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May 21, 1997 

VIA HAND DELIYERX 

Bureau of Policy Development 
and Industry Structure 

Division of Water " Wastewater 
Florida Public L~rvice Commission 
2540 Shuma.rd Oalc Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

-~0""101----""' .... ~ ... _. 

Re: K.W. Resort Utilities Corporation; PSC Docket No. 970229-SU 
Lim.ited Proceeding/Reuse Water Rate Increase 
Our Filo No . 20779.04 

Dear Bdie: 

I am writing to respond 
questions outlined therein. 
and our respo~e• belowr 

to your letter of May 2, 1997, and the 
I have outlined the ques t ions as posed 

1. U the reu.se custoaer was to discontinue receiving 
service fraa the Utility, what impact: would this have on the 

~ilit:y• • effluent disposal? What alternative -th<XU of eftluant 
di~sal are available to the Utility and w.hat: is their cost? Rae 
the Utility iavastigatad any of these alternatives? It so, ple.,e 
provlde the r .. ults of the investigation. 

CAF 
CMU 

CTR 

Anawer: Prior to the recent expansion o f i t:s waatewater 
treat:ment facilities, the Utility had three inject i o n wel l s 
which were s uff icient t o handle all of the exiat1ng effluent 
of • be system at capacity . Therefore, no other alternatives 
weru required of the Utility . Even i f the golf course used no 
effluent:, the Utility had the capability t o utili ze t:he 
in j ection -11• for disposal o f all its treated efl tuent 
product. 
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With the recent expansio n of the Uti lity• s wastewater 
t r eatment facilities, there are now six exist ing injectio n 
wells available for effluent disposal which wi ll handle all o f 
the flows of the sewage treatment plant, even at maximum 
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capacity. Be cause both the original three injection wells and 
the recent ly added three are now in service and are gravity 
flow, it act ually cost tho Utility less to dispose of that 
effluent t hrough use of the injection wells then it does to 
use electr ical pumps to pump it to tho golf course for 
disposal . 

Ba aed on those facta, no otner alternatives need to be 
r e vie-d by t he Utility as it baa existing facilities of 
adequate capac ity t o mee t aU ot i t lf nooda for effluent 
disposal even i f t he golf course war e t o cea se taking effluent 
altogether and immediately. 

2. 'llltat are the other r euse rates f o r u tili ties in the 
surroomding area? Please provJde a list of util i t i es and the 
rates. 

AnSWer s The r e are only t wo reuse systems of which the 
Utility i s a ware in this area. One is owned by the City of 
Key West which utilizes all of ita effluent on its own 
property and, u such, there is no charge levied against 
itself. 

The only other system in tho area which disposes of its 
effluent through a reuse system is that owned by the Marathon 
Housing Authority and providing rouse water to the Sombrero 
Country Club in Marul\on. The Marathon Houoing Authority 
sells approximately 20,000 gallone of treated etfluent per day 
to the Sombrero COuntry Club for golf course irrigation. This 
constitutes a total of approximtltely 7. 2 million gallons a 
year of effluent sold. The Country Club is charged a flat 
rate of $28,000 for this service which equates to $3.83 per 
thousand gallons paid by Sombrero COuntry Club for this 
tre ated affluent. Because the Housing Authority does not 'lave 
suf ficient affluent -t•r to meet all of the Sombrero Country 
Club's needs, the COuntry Club is currently investing in a 
rover~• osmosis ~stem to supply additional irrigation water 
a cost likely to be in excess of the $3.83 per thousand paid 
t c thet Housing Authority for treated effluent. 

The golf cour se customer of K.W. Resort has discussed on~ 
alternative a vailable to it for receipt of treac:ed effluent 
for i:II.Tigation. That is the proposed purchasing of such 
effluent: froca a nearby ~stem owned by tho MOnroe County 
Detention C.nter. That aysc:em has available approximately 
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40,00G to so,ooo gallons per day of treated effluent which it 
is our understanding t hey have discussed providing to the golf 
course. However, t his will require the golf course to 
construct a t rancmiss ion line to the Monroe County Detention 
Center and to pay a fee to the Center which will likely equate 
to approximate l y t he same coat per thousand gallons for th.is 
effluent aa that proposed to be charged by K.W. Resort. 

In addition, the golf course's water needs are 
substantially in excess of the 40,000 to SO, 000 gallons 
available from the Monroe County Detention Center and, as 
such, t.l'>e golf course still needs t.o obtain substantial 
addi t i onal wat er for irrigation, either from K.W. Resort 
Utilities or muat purchaae tha~ potable water from Aqueduct 
Authority at over $6.00 per thousand gallons or construct an 
R.O . plant as Sombrero Country Club has proposed to do. Any 
of these alternatives has a substantially higher coat than the 
$1.25 r a te proposed to be charged by K.W. Resort Utilities. 

3. Baa K.W. Resort aa.plet ed a reuse f88aibi l i t y study f or 
the o•P? Xf not , why not? Xf eo, p1ease provide a copy of t he 
feasibility studY . 

Answer: The requirement for submittal of a reuse feasibility 
study by OEP is a relatively recent one imposed upon companies 
when they are applying for expansion of their existing 
wastewater treatment plant or perhaps even for permi t renewal . 
However, that requirement did not exist when thi s Utility 
began utilizing reuse approximately 13 years ago. As such, no 
feasibility study was requ1red at that time by the FOEP . With 
the recent expansion of the wastewater treatment facilities of 
K. W. Resort Utilities Corporation , the OEP did once again 
inquire on t heir standard forma about the feasibility of reuse 
for the Utility. The Utility simply responded that K. W. 
Resort is currently utilizing reuoe to the fullest extent 
po•siblo and that waa sufficient for the FDEP's needs and, as 
such, no •rouse feasibili t y study• has been prepared. 

In addition to the above questions, you.r letter also r'!quests 
two seta of documents. The first is all workpapers that ~upport 
the apecia'l report prepared by the Utility . Bob Nixon has 
possession of those workpapars and is currently oue-of - t own for 
approximately one week. I have sent a letter t o Hr . Ni xon 
requesting that be provide those aa soon as he returns. 
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Your second request for additional documents was for the 
Utility's consumptive use permit. Because the Utility i o a sewer 
only system, it is not r .squired to obtai.n a consumptive use permit 
since there are no consumptive uses of the waters of the State. 
Therefore , a con.sumptive use permit i s i napplicable and has not 
been obtained by the Utility. 

I wil l provide you with the additional workpapers of Mr . Nixon 
as soon as they are available. If you have any other questions 
regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

FMD/lts 
cc: Blanca Bayo, Director of Records & Reporting 

Ralph Jaeger , Esquire 
Charles H. Hill, Director of Water & Wastewater 
Ms. Joann Chase 
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