 1,023
WWTF Upgrade for Reclaimed Water 36,746 TBD
Septic System Removal 31,599 0
Septic System Upgrade 12,371 0
Stormwater Projects 33,705 4,326
C-1 Re-Diversion 129,341 15,108
BMAP Projects (2010-February 2016) 908 582
Total 279,077 25,020
Starting Load (full year)* 698,937 95,051
% of Starting Load Reduced 39.9% 26.3%
Full-Year TMDL % Reductions 22.9% 21.5%

* The TMDL reductions are for Zone A only; however, some of the septic system are in Zone SEB. There are sufficient
projects to achieve the Zone A reductions without the Zone SEB projects (refer to Section 2.1).

In addition to the projects that address the external nutrient loading summarized above, the plan
includes muck removal, oyster reefs, and vegetated living shoreline projects that will significantly
reduce internal nutrient loading within the lagoon itself. The reductions from these projects are
summarized in Table 64, along with the percentage of nutrients from muck flux that would be
reduced by these projects.
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Table 64: Muck Removal, Oyster Reef, and Living Shoreline Project Reductions
Compared to Nutrient Loadings from Muck Flux

Mosquito Lagoon | Banana River Lagoon North IRL Central A
Project Type TN TP TN TP TN TP TN TP
{Ibs/yr) | (Ibsl/yr) {lbs/yr) (lbs/yr) (Ibslyr) | (lbslyr) | {Ibs/yr) | (bs/yr)
HiEGREmoval 35000 | 5250 | 287,545 | 431197 | 147,913 | 22,220 | 11,033 | 1,754
Project Reductions ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Oyster Reefs N/A N/A 10,672 342 10,921 | 315 | 3,398 | 521
peoFated Eiving N/A N/A 2,993 1,027 3,056 | 1,050 | 1,185 | 406
Shorelines
Total Project
e 35,000 | 5250 | 301,210 44,566 | 161,800 | 23,585 | 15,616 | 2,681
Estimated Muck | o7 400 | 14600 | 705561 | 106,771 | 478,824 | 71,824 | 42,500 | 6,250
Flux Loading
0,
,fe‘(’,';’g’:jk Gl 35.9% | 36.0% | 42.7% 41.7% | 33.8% | 32.8% | 36.7% | 42.9%

Table 65 summarizes all the project types, as well as their estimated costs, TN and TP reductions,
and costs per pound of TN and TP removed. The information from this table on the project
reductions and cost effectiveness was used to determine the schedule for implementing the
projects (see Table 66). Projects that could achieve large reductions quickly, such as fertilizer
reductions and WWTF upgrades, as well as the most cost-effective septic to sewer, and
stormwater projects were prioritized for earliest implementation. This prioritization allows for the
reductions to occur as quickly as possible while best using available funding sources. Project
scheduling also considered the timing of upstream reductions with downstream removals, where
feasible.

The timeline in Table 66 is shown in years after funding from the Save Our Indian River Lagoon
sales tax became available. Each year corresponds to the County’s fiscal year, which is October
1%t through September 30™. Year 1 started on October 1, 2017, which was just before revenues
would have begun to accrue if the funding source had been a property tax, as initially considered.
When the referendum approved by the voters was a sales tax, collections began in January 2017
and the first revenue check was received by the County in March 2017. Therefore, a plan update
was adopted in March 2017 to begin plan implementation in Year 0. Table 66a includes the cost
estimates based on 2016 doliars, which were used to develop the plan. Table 66b includes the
original cost estimates with inflation starting in Year 2 of the plan. The construction index of 3.25%
was used for the inflation value.

As noted in Section 4.4.1, an adaptive management approach will be used in the implementation
of this plan. As projects are completed and information on the actual construction costs, timeline,
and reductions are obtained, the plan will be adjusted, as needed, to ensure that the most cost-
effective projects are being used to meet the IRL restoration goals.
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Table 65: Summary of Pro

ects, Estimated TN and TP Reductions, and Costs

e Estmated Total | o N | Costibiyr | o TP | Costiiblyr of
Project Cost (Ibslyr) of TN (Ibslyr) TP

Public Education $1,725,000 35,253 $49 2,413 $715
WWTF Upgrades for Reclaimed Water - - - - -
City of Titusville Osprey WWTF $8,000,000 14,368 $557 TBD TBD
City of Palm Bay WRF $1,400,000 11,119 $126 TBD TBD
City of Melbourne WRF $5,919,837 25,627 $231 9,671 $612
Sewer Laterals - - - - -
Satellite Beach Pilot Project $840,000 988 $850 188 $4,468
Septic System Removal by Sewer Extension - - - - -
Banana River Lagoon Septic System Connections $12,260,000 13,736 $893 N/A N/A
North IRL Septic System Connections $14,375,434 18,939 $759 N/A N/A
Central IRL Septic System Connections $11,373,635 14,069 $808 N/A N/A
Septic System Removal by Sewer Connection - - - - -
Central IRL Septic System Connections $7,764,000 17,530 $443 N/A N/A
Septic System Upgrades - - - - -
Banana River Lagoon Septic System Upgrades $4,128,000 5,145 $802 N/A N/A
North IRL Septic System Upgrades $8,240,000 10,270 $802 N/A N/A
Central IRL Septic System Upgrades $9,925,854 12,371 $802 N/A N/A
Stormwater Projects - - - - -
Banana River Lagoon Stormwater Projects $3,481,111 35,282 $99 5,168 $674
North IRL Stormwater Projects $6,777,703 73,996 $92 10,914 $621
Central IRL Stormwater Projects $3,272,049 33,705 $97 4,326 $756
Muck Removal - - - - -
Mosquito Lagoon Muck Removal $16,100,000 35,000 $460 5,250 $3,067
Banana River Lagoon Muck Removal $122,973,690 287,545 $428 43,197 $2,847
North IRL Muck Removall $64,750,000 147,913 $438 22,220 $2,914
Central IRL Muck Removal $5,465,000 11,033 $495 1,657 $3,298
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. TN L
et “project Cost | Reductions | SCIY" | Reductions | CO%tzpr <!

Treatment of Interstitial Water - - - - -
Banana River Lagoon Interstitial Water $32,141,107 183,663 $175 TBD TBD
North IRL Interstitial Water $400,000 2,803 $143 244 $1,639
Oyster Reefs - - - - -
Banana River Lagoon $4,225,138 10,672 $396 342 $12,354
North IRL $4,316,092 10,921 $395 315 $13,702
Central IRL $1,444,030 3,398 $425 521 $2,772
Vegetative Living Shorelines - - - - -
Banana River Lagoon $541,482 2,993 $181 1,027 $527
North IRL $547,489 3,056 $179 1,050 $521
Central IRL $293,488 1,185 $248 406 $723
Projects Monitoring $10,000,000 - - - -
Contingency $17,905,769 - - - -
Total $380,585,908 | 1,022,580 (averif,g 108,909 ; avﬁfg%
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Oralt Save Our Indian River Logoan

Table 68a: Timeline for Funding Needs (Table 46 in the Original Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan)
Coat by Yonr

Pian 2018 Updale, March 2018

frofectName Cost Yaaro Yaar1 Your 2 Year3 Vaard Yoar & Yaaré Vaar? Vaar s Yoars Yaar 10
| Pubik: Education < € = B = = = = - = = .
———- ; T . Yout tof Progmin | Vear 3 of Program | _Vawr 3 of Propiim | Vest 4 of Program | Yew 5 of Program | Vet 0 ol Sfogram | Voar 1 ol Progiam | Vaars ol Pragm | Ve 0 of Piagiam | Yesr 10 of Program
EIE TR ; . $125,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
i C Yoor 2 of |ear Sof Program | Yot 4 of Progiam | Vear 5 of Program | Vst 6 of Program | Yoar 7 of Progiam | Yast 8 of Program,_ | Year 0 of Program | Year 10 of Frogram |
Grass Clppin 200,000 [Siss 2o Priginn= : ! 5
e ; 530,000 326,000 20,000 520,000 32000 520,000 £20,000 520000 |
Ex - . Year 1 of Program Year 2 of Program Year 3 of Program Year 4 of Program | Yeer 5 of Program Year 8 of Program | Year 7 of Program | Year 8 of Program | Year @ of Program | Year 10 of Program
cass Irigalion $300,000
- $76,000 3 325,000 - ?ﬁ 525, - 72 $25,000
Stormwater Pond $300,000 - Vaar tol ear 2 Sol Yoar & of Year § of Program Bol ‘oar 7 of Yeat 8 of Program | Yoar 8 of Frogmm | ¥ear 10of
Mainfenance X - 000 $35,000 ] 535000
Seplic Syslem $300,000 . Year 1 of Progiam ¥ m il ey | Yoor 4 of Program | Yoas & of Program | Year o aar oginm | Yesr 8 of Program | Yewr @ of Progrem | Yaar 10 of Program |
- - S75,000 335,000 325000 |  §25,000 325,000 325,000 525,000 325,000 26000 |
Tilusville
Osprey Tilusville Design & Tlusville Complate = = ] L < c
North IRL $8.000,000 | Design & Start Construction GConstruction -
Permittin,
”’@F 31,700,000 £8,000,000 = 3 = m 5 = B =
7 Cily of Palm Bay
City of Palm Bay .
: " d Construction, City of - - . . . - -
Central IRL $7,310,837 Permit & Engineering Melbaurne WRF
= $200,000 $T110,897 z s - = = T g =
Bawer Latoris - - - - - B - - - - - -
- it i - - - - - - - - -
Sabniile Bosen Pilot $840.000 - #540 ) K - . . = * .
S Foroa - - : : - - : : :
Sykes M&
Banana River Lagoon $12,260,000 " Sykes T Sykes Creek N Sykes Creek M Sykes Creek T Sykes Greek X Sykes Creek V Sykes Creek U Sykes Greek Z - - .
$500,£0C 21,720,000 3910.000 2,520,000 $260,000 31060000 | $2.U00000 $1.460,006. = = =
S. Central
CEng,
Rackledge Soulh Cenlral C, Cocoa K, Meiboumns, Cocoa J, Rockledge,
North IRL $14,375,434 |  Breeze Riverside Drive Roxy Avenue Titusville S Omlghgn:A N R S el riesliacil ' .
Swept,
MIRA
SIS0 | $2485600 $1.008,048 $2.540,000 5840000 52,300,000 _£1.850,000 $1,700,000 = S =
Micco
' Paim Bay B, Sewar 5 ) ) F
Central IRL $10,137,035 P::\ngd Hookups, Sylvan Wesl Melboumne Palm Bay A - - -
$1.517.070 313,300,650 - 12,240 000 31,080,000 - 5 = = 5 -
S : - T 1 T T o | o | W | W
Banana River Lagoon $4,128,000 - % % 18,000 1 =410 = 341
—_— ﬂﬁ! m ucis =5 Upgraces 55 Upgrades
North IRL $8,240,000 = _ : 2 e ST i
Central IRL 50,025,854 |-=g0z Point | 4 854 85 85 - el ey
d 2 el 01884 $704,000 ; 1,040, 7,040,000 $1,040,000 7,040,01 1,040,000 7,040,000
| Siomwater Prejacs 3 2 - = = = = = = = =
3Caps
Canaveral | 3 Cape Canaveral, 1 2 Cocoa Beach, 8 q q o
Banana River Lagoon | $3481,141 | &1 Indian Indian Harbour Projecis Siroiecs IR Slralects AREED 3 e - *
Harbour. »
i Coc 3 Titusville ‘4“ Y, T Meib E - : = =
oa .4 County, . = : ; -
T, eerr7 roo e, {Mﬁ&gums_n ?“c';’ 4Projecls 5 Projects 5 Projects S Projects 5 Projects 5 Projects 3Projects =
0 51,000,325 —SBta $735,000 $075.000 3055000 600,000 500,000 $500,000 -
lelpourne, E " N . -
Central IRL $3.272,040 1 Palm Bay - WMD 1 Project I Projecl 1 Project 1 Project 1 Projecl - - -
BEE T = A $275.000 225000 $E2500 $200.000 5200068 = 5 =
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Projact Name Tolal Project “Conl by Year
Cost Yoar 0 Year 1 Yoar 3 Yoard Year 4 Yoar 8 Yoor & Yoar 7 Yoar s Your o Year 10
Fuck Removal & N ) - . » B . = 5 s : 7
wiitial T
- - - . - - - 3% Near Haulover 50% Near 47% Near Haulover
Mosquilo Lagoon $19,100,000 Canal Haulovar Ganal Canal
E = E = : - : - $500000 : SIS0 |
71% Sykes Creek, o o
Cocoa Baach, Marrilt 8% of Canals, Malhers Newfound Harbor 1% Cacoa Beach 1% Cocoa Beach 25% Cocoa 37% Cocoa Beach
Area, 20% Sykes Area, 82% Cape Area, 8% of Canals, Beach Area, 35% Cocoa Beach o,
- Island, Indlan Area, 25% Grand 8% of Canals : Area, 8% of 8% of Canals
Banana River Lagoon | $165,114,797 Creek, 20% Grand Canaveral 38% Cape Pineda Causeway Area
Harbour Beach, 56% Canal Canals
Grand Canal Canal Area Canaveral Area
z £20,140,207 330,349 800 312875000 m@ $10,775,000 15, 725000 1531 | %eniaze00 | $14s0s000 35440 000
48% Titusville
Mms | 10% Eau Gatle Aran, | 20% Eay Galie Area, | 10% Eau Gall Arca, | Area, 4%Cocoa | 7\ Gocoa Afen. | 2% Cocon Area : i ) N
North IRL $85,150,000 Outfiow 1% Tllusville Area 1% Titusville 50% Titusville Area Area, 45% Eau 3. Canp 9
Galli Ama 13 Area
—$400.000 | 000 34,850,000 $16.607,600 521,572,500 $13,440,000 $5,250,000 = - - -
28% Melbourne
71% Melbaume Mullet Creek Area,
Central IRL $5,465.000 - Causeéray, Turkey Causeway Canals - - Goal Creek Area - Trout Creek Area -
- 3415000 $E50.500 355,000 - - $176000 - ST75,060 :
Oysler Reefs - . - 3 g = = = = = . =
Eden Istes, Marina
" Isles. Betlinger,
Banana River Lagoon 34,225,138 . McNabb, Gillin, 4,820 A Oyslers 4,829 i Oyslers 4,820 ft Oyslers 4,820 ft Oyslera 4,820 fl Oysters 4,828 ft Oyslers 4,829 Rt Oysters 4,820 fi Oyslers 4,320 A Oysters
Marsh Harbor
B 5158011 $457323 $a57.0239 §457.325 $a57,023 Sq7.323 SAGT.373 7328 346723 3400543
Bemalaskl Oliver,
North IRL $4,316,002 . Incian Rivor Ditve 4,093 fl Oystera 4,003 Al Oysters 4,803 Ml Oysters 4,003 t Qysters 4,603 fl Oyslers 4,003 ft Oyslers 4,803 It Oyslers 4,003 fl Oyslers 3,003l Oyslers
- $472,843 §a72041 $aTzass 7203 3a72843 SA7Z043 3472848 $472840 $e0zH08
Coconut Pomt,
Genlral IRL ] Riverview Park, 031 ft Oyslers 981 A Oysters 931 ft Oysters 931 R Oyeters 031 fl Oystars 031 ft Oyslers 031 ft Oysters 931 Rt Oysters 611 R Oyslers
Sna $1,444,030 Wexford, Riverview
Senior Resorl
- $680,104 $68,247 $88,247 $88,247 $88,247 $88,247 $60,247 $88,247 $88,247 $57,860
L Sharelines - - - = = - - = - - - -
Cocoa Beach - r 3 . - " . .
- . 4,812 ft Plantin 4,812 ft Plantn 4,812  Plantin 4,812 ft Plantin 4,812 AL Planling 4,812 ft Planting 4,812 ft Plantini 4,812 1 Planliny 4,812 & Planlin
Banana River Lagoon $541,482 McNabb g S 9 J 9 B g g ¢
- $24,774 $57,748 $57,748 557,748 $57,745 $57,745 $57,745 $57,745 $57,745 $57.745
S— $547 460 - Indjan River Drive 5,060 A Planting 5,089 ft Planling 5,089 Al Planling 5,080 ft Planling 5,060 A Planling 5,069 ft Planling 5,089 A Planling 5,069 A Planling 3,109 A Planling
ol ”
- $22,860 $60,825 $60,820 $60,825 $60,825 $60,825 $60,825 $60,825 $60,825 $38.028
Lagoon House,
- Riverview Park, 1,274 A Planling 1,274 fi Planting 1,274 ft Planling 1,274 A Planling 1,274 A Planting 1,274 R Planting 1,274 i Planling 1,274 R Planting 1.274 ft Planling
Central IRL $203,488 Turkey Gresk
- $155,041 $15,283 $15,283 $16,283 $15,283 $15,283 $15,283 $16,283 $15,283 $15,283
- Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 8 Year 7 Year 8 Year @ Year 10
Project Monitoring $10,000,000
- $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000
Year7 Year 8 Year® Year 10
- Year 1 G Year 2 C Year 3 G Year 4 Ci Year § Ci Year 8 Ci i N
Conlingency $17,005.760 Contingency Caonkngency Conlinganzy
- $2,007,427 $2,440,563 $2,313,288 $1,805,268 $2,027,013 $1,508,103 $1,204,038 $1,288,788 $1,375,183 $855,138
Total $380,685,008 | $4,564,727 $02,945,058 $51,251,822 $48,570,050 $37,011,055 $42,580,179 $33,5601,429 $25,284,804 $27,064,554 $28,878,420 $17,057,805
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Table 66b: Timeline for Funding Needs {Table 46 in the Original Save Qur Indian River Lagoon Project Plan) with Inflation
Coal by Year
Yaar &

Project Nams TotaT-Peclact
Cost Yoar 0 Year 1 Yoar 2 Your 3 Yeard Yaar & Year 7 Your 8 Yanr @ Yoar 10
e " RG] - Yair 1 of Program ear T of Pregram Waar 3 am | Your 3 of Program et 0 of Progaam | Yo 7 of Prograin | Yaar 8 of Program | fear O of Proguam | Ve Progtum
LTy L] : - $125,000 351,625 $53,303 55,035 $117,341 60,577 $62.548 s $60,678
¥ : 2 | Vear 1001 Frogram |
Grass Clippings 5231035 Yoar 1 of Program | B8t 3 6f |_Ymar 3 of Program | ot 0 of | Yoir 7 of Program | Yeat & of Progmm | Yanrd of Progam | Vear T
= : 1,321 322014 s _$25,018 S25.832 LLE]
Excess Imigation $330,010 - Year 1 of Program Year 2 of Program Year 3 of Program Year 4 of Program Year 8 of Program | Year 7 of Program | Year 8 of Pragram | Year 0 of Program | Year 10 of Program
o — S7h000 1 530,051 $2T 518 30,705 EEIRTER 33 36
“Stormwater Fond T - Your tof -mzﬁsﬁggm o 3 Vet & ¢f Progiam | - w0 ot ear 7 of Frogram | Yoar 8 of Program E@ Vear 100t
Maintenance . = $75,000 §25810 $26,651 $31516 $3E AT 20,335 530,710 331,273 $32.28 $33,330
Beplic Syslam $330,010 - Year 1 of Program Year 2 of Program Year 3 of Program 0 £ of Program | Year 5 of Program | Year 6 of Pmgram | Year 7 of Pragram | Year 8 of Program | Year © of Program | Year 10 of Program
Malnlanance : - 576,000 35818 sPe851 ¥ 33A12 ";ﬁ@ 31T 332,280 $53.390
WWIF Upgedes P - > - - . 1 - - = - -
Tihanvilie
Ospray Titusville Design & Titusville Complels . . = - 2 x
Narth IRL $8,195.000 | Deaign & Start Construction Conslruglion E
|_Peritting |
SH0.000 31,700 060 “_._3212%‘ - = = x = = = =
= ciyorPamay | oW TEEnERY . - - : . . -
Cenval IRL $7,551,232 Permit & Engineenng e
= $200,000 37,351,222 = = = = > = = =
Sewnr Latarals - - = = - - > - - - S B
Salellite Beach Pilol $840,000 = p%%%! z - = - - E - - -
Seplic Romoal . - - - - - - - - - - -
Sykes M &
Banana Rivar Lagoon | 813,564,130 Syl\e:iTn | svkes Creekn Sykes Cresk M Sykes Graek T Syhes Creek X Sykes Creek V Sykes Creek U Sykes Creek Z - -
3500000 | S1im00 3653575 EFRTIAF BEECENCH SETA | sa0gac $1.768,350 - - -
8, Central
CEng.
Rockledge |  South Central G, Cocoa K, Meibourns, | Cocoa J, Rockledge, 2
North IRL $15,600,137 | Breeza Rivrside Drive Roxy Avenue Tilusvitle s eaches A SemimelIF S TR PR £ :
Swepl,
MRA
$OW5% | $zassom S104L73 £2.707,783 023581 52.013.805 52208013 $2,050,630 = = =
WMicco
. Palm Bay B, Sewer 3 N - o
Cenlral IRL $10,484,903 P::‘:g;d Hookups, Sylvan " TAVEEEE, Palm Bay A . -
31,517,070 513,300,650 $2.170, 302 - - - - - -
Banana Ri * 21 Upgiades 20 Upgristas 26 Lpgrices R_ﬁﬂu_' on 1 20 Upgrades | : ﬁ__ﬁ%tu
Banana River Lagoon $4,702,247 = FTT532 72774 (£ [T T 7 558 758
- 35 7 &5 3 % ﬁuu % Upgrados | 551
Bortt, RL Sopsta% = ; 1o E1l 3 1,060,182 31100812 1,130, %1 s%
L L B8 Upgrices 05 [} as U
Copual IR 311,578,072 =g o, ‘_ﬁ $1,144,731 101,03 %% 31,260, 31,300,050 1343241 1
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Appendix A: Funding Needs and Leveraging Opportunities

Brevard County explored a variety of possible mechanisms to fund the IRL projects in this plan,
including:

e Special Taxing District approved by referendum to allow an ad valorem tax levy and
bonds

e Special Act by the legislature allowing ad valorem tax levy by referendum to issue
bonds

o Local government surtax (V2 cent sales tax)

» Altering legislation to allow for Tourist Development Council funding to be used for
lagoon restoration

* Municipal Service Taxing Unit/Special District

* Increased stormwater utility assessment

The County placed a referendum on the November 8, 2016 ballot for the ¥ cent sales tax, and
this referendum passed by more than 60% of the vote. The Save Our Indian River Lagoon % cent
sales tax will generate approximately $34 million per year. The proposed 1 mill increase would
have generated approximately $32 million per year, whereas the proposed increase in ¥ mill
would have only generated $16 million per year. To implement the projects in a timely manner
according to the schedule in Table 66, and to accelerate the projects where possible, the County
will seek to use funds generated from the sales tax to leverage matching funding from grants and
appropriations and/or pay debt service on bonds. If additional funding is provided through
matching funds from other sources, additional projects may be implemented, which would
increase the overall plan cost, and/or project timelines may be moved up to allow the benefits of
those projects to occur earlier than planned.

Examples of other funding programs (many from FDEP 2015) are:

o Section 319 grant program — FDEP administers funds received from USEPA to implement
projects or programs that reduce nonpoint sources of pollution. Projects or programs must
benefit Florida’s impaired waters, and local sponsors must provide at least a 40% match
or in-kind contribution. Eligible activities include demonstration and evaluation of urban
and agricultural stormwater BMPs, stormwater retrofits, and public education.

o TMDL grants — Funding for projects related to the implementation of TMDLs may be
available through periodic legislative appropriations to FDEP. When funds are available,
the program prioritizes stormwater retrofit projects to benefit impaired waters, similar to
the Section 319 grant program.

o Water management district funding - Florida’s five regional water management districts
offer financial assistance for a variety of water-related projects, for water supply
development, water resource development, and surface water restoration. Assistance
may be provided from ad valorem tax revenues or from periodic legislative appropriations
for alternative water supply development and Surface Water Improvement and
Management projects. The amount of funding available, matching requirements, and
types of assistance may vary from year to year.

o IRL NEP — The IRL Council funds projects each year through their work plan process
(http://lwww.irlcouncil.com/irl-council.html).

o Budget Appropriation — The Florida Legislature may solicit applications directly for projects,
including water projects, in anticipation of upcoming legislative sessions. This process is
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an opportunity to secure legislative sponsorship of project funding through the state
budget.

o Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan program — This program provides low-
interest loans to local governments to plan, design, and build or upgrade wastewater,
stormwater, and nonpoint source pollution prevention projects. Discounted assistance for
small communities is available. Interest rates on loans are below market rates and vary
based on the economic wherewithal of the community. The Clean Water SRF is Florida’s
largest financial assistance program for water infrastructure.

o Florida Rural Water Association Loan Program — This program provides low-interest bond
or bank financing for community utility projects in coordination with FDEP’s SRF program.
Other financial assistance may also be available.

o Rural Development Rural Utilities Service Guaranteed and Direct Loans and Grants — The
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s program provides a combination of loans and grants for
water, wastewater, and solid waste projects to rural communities and small incorporated
municipalities.

o Small Cities Community Development Block Grant Program — The Florida Department of
Economic Opportunity makes funds available annually for water and sewer projects that
benefit low- and moderate-income persons.

o State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program — Florida Housing administers the program,
which provides funds to local governments as an incentive to create partnerships that
produce and preserve affordable homeownership and multifamily housing. The program
is designed to provide very low, low and moderate income families with assistance.
Funding may be used for emergency repairs, new construction, rehabilitation, down
payment and closing cost assistance, impact fees, construction and gap financing,
mortgage buy-downs, acquisition of property for affordable housing, matching dollars for
federal housing grants and programs, and homeownership counseling
(http://www.floridahousing.org/HousingPartners/LocalGovernments/).

o Rural Development Funding — The U. S. Department of Agriculture provides funds that will
cover the repair and maintenance of private septic systems. The amount of funds
available, as well as the specific purposes for which grants are intended, changes from
year to year. Additional details are posted on the Department of Agriculture’s website
(http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/Home.html).
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Appendix C: Maps of the Septic System Removal Areas
Identified in the Original Plan
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The septic systems within the unincorporated County were evaluated for connection to the central
sewer system based on distance to a surface waterbody (ditch, canal, creek, or the IRL).
Neighborhoods with a large number (approximately 50% or more) of septic systems within 55
yards of a surface water have the greatest impact on water quality and systems more than 219
yards from a surface water contribute very little TN loading. In Figure C-1 through Figure C-3,
the septic systems located within 55 yards of a surface waterbody are shown in the darkest blue
and those systems that are further than 219 yards from a surface waterbody are shown in the
lightest blue. On each map, the neighborhood focus areas that were evaluated for potential septic
system removal are outlined in black. Those focus areas that were determined to be the most
cost-effective for connection, and are therefore recommended for funding in this plan, are outlined
in green.

The septic systems within the cities were also evaluated for potential connection to the sewer
system. This evaluation was conducted by identifying those areas that had at least 50% of the
septic systems within 55 yards of a surface waterbody. The scoring of these systems, as
described in Section 4.1.4, were also considered. The septic systems with the highest (worst)
score are shown in the darkest blue in Figure C-4 through Figure C-10. The neighborhood focus
areas proposed for septic system removal as part of this plan within the cities are outlined in
green.
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Notes: The focus areas outlined in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-1: Map of South Beaches Priority Septic System Areas
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SOUTH CENTRAL EAST - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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The focus areas outlined in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-2: Map of South Central Priority Septic System Areas
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SYKES CREEK - MERRITT ISLAND - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Notes: The focus areas outlined in green are the most cost-effective and are recommended as part of this plan.
The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-3: Map of Sykes Creek Priority Septic System Areas
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MELBOURNE - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems

permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-4: Map of City of Melbourne Priority Septic System Areas
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ROCKLEDGE - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-5: Map of City of Rockledge Priority Septic System Areas
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COCOA - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-6: Map of City of Cocoa Priority Septic System Areas
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TITUSVILLE - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES

3

N

-
R i

< k.

. .I

\
\.

¢ e

{

Septic Tank Rating
®  Septic tanks <565 yards from water
% Septic tanks 95-219 yards from water

Septic tanks >219 yards from water

oy

L N

I3, Mot Taavteomd

——

TP Dvihastion Dvsivaton,

2

i YANATRES Wi

o 05 1
— s

[ vitusville Focus Areas (Cost Effective)

D Titusville Focus Areas

| Titusville Sewar Service Area
1 Brevard County Sewer Service Area

wsm [rainage Divide

Dite 7205016

174
Zevard

Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-7: Map of City of Titusville Priority Septic System Areas
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PALM BAY - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-8: Map of City of Palm Bay Priority Septic System Areas
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PALM BAY - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-9: Map of City of Palm Bay Septic System Areas Near Sewer Lines
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WEST MELBOURNE - SHORT TERM OPPORTUNITIES
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Note: The septic system locations are from the FDOH permit database. This database includes all septic systems
permitted since 1980 or that have received repair permits since that time.

Figure C-10: Map of City of West Melbourne Priority Septic System Areas
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Appendix D: Summary of Stormwater Projects Identified in
the Original Plan
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Table D-1: Summary of TN Reductions from Stormwater Projects in Banana River Lagoon

ponn| privasvonth g SNTN % | B TN% | AnnualTN
asin TN Load Efficienc Reducti Load (Ibs/ ici Reductions
y eductions oa slyr) | Efficiency
(Ibslyr) (Ibs/yr) (Ibslyr)
973 1,070 55% 588 4,552 45% 2,048
963 1,030 55% 566 4,649 45% 2,092
905 925 55% 509 2,540 45% 1,143
901 844 55% 464 3,685 45% 1,658
522 721 55% 397 1,766 45% 795
1347 7 56% 396 3430 45% 4578
650 707 55% 389 2,766 45% 1,245
1366 680 55% 374 3,295 45% 1,483
1343 625 55% 344 3,084 45% 1,388
492 613 55% 337 2,266 45% 1,020
476 596 55% 328 2,005 45% 902
1329 579 55% 319 2,916 45% 1,312
1350 577 55% 317 2,330 45% 1,049
815 559 55% 307 1,551 45% 698
992 554 55% 305 2,764 45% 1,244
388 544 55% 299 3,089 45% 1,390
1304 542 55% 298 2,562 45% 1,153
989 533 55% 293 2,290 45% 1,030
539 532 55% 293 2,474 45% 1,113
1071 522 55% 287 2,403 45% 1,082
350 518 55% 285 1,972 45% 888
1337 516 55% 284 2,492 45% 1,121
1063 513 55% 282 244 45% 4235
1265 505 55% 278 1,652 45% 743
1222 502 55% 276 1,974 45% 888
1066 491 55% 270 2,575 45% 1,159
1172 491 55% 270 1,893 45% 8562
820 490 55% 269 1,327 45% 597
9706 488 56% 269 2427 45% 4,082
085 477 58% 262 2328 45% 1048
908 472 55% 260 2658 45% 1196
451 471 55% 259 2,595 45% 1,168
943 469 55% 258 1,574 45% 708
821 463 55% 254 1,394 45% 627
705 460 55% 253 1,445 45% 650
41309 457 55% 251 2257 45% 16046
497 438 55% 579 2,374 45% 1,068
754 438 55% 578 1634 45% 734
602 435 55% 574 2:374 45% 4,068

treated or are basins where the County and local governments already have projects.

Note: Projects with strikethrough were removed as part of the 2018 Plan Update because they could not be easily
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Table D-2: Summary of TP Reductions from Stormwater Projects in Banana River Lagoon

pon(fREve-Hon S TP % | B — TP | mnrual TE

asin TP Load Efficienc Reducti Load (Ibs/yr Effici Reductions
y eductions oa slyr) ciency
(Ibs/yr) (Ibslyr) (Ibslyr)

2¥9 213 65% 139 997 45% 448
1280 452 85% 89 525 45% 236
973 147 65% 96 691 45% 311
963 142 65% 92 880 45% 396
905 127 65% 83 395 45% 178
201 116 65% 76 435 45% 196
522 99 65% 65 245 45% 110
1344 88 65% 84 844 45% 290
650 97 65% 63 317 45% 143
1366 94 65% 61 537 45% 242
1384 85 65% 55 315 45% 142
492 84 65% 55 260 45% 117
476 82 65% 53 240 45% 108
1329 80 65% 52 469 45% 211
1350 79 65% 52 368 45% 165
815 77 65% 50 250 45% 113
992 76 65% 50 433 45% 195
388 75 65% 49 307 45% 138
1304 75 65% 49 385 45% 173
989 73 65% 48 244 45% 110
539 73 65% 48 258 45% 116
1071 72 65% 47 319 45% 144
350 71 65% 46 238 45% 107
1337 71 65% 46 413 45% 186
4063 7+ 65% 45 426 45% 492
1265 70 65% 45 219 45% 98
1222 69 65% 45 380 45% 171
1066 68 65% 44 413 45% 186
1172 68 65% 44 274 45% 123
820 67 65% 44 249 45% 112
970 67 85% 44 449 45% 185
995 86 85% 43 376 45% 469
908 85 65% 42 420 45% 489
451 65 65% 42 270 45% 121
943 65 65% 42 200 45% 90
821 64 65% 41 274 45% 123
705 63 65% 41 210 45% 95
4309 83 65% 41 338 45% 152
497 60 65% 39 249 45% 112
754 80 65% 39 244 45% o1
602 89 65% 39 244 45% 409

Note: Projects with strikethrough were removed as part of the 2018 Plan Update because they could not be easily
treated or are basins where the County and local governments already have projects.
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Table D-3: Summary of TN Reductions from Stormwater Projects in North IRL

e | L vos MBI TN % g Annual TN TN 3 B onnual N
asin TN Load Efficienc Reductions Load (I - Hicienc Reductions
y educti oad (lbs/yr) Efficiency
(Ibslyr) (Ibslyr) (Ibs/yr)

1273 1,150 55% 633 4,364 45% 1,964
1298 1,136 55% 625 3,810 45% 1,715
1349 1,094 55% 602 4,601 45% 2,070
1439 1,044 55% 574 3,141 45% 1,413
1445 1,042 55% 573 3,319 45% 1,493
626 985 55% 542 3,560 45% 1,602
454 919 55% 505 4,435 45% 1,996
1416 915 55% 503 3,997 45% 1,799
1324 911 55% 501 3,160 45% 1,422
1077 895 55% 492 3,748 45% 1,687
1256 870 55% 478 3,520 45% 1,584
1335 789 55% 434 3,784 45% 1,703
1419 780 55% 429 4,155 45% 1,870
1409 764 55% 420 3,000 45% 1,350
1377 717 55% 395 3,375 45% 1,519
327 “3 55% 392 4443 45% 4999
1342 696 55% 383 2,608 45% 1.174
219 662 55% 364 2,125 45% 956
47 660 55% 363 2,996 45% 1,348
1434 656 55% 361 2,071 45% 932
1151 655 55% 360 2,348 45% 1,057
1078 655 55% 360 2,778 45% 1,250
1399 651 55% 358 3,488 45% 1,570
1301 651 55% 358 2,277 45% 1,025
1368 646 55% 355 2,912 45% 1,311
408 641 55% 352 2,620 45% 1,179
338 633 55% 348 4,226 45% 1,902
1367 618 55% 340 2,316 45% 1,042
1384 618 55% 340 2,051 45% 923
1318 609 55% 335 2,497 45% 1,124
155 594 55% 327 2,553 45% 1,149
289 590 55% 324 2,471 45% 1,112
193 583 55% 321 2,925 45% 1,316
1441 577 55% 762 2,298 45% 1,034
660 576 55% 761 1,876 45% 844
952 575 55% 759 2,780 45% 1,251

Note: Projects with strikethrough were removed as part of the 2018 Plan Update because they could not be easily
treated or are basins where the County and local governments already have projects.
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Table D-4: Summary of TP Reductions from Stormwater Projects in North IRL

| X ey Annual TP TP.2 0 | EAnnJal TE

asin | TPLoad | peiciency | Reducti Load (Ibslyr iciency | Reductions
y eductions ad (lbs/yr) Efficiency
(Ibs/yr) (Ibslyr) (Ibs/yr)

1273 158 65% 103 640 45% 288
1298 156 65% 102 511 45% 230
1430 156 65% 102 745 45% 335
1349 151 65% 98 721 45% 324
1439 144 65% 93 407 45% 183
1445 144 65% 93 441 45% 198
626 136 65% 88 430 45% 193
454 126 65% 82 671 45% 302
1416 126 65% 82 508 45% 229
1324 125 65% 82 391 45% 176
1077 123 65% 80 641 45% 289
1256 120 65% 78 533 45% 240
1335 109 65% 71 578 45% 260
1419 107 65% 70 594 45% 267
1409 105 65% 68 455 45% 205
1377 99 65% 64 546 45% 246
327 98 65% 84 829 45% 283
1342 96 65% 62 386 45% 174
219 91 65% 59 251 45% 113
47 91 65% 59 309 45% 139
1434 90 65% 59 248 45% 112
1151 90 65% 59 314 45% 141
1078 90 65% 59 416 45% 187
1399 90 65% 58 569 45% 256
1301 90 65% 58 342 45% 154
1368 89 65% 58 445 45% 200
408 88 65% 57 378 45% 170
338 87 65% 57 418 45% 188
1367 85 65% 55 324 45% 146
1384 85 65% 55 315 45% 142
1318 84 65% 54 328 45% 148
155 82 65% 53 271 45% 122
289 81 65% 53 495 45% 223
193 80 65% 52 440 45% 198
1441 79 65% 52 331 45% 149
660 79 65% 52 470 45% 212
952 79 65% 51 471 45% 212

Note: Projects with strikethrough were removed as part of the 2018 Plan Update because they could not be easily

treated or are basins where the County and local governments already have projects.
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Table D-5: Summary of TN Reductions from Stormwater Projects in Central IRL

Five-Month Five-Month TN Annual TN
Basin TN Load Eﬁ.:.g:ﬁcy Reductions Lﬁggl:labls-ll-yr) Eff-'i.:::ﬁcy Reductions
(Ibs/yr) (Ibslyr) (Ibs/yr)
1562 1,975.9 55.0% 1,086.8 7,365.0 45.0% 3,314.2
1762 1,652.4 55.0% 908.8 7,061.1 45.0% 3,177.5
1615 1,397.6 55.0% 768.7 6,256.6 45.0% 2,815.5

Note: Projects with strikethrough were removed as part of the 2018 Plan Update because they could not be easily
treated or are basins where the County and local governments already have projects.

Table D-6: Summary of TP Reductions from Stormwater Projects in Central IRL

Five-Month Five-Month TP Annual TP
Basin TP Load Eff-li-cl:i:/nocy Reductions Lﬁggl('ﬁ)l:/-;) Eff-:-cl,-:ieoﬁcy Reductions
{Ibs/yr) (Ibs/yr) (Ibs/yr)
1562 272.1 65.0% 176.9 997.8 45.0% 449.0
1762 227.5 65.0% 147.9 1,093.3 45.0% 492.0
1615 192.4 65.0% 125.1 866.6 45.0% 390.0

Note: Projects with strikethrough were removed as part of the 2018 Plan Update because they could not be easily
treated or are basins where the County and local governments already have projects.
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Appendix E: Seagrasses
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Loss of Seagrass

In partnership, the St. Johns River Water Management District, South Florida Water Management
District, and Florida Department of Environmental Protection mapped seagrass from aerial
imagery taken in 1943 and every two to three years since 1986 (Figure E-1). Through 2009, the
areal footprint of seagrass generally expanded, with some areas nearing their targets, which are
benchmarks used to evaluate the success of reducing loads of nutrients to the IRL system.
Unfortunately, the areal extent of seagrass in the lagoon began to decline in 2011. In 2011,
mapping documented a loss of almost 43% of the acreage present in 2009. Most of this loss
occurred in the reaches adjacent to Brevard County, with extensive losses in Banana River
Lagoon (24,000 to 3,000 acres or an 88% reduction) and the IRL down to Sebastian Inlet (50,000
to 20,000 acres or a 60% reduction). The losses occurred during a bloom of phytoplankton (single-
celled algae) that reached unprecedented concentrations for a record duration as indicated by
concentrations of chlorophyll-a (Figure E-2). Beyond the shallowest water, the bloom effectively
reduced the amount of light reaching seagrasses below what they required for survival. Additional
intense blooms exacerbated the situation.
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Since 2011, some seagrass acreage has returned. In the IRL along Brevard County, about 9,000
acres have returned or about 30% of the 30,000 acres that were lost. In addition, there has been
a similar amount of recovery in Banana River Lagoon (6,000 acres returned out of 21,000 lost or
about 30% recovery). Recovery has been hampered by further blooms that include a brown tide
(Aureoumbra lagunensis) bloom in 2016, whose effects will be apparent in maps produced from
digital photography acquired in 2017. The prognosis is not good because the percentage cover
of seagrass reached 5%, which is a record drop from 30-50% (Figure E-1).

Unfortunately, the IRL appears to be following a pattern described for systems that receive
increased loads of nutrients (Duarte 1995; Burkholder et al. 2007). The pattern involves a shift in
the composition of the primary producer assemblage, with higher nutrient loads differentially
promoting faster growing macroalgae and ultimately phytoplankton (Figure E-3). The macroalgae
and phytoplankton can exacerbate loss of seagrasses, especially by shading them. Loss of
seagrass and macroalgae makes more nutrients available to phytoplankton, and loss of seagrass
means that the sediments can be resuspended, which also reduces light penetration. Overall, the
change in the system becomes self-perpetuating. Reducing nutrient loads represents a critical
first step in efforts to reverse the shift in primary producers. However, a return to the previous
areal coverage of seagrass may take some time, especially if too few recruits are available and
sediments are too destabilized for colonization.
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Nutrient Content of Seagrass

Halodule wrightii stores nutrients in its aboveground and belowground biological material or
biomass. The biomass of this and other seagrasses changes seasonally, with peak growth of
aboveground shoots occurring in April and May and the greatest aboveground biomass recorded
during summer. These seasonal changes introduce uncertainty into estimates of nutrient storage,
but mean values will suffice for estimating return on investment in the long-term (Table E-1). For
example, a single shoot of H. wrightii may contain up to five or more leaves in the summer,
whereas in the winter this same shoot may contain only one leaf (Dunton 1996). For this estimate
of nutrient content, we will assume that spring-summer growth and fall-winter senescence are

Prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and Closewaters, LLC 129



Draft Save Our Indian River Lagoon Project Plan 2018 Update, March 2018

equal. Thus, we will focus on our recent estimates of an average amount of aboveground and
belowground biomass or standing stock of H. wrightii (Table E-1 and Table E-2).

Table E-1: Estimates of Biomass for Halodule Species

Location Tma(:g'&g;ﬁ,ﬁ{f AL Reference
Texas (Laguna Madre) 10-400 Zieman and Zieman 1989
North Carolina (multiple locations) 22-208 Zieman and Zieman 1989
South Florida and Tampa Bay 10-300 Zieman and Zieman 1989
IRL (Fort Pierce Inlet) 124198 Hefferman and Gibson 1983
IRL {Grand Harbor/Vero) 45 Hefferman and Gibson 1983
IRL (Link Port) 20-140 Virnstein unpublished

N Morris, Chamberlain, and

IRL (Brevard County) 53 Jacoby unpublished
Texas (Laguna Madre) 10-400 Zieman and Zieman 1989

* Mean aboveground biomass = 23 grams dry weight m?2 = [(mean percent cover x 30.533) x 0.019]; mean
belowground biomass = 30 grams dry weight m? = 1.3 x aboveground biomass

Table E-2: Total Biomass in Seagrasses Along Brevard County

Total Biomass
Sublagoon Description (grams dry
weight/m?)
Mosquito Lagoon Brevard County line to southern end of sublagoon 74 74
Banana River Lagoon NASA restricted area 64
Banana River Lagoon Remainder of Banana River Lagoon 44 =
IRL North of SR-405 51
IRL SR-405 to Pineda Causeway 35 44
IRL Pineda Causeway to Hog Point 28
IRL Hog Point to Brevard County line 51 e
Mean N/A 50 53

Duarte (1990) compared nutrient contents of 27 species of seagrass, including H. wrightii. He
determined that nitrogen and phosphorus represent about 2.2% and 0.2% of the dry weight of
aboveground and belowground tissue of H. wrightii, respectively. These values are similar to
those calculated during a recent study in the IRL (Table E-3). The values can be combined with
estimates of biomass to calculate how much nitrogen and phosphorus are sequestered by 100
acres of H. wrightii on average (Table E-4).

Table E-3: Estimates of Nutrient Content for Halodule species

Nutrient content for Halodule wrightii (percentage of dry weight)
Location Aboveground Belowground
Carbon | Nitrogen | Phosphorus | Carbon | Nitrogen | Phosphorus

BRL-1 29.60 2.02 0.17 30.60 1.24 0.14
BRL-2 30.60 2.36 0.24 29.08 1.47 0.27
BRL-3 29.60 2.66 0.26 28.09 1.48 0.25
IRL-1 31.74 2.39 0.18 31.69 1.42 0.15
IRL-2 30.08 2.56 0.26 30.48 1.74 0.27
IRL-3 28.26 2.08 0.25 23.86 1.36 0.20
Mean 29.98 2.35 0.23 28.97 1.45 0.21

BRL = Banana River Lagoon, IRL = Indian River Lagoon
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Table E-4: Average Amount of Nutrients Contained in Seagrass from 1996-2009

Seagrass Nitrogen Phosphorus
U E ) agss (Ibs/1 0% acres) (Ibs/100%cres) (Ibs/1 OF()) acres)
Southern Mosquito Lagoon 14,000 45,000 1,000 100
Banana River Lagoon 21,000 45,000 1,000 100
North IRL 19,000 37,000 900 90
Central IRL 7,000 36,000 900 90

Draft Evaluation Criteria for Planting Seagrass

Part of the wisdom accumulated from past seagrass restoration projects is the importance of
selecting sites that will support seagrass growth. Key information has been synthesized into an
initial guide, with higher scores and more certainty indicating better sites for planting seagrass
(Table E-5). Please note that the presence of seagrass leads to a lower score based on the
premise that natural recruitment represents the most cost-effective option for restoring seagrass.
In addition, a high level of uncertainty can suggest targets for further study. This guide can be
refined following pilot studies to determine optimal methods for planting seagrass (e.g., type of
planting units, use of chemicals to enhance growth, and density of initial planting) and protecting
it from disturbance (e.g., grazing, waves, exposure, and low salinity) until it is established.
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Utility Services Department
2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way

Building A, R 213
reva rd ;jllieg?Floridoaogﬂl2940

COUNTY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Inter-Office Memo
TO: Board of County Commissioners

THRU: Frank Abbate, County Manager

THRU: John Denninghoff, Assistant County Manager

FROM: Jim Helmer, Utility Services Director

SUBJECT: Utility Services Infrastructure Report

DATE: April 6, 2018

This report is written in response to recent Board dialogue regarding opportunities to adjust and accelerate
plans to repair and otherwise address storm-related sewage discharges to the lagoon. More specifically, staff
was asked to report on what the needs are to avoid sewage spills into the lagoon. To that end, the following is
intended to provide the Board of County Commissioners with information to consider.

ACCELERATION OF PIPE LINING

Staff has reviewed the current plan to line clay pipes in the South Beaches, Merritt Island and Barefoot Bay.
These three areas have the most potential for storm-related discharges to the lagoon due to aging clay piping.
This analysis considers the acceleration of our lining efforts to further minimize the impact of Inflow and
Infiltration on sewer discharges, especially storm-related discharges.

We are currently pursuing pipe lining efforts in accordance with the approved 2013 CIP and accelerated lining
efforts consistent with Board direction from December 2017, to review, address, and accelerate improvements
to Utilities Infrastructure to reduce storm-related sewer discharges. After the combination of 2013 CIP and
accelerated South Beaches lining projects scheduled for completion in 2018 occur, future approved annual pipe
lining projects expenditures include $250,000 in North Brevard, $150,000 in Port St. John, $250,000-$300,000 in
Merritt Island, $200,000 in South Central, $500,000 in South Beaches and $100,000 in Barefoot Bay. To triple the
currently approved annual pipe lining projects above, there would need to be a 6.75% countywide rate increase
and a 5% rate increase for Barefoot Bay.

With that said, In the South Beaches service area it is estimated that $22.8 million could be required in order to
line all the remaining aging clay pipes. As staff has discussed with the Board, Utilities Services have historically
been funded by ratepayers. To provide a benchmark, based on staff’s best professional estimates, an increase of
15% in countywide water and sewer rates would generate approximately $S6 million per year, which would be
enough to complete the aforementioned lining in roughly 4 years. A 15% rate increase would increase the
countywide monthly sewer bill by approximately $7.35. Staff recognizes the Board may have alternate funding
options it may wish to consider. Those are outside the scope of this report.

Phone (321) 633-2091 e Fax (321) 633-2095
Website: Brevardfl.gov/utilityservices



In the Merritt Island service area an estimated $20-$22 million could be needed for all of the lining of aging clay
pipe within that service area. An additional rate increase of 15% could complete all of the lining in Merritt Island
in approximately 4 years. This rate increase would also increase the countywide monthly sewer bill by
approximately an additional $7.35.

Barefoot Bay’s lining requirement could require a roughly estimated $10 million to re-line all of their aging clay
pipes. Since Barefoot Bay is a separate legal entity any increase in revenue would require rate increases for the
approximately 5,200 customers. A 10% rate increase would generate approximately $400,000 in additional
revenue per year in Barefoot Bay and would re-line all pipes in approximately 25 years, with a customer impact
of $11.39 per month. As an alternative, a 5% rate increase would generate $200,000 per year at a customer
impact of $5.56 per month. Staff would continue to prioritize the lining program to line the worst pipe first.

Based on funding that is made available, staff would continue to prioritize the lining program within the
limitations of any additional revenue received. This prioritization process would take into consideration pump
run times before, during and after rain events, inspections, flow tests, age of the pipe and data provided by our
engineering staff. This prioritization ensures that we get the most for our money. There are diminishing returns
with putting funds toward lower priority pipes. A 5% rate increase would provide approximately $2 million
annually for the countywide utility. A 5% increase in Barefoot Bay would provide approximately $200,000 per
year for that utility. For informational purposes only, we have attached an exhibit which shows the impact to
our customers of a rate increase of one to ten percent. (See Exhibit A)

REPAIRS TO THE CUSTOMER’S SIDE OF THE SYSTEM

The smoke testing of customer piping has begun in Satellite Beach. County and City staff are working together
on this pilot program. This will continue for the next few weeks after which a report will be generated indicating
the magnitude of repairs needed on the customer’s property. The Save Our Lagoon program is expected to be a
partner in assisting customers with some of the repairs. Related repair costs (that cannot be borne by our
Utilities System since it involves privately owned parts of the Utility system) and benefits from this initiative
remain unknown at this time.

We also anticipate working with Indian Harbour Beach staff to move forward with smoke testing in their area in
the near future. Further, we expect to move forward with smoke testing in other areas as funds allow.

Staff anticipates having better information available by early summer.
CONSIDERATION OF AN ADDITIONAL NEW WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT IN THE SOUTH BEACHES

The Board may wish to consider the addition of a new 6 million gallon per day wastewater treatment facility in
the area of the Indian Harbour Beach maintenance facility and the existing B-20 lift station. The addition of the
plant would be very helpful as a long term solution to sewer issues in the South Beaches service area. Additional
capacity would be available for population growth and septic to sewer conversions. This option also has a
potential additional benefit to provide reclaimed water to a wider customer base.

The greatest benefit, however, from adding the new plant would be the decreased likelihood of future storm-
related discharges caused by an event similar to the one we experienced in 2017 (Hurricane Irma and associated
rainfall).



A new plant would cost roughly $50 million to construct. Some land currently being used for recreational
purposes would have to be re-acquired to accommodate the plant. Rate increases would be needed to pay the
annual debt service associated with borrowing approximately $50 million from the State Revolving Loan (SRF)
program, bonds or other debt. Debt service in the range of $3 million would require a rate increase of
approximately 7.5%. A rate increase of an additional 1% would also be needed to cover approximately $466,000
for the additional dozen or so new positions which would be required to operate and maintain the new facility.
The total rate increase countywide for the new plant would then be approximately 8.5%. Since the design of the
facility would take approximately two years followed by a three year construction period, the rate increases
could be phased in over multiple years.

It should be noted that the current South Beaches Wastewater Treatment Plant is gradually nearing full capacity.
We are currently working on the renewal of the operating permit, which is required every five years. When
FDEP reviews our permit application they will review our capacity situation. It is entirely possible that they
would order us to add capacity as part of their process. We may be able to get ahead of this issue if we begin
planning for a new plant now. (See Exhibit B)

SUMMARY

Staff recommends and is prepared to balance infrastructure improvements with Board approved
funding opportunities such as rate increases. To that end, we offer the following options for Board
consideration:

1. Build a new treatment plant (contingent upon securing needed land) in Indian Harbour Beach for
approximately $50 million. (Note: Debt service on the $50 million would be approximately $3 million
per year requiring a 7.5% rate increase. The additional staffing required when the plant becomes
operational in approximately five years would add another 1% rate increase for a total of 8.5% for the
new plant).

a. Asan alternative to Option 1,

la. Authorize engineering, design and related services for Option 1 not to exceed $5M (expected time
period for completion 2 years), contingent on re-acquisition of land.

2. Triple the amount of aging clay pipe lining on South Beaches, Merritt Island and Barefoot Bay. Requiring
a 6.75% countywide rate increase (additional $2.7 million) and a 5% rate increase for Barefoot Bay
(additional $200,000).

3. Do both Options 1 and 2

4. Delay a new plant at this time and continue current level of funding while prioritizing the most needed
lining.
In each of the above referenced options, timing and completion would be subject to funding that becomes
available through rate increases or other sources.

Of course, staff would periodically review and recommend revisions to any plan modifications directed by the
Board over time to assure we best utilize available resources to further the Board’s objective and goal to
reduce/eliminate future sewage discharges throughout our system.
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EXHIBIT B

Initial Estimate for IHB Wastewater Treatment Plant
March 22, 2018

SCOPE: The proposal is to construct a 6 million-gallon-per-day (MGD) wastewater
treatment plant (WWTP) in Indian Harbour Beach at the B-20 lift station site. This
location was the site of a WWTP until 1987 when it was replaced by the B-20 lift
station. The treated effluent from the WWTP would be conveyed to the South
Beaches Regional WWTP through the existing force main for disposal by injection
into the existing injection well.

An overview of modifications necessary for this proposal and a rough opinion of the
costs are as follow. The cost figures anticipate design and construction.

No. | Item Cost

1 Design and construct 6.0 MGD WWTP $40,000,000

2 Force main from B-01 to IHB WWTP $2,000,000

3 B-19 force main modifications $2,500,000

4 Earthwork modifications at soccer fields $500,000

5 Contingencies $5,000,000
TOTAL $50,000,000
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CCCA FLORIDA | anvocar

Call to Action: Voice Concern Over Algae Bloom in IRL
Join CCA in voicing concem for Brevard and Indian River Counfy Sewage Infrastructure

As a central or east Florida CCA member,
we wanted to share relevant and timely
news with you regarding the Indian River
Lagoon (IRL). We're reaching out to voice
our extreme concems over the recurming
algee blioom events in the cenfral portion of
the IRL.

Sateliite imagery from February 2018
shows how extensive the curmrent bloom
has spread. Our concems are heightened
due fo the proliferafion during our 'winter
season, when water temperstures are
typically cooler.

This i= a call to action. We need you to
reach out fo the Brevard and Indian River
Ceounty Commissioners, and wrge them to
make sewage infrastructure their highest
priority, to hopefully avoid further spills such
as the 20 million gallans of raw sewage
discharged info the IRL i Brevard County
after Huricane frma, and fthe pipe break
spill thaf occurred in Satellite Beach in early
February 2018,

We also believe that the counties should
consider other sewage disposal options in
advance of thig year's hurricane season so
that they no longer have to face two completely unacceptable wasie water disposal
oplions - discharging into the IRL or backing up info homes and businesses. The release
of 20 million gallons of raw sewage since Hurricane lrma is unconscionable.

CCA Florida actively backed the Brevard County sales tax proposal in November of

2016. This Save Our Lagoon Plan (SOLP) created a funding device to address IRL habitat
and water quality problems. We compliment the Commission for this initiative. We
continue fo monitor and supgort the SOLP Citizens Oversight Committee to follow the
progress of the various projects the sales tax supporis, and are strategically committed to
see that these projects are implemented in the coming years. Given the damage the
current bloom can cause the fishery and marine resources in the IRL, we are especially
concemed Brevard County's ongoing efforts may be negated, and taxpayer money
wasted.

The possibility of the current blooms destroying g0 many of cur worthwhile projects in the
IRL system, including our work to preserve key habitat and breeding areas for several of
Florida's gamefish. shoreline restoration in Mosguito Lagoon, multiple oyster reef projects
througheout the IRL and many others. is devastating. CCA continues to make the
restoration of the IRL ane of our highest advocacy and habitat pricrities in Florida. The
ongoing eutrophication of our marine resources ig intolerable which cannot, and should
not continue. As an organization, we will remain steadfast in working to bring the IRL
back to its historic state of vibrancy, but we can’t do it without you.
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I am Jim Glass, a retired Civil Engineer with 40 years of experience in the planning and design of storm
water and waste water projects. | worked in the Tampa Bay area for 25 years and early in my career 5
years in Monroe County. | moved to Melbourne from Tampa, 18 years ago to be close to family and to
enjoy my passion, fly fishing.

| am a member of The Florida Fly Fishing Association and the Florida Coastal Conservation Association
and we have deep concern about the degradation of the Indian River Lagoon Estuary We are on the
Lagoon every day and we are so discouraged to see something that was so beautiful and where the
water was so clear and clean has been destroyed, not by Mother Nature, but by human waste. The
Lagoon has lost most of the sea grass that existed just 10 years ago. Sea grass is the “life blood of the
Lagoon”.

The Tamp Bay and Sarasota Bay estuaries are great examples that the problems we are having in the
Lagoon can be fixed. The sea grass in these lagoons has recovered about to the about level they were at
in 1950. Scallops are now living in these bays. The planning and projects to restore the bays were started
25-30 years ago. The major reason for this success was connecting septic tanks to a sewer system,
upgrading plants to AWT standards, fixing storm water systems, and reducing the amount of fertilizer on
lawns. | know this for a fact because | was there and | was involved with some of these projects.
Sarasota County’s plan included removal of some 14,000 septic systems along Philippi Creek at a cost of
$164 million and another $ 167 million on wastewater plant expansions and upgrades. This was major
factor in the recovery of Sarasota Bay. Monroe County began planning for the construction of a sewage
system to connect and eliminate all 23,000 septic tanks, cesspits and about 235 package plants in 1998.
This master plan was finished and implemented in 2000. In 2016 the $1 Billion program was completed,
and the reefs and flats in the Keys are recovering.

Now let’s talk about “The Brevard County Indian River Lagoon Project Plan” which estimates the County
will receive $427.5 million from the sales tax over 10 years. Here how the county is spending these
funds:

e Almost 2/3 ( $274.5 million) for dredging muck

e 3.7 % (515.74million) for up grading treatment plants

e 17.4% ($74.7 million) for septic system removal and upgrades

o 3.5% (14.8 million) for storm water projects.

e 11.2 % (S47.8 million) for public education, oyster reefs, living shorelines, etc.

e That’s more than 2.5 times more is being spent on muck removal than
what is being spent on eliminating sewage and other pollutants from
storm water runoff.

The Plan has funds for removal and upgrades for just 1,700 of the 15,090 septic tanks that are rated in
the Plan as too close to Lagoon waters. Why doesn’t the Plan propose a path to remove

the rest of the septic tanks? (Actually there about a total of 60,000 septic tanks in the County
and a lot more need replaced than the 15,000). The health Department told me they are adding about



100 new septic tanks a year in just Brevard County. Why don’t we have a moratorium on the use of
septic tanks, since septic tanks add to the pollution in the Lagoon? There is no money in the
Plan for Inspection of sewer gravity lines, force mains and pump stations for leaks

which allow untreated sewage to enter the Lagoon. Where is the funding to fix the sewers, force mains
and pump stations that seem to break annually and dump raw sewage into the lagoon? The Plan has

just $14.8 million for waste water plant up grades. What about the funding that is necessary
to upgrade and add capacity to all existing plants and to build collection systems
and sewer plants for the sewage coming from the septic tanks to be removed?

The best way to treat storm water is have it flow into a retention basin with vegetation which
significantly reduces the nutrient loading. This is a problem for old drainage systems and
funding for the land for the land to be acquired for the retention basins needs to
be in the Plan

Muck is a problem which also contributes to the degradation of the Lagoon. Muck covers about 5%
(15,900 acres) of the Lagoon, however the County Plan on page 51 states “as dredging proceeds, upland
input of muck components must be reduced to prevent new muck accumulation. Therefore land-based
source control measures for nutrients, organic waste and erosion are needed. Without source controls,
muck removal will need to be frequently repeated, which is neither cost-effective nor beneficial to the
lagoons health.” Doesn’t this mean muck removal should be delayed until storm water outfall, septic
tank removal and sewage projects are completed?

The Public is so concerned that we voted to increase the sales tax for 10 years to fund the Plan. People
are volunteering to plant oyster reefs, sea grass and mangroves and stabilize the shoreline. This great,
but will the grass, mangroves and oysters live without first removing the pollution from the Lagoon? We
just want the county spend our taxes on the most important projects to make our Lagoon healthy again.
The monies raised from the 10 year sales tax are only going to fund part of the projects necessary to

completely restore the Lagoon. It's probably going to cost a billion $ or more! The County
Commission needs re-prioritize the Plan and the Plan needs to fund the
preparation of a compressive detailed Master Plan to completely fund and have
time a table to fix the Lagoon. What we have now is a partial Plan.

James Glass, Retired PE/PLS

jglass24@live.com
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Sarasota Bay spans two counties (Saraseta and Manatee} and is |located on the southwest coast of Florida. The WEJ—JMJFI‘: y formed by a chain of
barrier islands separating the Bay from the Gull of Mexico—includes nine municipalities and townships, At fess than 150 square miles, the urbanized
walersheds are considered relatively smali.

PROGRAM

Formerly dominated by sawgrass, marsh, and ponds. the watersheds were deained from 1920 through the 13405 for agricultural purposes and the drainage
systems were later expanded for stormwater conveyance and waste disposal. By 1980, nitragen pollution was estimated at 480 percent above pristine and seagrass had deciined
by 39 percent. By 1998, as macro and blue-green algal biooms persisted, particularty during the summer months, the Bay was listed as impaired for elevated nutrients caused
primarily by ineffective wastewater treatment plants, septic lanks, and stormwater from the drainage network. It was discovered that wastewater treatment plants were operating

at secondary levels or below {with limited nitrogen removal} and septic tanks were located in inappropriate areas, leading into adjacent waterways.

THE NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM IN ACTION

When developing its Compre-
hensive Conservation and Man-
agement Plan (CCMP), the Sara-
sota Bay Estuary Program (SBEP)
called for the consolidation of
small wastewater treatment
plants, removal of septic tanks,
upgrades of regional treatment
plants to Advanced Wastewater
Treatment (AWT) standards, and/
or the removal of effluent dis-
charge for alternative use.
Although stormwater pollution is
being addressed, a concentrated
effot was made to reduce
wastewater pollution, mainly by

¢ Sarasota County spent an
estimated $50 million to date
to build a new regional waste-
water treatment facility, provide
sewer service to priority areas
in the watershed, and consoli-
date remaining small package
treatment plants to the regional
facility.

The remaining municipalities
were serviced by the larger op-
erations that have resulted in
major improvements in water
quality. Wastewater loading to
Sarasota Bay has been reduced
by more than 85 percent as a
result of the CCMP policy, and
corresponding  reductions in
chlorophyll and total nitrogen
concentrations in the Bay have
occurred.

The Florida Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection (FDEP) has
established protective standards
as an anti-degradation policy

proposing that all wastewater
discharged to the Bay meet AWT
standards of 3mg/ for TN and
that all wastewater be reclaimed
for alternative supply to reduce
aquifer deterioration in south-
west Florida. Specific actions
SBEP partners took to implement
the plan's policies to reduce
excessive nutrient levels in
the Sarasota Bay watersheds
include:

¢ Manatee County spent $40
million to establish and imple-
ment a no-discharge policy for

under the Florida Impaired Wa-
ters Rule. SBEP and its partners
conlinue to see improving trends
in water quality. Water clarity has
increased by .5 meters, with
seagrass now growing to depths
of 10 feet as total nitrogen
concentrations  continue to
decline and seagrass coverage
expands,

In fact, the increass in total sea-
grass acreage is at 96 parcent of
what it was in 1950—a total in-
crease of 1,253 acres, and a
conversion of patchy to 4,482
acres of continuous seagrass
beds.

Equally impressive, in 2008,
scallops have retumed to
portions of the Bay in significant
numbers—the highest counts
in the State of Florida. Imple-
mentation of the “Wastewater
Treatment and Reclamation™
Action Plan in the CCMP will be

wastewater and fo construct a
reclaimed wastewater system
for use in citrus and vegetable
operations in eastern Manatee

County.

* The City of Sarasota spent
$77 million to upgrade their
wastewater treatment plant to
AWT technalogy, provide sewer
service o remaining septic
areas in the city, and provide
reused water to urban and
agricultural operations.

successfully completed in 2015
with removal of the remaining
small wastewater treatment
plants and the hook-up of
the remaining areas on septic
systems in priority areas of
Sarasota County.

As a result, Sarasota Bay proper
has been proposed by FDEP for
delisting as impaired for nutri-
ents based on an extensive anal-
ysis of chlorophyll levels and
s6a-grass recovery.

Visit www.sarasotabay.org to
leam more about this and other
SBEP efforts.

Sarasota Bay Estuary Program

EPA's National Estuary Program
{NEP) s a unigue and successhil
coastal waltershed-based program
established in 1987 under the
Clean Water Act Amendments.
The NEP involves the public and
collaborates with pariners lo pro-
fect, restore, and maintain the wa-
ter quailty and ecological integrity
of 28 estuaries of national signifi-
cance focated in 18 coastal states
and Puerto Rico.

For more infonnation about the
NEP go to www.epa.goviowow/
estuaries,



