MEMORANDTUM

May 26, 1994

TO: DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING

DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES (LORENZO

RE: DOCKET NO. 931111-SU - APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE TO
OPERATE WASTEWATER UTILITY IN FRANKLIN COUNTY BY RESORT

VILLAGE UTILITY, INC.

FROM:

Please file the attached documentation in the above-referenced

correspondence file. Thank you.

JBL/dr

Attachment
(Rendell)

cc: Division of Water and Wastewater

I:MEMOS.JBL
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QROFR_DENYING AMENDMENT 7O ST. GPORGE ISLAND

130 FHENT _OF RECTONAL A RDEN

NUENRRAL, Or. Ben Jehnson and Ccastal Oovelopment Cuynsultants, Ing.,
applisd fne an amendment to the §t. Seorge Island Developmaut Qrder dotad
Srptemnnr o0 1977 ter SB acres described in Apprndix A Lereto,

WHEIEAS, the Franklin County Baard of County Commiusionris han ooehiitad
wotkshapr and a hnavisg pursuant to Chapter 28¢,

WHEREAS, the 1577 Development Ovdeyr designates tha Property as 2
Commarcia, hiea, Lo ¢ developed with “one or more high qual Ly casart hnteis
ou omotels, Coyether with such affiliated uses as may be opprepiiele o
desivable, .. 7 and

WHEREAS, thie Applicant proposed an Amendment to the 1477 ievaligpment
Ovder, which would bave peimittsd a smixed-use davelopment of Lha Applicant'»
preperty, ineluding the constructien of up fo 68 multi-family residantial
uniex; and

WHERZAS, therr vas strong opposizion from individual propefty ownars
witinn the Plantation te the inclusion of multi-family rvesidential unity
withan the proposed development; and

WHERLAS, the 1977 Development Ocder raquives fuctlier Doard approval tor
the uae of the Properiy for the construction of condominiums or mujti-lomily
residential unics,

WIEREAS, the Franklin County Bcazd of Uounty Commissiconers, hereby {imds
anid orders,

1 This order {5 based on Cempetent and substantial svideace.

. t 13 ool necessacy to detammine 3 tne propannd develcpmmt oridel
presenc=d at the Cecamier 7, 1993, heacring is a substantial deaviation {rom the
$277 develgpment ordes,

3. The cevelcpmant plan described in thie proposed St, Caovrge [sland
Resert Yillage Development rder  amendmant, ncluding 0@ multi<famaly
rasidential units, Is denised and the 1977 Development Order as it rriates o
the Property {8 not amendad.

4. Any development of the Property will continue Lo be contrnllad hy
the terms and conditinng of tha 1977 Development Order az 1t inlates Lo the
Properly

5. The approval of site plans and appropriate rezening of Jand willun
the development fe addressed in the 1377 Development of Regional Impact Order,
Gevalopment permits may be obtained as set focth 1p the 1977 Davelapsent of
Regiona. 1Impact Ovdar. The awners should apply for au amendmant Lo the
devalapnent order specliying dongitiss of uses permittad for the property.

5. Furoze applications for develapment crders should adequately
address scorm watez, sawage dispesal, fire safety, emopgeney avacuation and
water  supply, and provide reasonable assurances Lhat  the  quality  and
productlivity of Apalachicola Bay will be maintained.

5 ocestified copy hereof shall Le fucrnished by certifiad V.4, Hail wo the
Depactment of Comaunity Affairs, tha Apalachesr Regional Planning Council, Ren
Jobinson and Ceastal Development Censulrants, Inc,

»

) o
JONE AND ORCERED this é: day of Janvary, 19294,

-

- FL LQIOT B 4N . o7
RENDALL wAD , ) ( £97
COsFRNe 1T or, CLERK CO;FRANKLIN S3:FC

Tl - REC VERIA LED
FIHED amp RECOROED BY_ A *géul‘aj\bbﬁ%) ot

DATE 05/06/9q TIME 1%:3)
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NORTHWEST FLORIDA VATER NANACEMENT DISTRICT
YKEYORANDRUK

o Duncan C;;;;$:?‘aﬂti3, Buresu of Invironmsntal Managemsnt and

Rasource Plamning

THROUGH:  Grahan lLawia D, 'f‘?:nio: Envirsamental Sclientist
Tem Prace vghi-f. Ground Watar Bureau
Pam Lathan ¥ Environmental Ingineer

FROM: Dan Tonameire¥- Assistant Water Resourcas Planner
DATE: Fabruary 8, 1993

SUBJECT:  St. George Lalagnd Resers Village Develepmant Onsita ¥astevarer
Troatmant Piant

St AV A T i ook S v SR A e Sl e Tk e S APl e Vil A vk o S W N T sl AR 5 W v o e o

The proposed projeet is locatsd vithin the Apslachicols River and Bay

Systam, whizh has been desi{gnazed by the Northwest Florids Water Munagement

{aerict a: the highes:z priexity watershed under the Surface Weter Inprovemen:
and Management (SVIN) Program, As such, the Flerida Legialgsurs has direcced
thes District to protset and restore wgter quality and nactural resourcos
of the river and bay system., The vatars of Apalashicola Bay are clageified as
an Aquatic Prasarve, Ouiszanding Floride Warter (OFW), and Clags II Shellfish
Harvesting Approved watexs. In addition, the ares has been dssignated a
Hational Eatuarine Rezaezch Reserve and an Intarmationsl Biogsphere Rasarve,
Activitias that would adversely impact the wvater quality and natusal resousces
of ths systes should mot be parmiczed,

The proposed dsvelopnent encompasses approximately 58 acres adjacent %o
the girscrip eas: of Nieck's Hole on $:. George lsland. Rick's Hole includes
seagrass beds and asrshes, and L3 one of tha 2oss productive nuTsery areas in
the outsy reaches of Apalachicola Bay. The {nicisl proposal consisted of 17
hotel rooms, 165 zesidential condominium unizs, 42,000 square fest of
conmercial space, and 340 vestaurant ssats. This development will generate an
spuipaced 70,000 - 50,000 galloms per day (GPD) of wastasvatver roquiving
disposai. An advanced vaztavale: Lrestnent plant i3 propeosad to handle the
vasta. This faelliey will yxilize an sxzsnded aszation nmode of the activatad
sludgs process vith additional high levals of nitrogen s&nd phosphorus removal.
The yesuliing vastewater will havae ¢ §:5:3:1 (5 mg/l 30D, 5 mg/1 735, 3 ng/l
N, and 1 mg/l TP) level of erestaent.
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The Districz’s prisary concern remains the potentisi degradaticn of
surface vaters and aquatie habitat {n the bay. The Discrice scrongly
ancourages revisw of sze¢ondary and cumulative {mpacts on waver resources .
asgociated with the overall proposad praject and recommends that A Stormwater
Plar for the entire zite be pubmitted in conjunction with the vastewater
treatment plant application in order that appropriate cumulative impacts be
propatly asseszed, Insufficlent information has been provided to adaguazely
assass potential dagradation of this OFW or inceraction betwsen zainfall,
overland runof?, ground water, and surface vaters, including circulation and
mixing with Apalachicels Bay.

This applicsation doer not addrasc potential stormwater impacts fer the
entirs project. Reducad adserption ovar the disporal areas and Lhcreased
impervious surfsces wilil result {n eddi{tional storowater tuncff. The combined
potential incraase of ptormwaver runeff and sffluant disposal may compound
adverss affaczs to the watar gquality amd aquazis habitat. Thess poesidilities
give cause for concurrent gevisw of cumulazive impacts from the development.

- Specific concezns vith the wastewatay treatment plant applicaction are
ineluded balow:

1. The applicant has not provided dosumsntation regarding the "strong abllity
[of marsh] to add to the natural filtration and procassing of the diffused
ground water,.." {pp.1.-i1 and page 33 in orizinal submizcal). 1In addizion,
the applicant does nos sddress the impacts of nutrient enriched fTeshwater
ot the receiving salt marvsh community., Increased frashwgser flows may
provide oppoviunicles for colonlzation of "weedy" or "noxious”™ specles
less tolerant of higher salinivies (e.gz., Phragmites and Zypha).

2. The spplicant does not address the impacts of nutvient rich freshwater orn
the gulf Deach Iinterfacs. XNutrient enriched f{reshwater could potantially
disehargs on the gulf beach. which might be conducive to noxious growths
ineluding bacctaria and blue gresn algas.

3, Caregory I, Class C desiznation for ths treatment plant raquires minimal
staff requirements (3 hours/day, 6 dayz/week) and does not appear
adequate, given the leeation of the facility and potentlal load
vaziabllity (pesk usage on weekends and limizsd load during she weak).

4. The spplicant has besed estimetion of impacts to ground water on
asswrptions with which Districr staff do nor concur. For instancs:

Informat{on precented on page 31 iz used To demonstraze that dilution
of wastewater will be sufficient to subgtantially reduce ground warter
nutrient concentrasions delow the 3 mg/l of nitxogen and % mg/L of
phosphorus input concsntrations at the discharge facility. The case .is
given of thare being svailsble 9.5 million gallons of ground water in
which t£o dilute the disaharged efflusnt, This velume {5 usad co
support the netisn of achieving & 100:1 dilution of the tresated
effluent. '
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Thers are 3¢ least two ressons to guestion the agsumptions underlying
the concept of a 100:1 dflution zatis. First, in orfder to achisve the
100:1 dilutien ratic, it would be necessary to have complate and
instantenecus mixing of the 90,000 gallens of «fflusnt into the %.%
million gallonas of ground vater. Civen the physics of ground watsr
flov, this is simply not achievable. Second, in order to maintain the
diluzion ratio, each uniz of 90,000 gallons of effluent (one days
pperation at maximum design cspacity) would regquire a corresponding
velums of 9.5 million gallens of uncontaminated ground water in which
to be diluted. This would regquive conplete replacement of the 9.5
z{llion gallonaz on a deily dasis, something that i{s also not possible,

A wore rsasonabls assumption weuld be that a contaminant plume will
develop as treated afflusnt decomes entained in the local flow systen.
While £t s true that the plume will underge some df{lution a3 it Ll
‘trangported sthrough the flow system, it is questionable whether the
dilusion specified in the eriginal oubmirtal will De achievad. There is
abundant litsrature to {ndicate that contaminant plumes smanating from
constant sourtss of contamination can (under certain circumstances and forv
particular contaminants) maintein high concansrations, relative to that ol
the sourcs. Indsed, the mos: comservative sgsumption {n this case would
be to sassume no dilution ovar the courss of pluve evelution and discharge
to adjacent surface waterbodiss. In any case, the applicant sheuld
further substansiace the cited dilution rate, or provide other rslevan:
caleulations te support ancther rats.

Due to ths unknowns involved in forscasting the actual dischargs interfacs
of the ground vatar and effluent to the surface wazers wisheut site
specific data, conservative estimates are vayrranted. This assumption
could then be used to estimate impacts to surfsece water from the o¢ffluent.

Submistals have indicated that mounding will oceur under the absorpiion
beds. Mounding w(ll alter the slevation and flov of ground watsr.

Tha site-specifie informaticn submitted in tha recent ground Wwater survey
should allow calculations and estimates o be acomplished which could more
accurataly predict altsrasions in the dirsction and gquancity of

ground water flow due %o the meunding. Once the fate of ground water
quantities has been establishad, impacts at she intarface with surlece
watezrs (bay and gulf) should be consideved.

Much of the i{nformation provided by the applicant includes ganaral
estimstions besed orn limicted daza. The applicant should provide yelevane
data from previous studies to substantiate statements made regarding water
qualizy of affluent being discharged. If permits are to be {ssusd on such
limiced information, marsh inventsriss of vegetation and soil chemistry
and water quality data should be submizted to DE? on a regular basis fov
reviev and deteraination of impsct. In the svent of an impacs, the
faci{livy should caase operation or altar disposal method or quanticy.
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At lasst four surface water quality menitering scarions should be locatsd
naar the north shore (in the tidal cresk, at ths mouth of the tidai creel,
wast and vast of the tidal cresk mouth) which will provide early
indication of watar quality changex. If conegmination (s {ndicatad,
stations should be sdded to azsess the contaminacion (ons s1ts should ba
added in Nitk’'s Hole and a second contrel sits oucside the area of impact,
probably further offshers), Surface water sampling ehould {nclude a
minimum of ¥W,, PO,, T2, DC along with other parameters proposed. In che

svent of an impact, the plant should cesse opstation or alter disposal
sethod or guantity.

The close proexiaity of the propoded project, and particularly the
wastawatsy trestment faciliemy, to the bay requizas all possible
pracautions. Planc malfunction or oparater arror could produes & “ap{li",
creating 2 situation demanding on-sgite retention of plant overflev and/or
stormwater. Occasional flooding presently ogeurs undsr cevrtain tidal and
stornm conditions which could flush contaminants from the uplands dirsccly
to the bay. DPecential (mpacts from flooding events should be gonsidersd,

Ascording to the applicant and DEP, a stormwater plan for the facility ta
not required (sufficiemcy responses 1 .F}. Alzhough a Stovmwater parmit {3
not requirsd Jor chis facilicy, Lt (s 1likely that & permis will de
required for the entire development. The combination of potencial Lmpaccs
fron stormwatay runoff (frozm the plant and the entirs developmenc) and
effluent should be considered to approximate potential degradation.
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. sorida Department of

Environmental Protection

Northwest District

Lawton Chiles 160 Governmental Center Virginia B, Wetherell
Gaverner Pensacola, Flortda 32501-579%4 Seerrtary
MAY 2 - 1994

Dr. Ben Johnson, President

Coastal Development Consultants, Inc,
1234 Timberlane Road _

Tallahassee, Florida 32312

Dear Dr. Johnson:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your application, file number
DC19-235845, for a permit to construct a new 0.030 MGD wastewater
treatment facility to serve St. George Island Resort Village.
Reclaimed water will be discharged to three (3) absorption beds.

The additional information received on April 4 was reviewed,
however, the items listed on the attached sheet remain
incomplete. Evaluation of your proposed project will continue to
be delayed until we receive all requested information.

If you have any questions, please contact Joe May at (904)
444-8380. When referring to this project, please use the file
number indicated,

Sincerel

llan{w. son, P.E.
Program Administrator
Water Facilities

AWJ:4mb

Attach: Completsness Summary Items

cc: Gary J. Volenec, P.E.
Franklin County Public Health Unit
Tallahassee Branch Office, DEP
Richard Deadman, DEP I’GOV PR
Duncan J. Cairns, NWFWMD
Mike Donovan, ARPC
Thomas H, Adams

Deiatind am simewebed nansr,



1. In order to complete the review and processing of your
application, the following is reguired:

B) Incomplete. Please provide the required PSC .
certification. This application will be incomplete, and the
permit will rioct be issued, until the Department has received the
PSC certification.

C) Incomplete. Your response is noted. Please provide the
required documentation to confirm approval of the Development of
Regional Impact Order from the Franklin County Beoard of
commissioners for your proposed project. The Department has
serious reservations regarding the sufficiency of potable water
sarvice to St, George Island. This concern currently impacts on
the development of St. George Island Resort Village. This
application will be incomplete until the required documentation
has been received by the Department, indicating approval of the
Resort Village development by Franklin County.

FF) The Technical Services Section has reviewed the January
12 submittal for completeness and has found it to be incomplete.
The portions of the application and documentation relative to
groundwater have been reviewed pursuant to F.A.C. Rules 17-522
and 17-610.

The following list identifies items which are needed to
satisfy and/or evaluate permitting requirements:

6) Complete.

9) Incomplete. The only unresolved concern for this site is
that it is not clear what will happen if the system is hit by a
severa storn (the "25 year precipitation event"™). The National
Weather Service can provide the climatological data which include
the last 25 years’ rainfall amounts. All one has to do is pick a
station on or near the island and use the station data in the
MODFLOW program. Those data can then be used to generate contour
plots using the Surfer program. The generated plots will satistfy
the Department’s requirements to know how the ponds will perform
when influenced by severe storms. The data already provided
indicate that under normal lcading conditions there will be
radial flow from the ponds with some minor portion of the
affected groundwater moving toward Nick’s Hole; which is about
1,300 feet from the nearest pond. At that distance, under
average flow conditions, there should be no adverse impact on
Nick’s Hole. However, your verification is required.

10) Conmplete,
The check-list of complete/incomplete information pertaining

to F,A.C. Rule 17-522.600 has bheen revised. Those items which
are incomplete at this time are as follows:

17-522.600(3) Complete.
17-522.600(3) (a)1. Complete.
17-522.600(3) (a)4. Completes.
17-522.600(3) (e) Complete.
17-522.600(3) (1) Complete.
17-522.600(3) (k) Complete.



2. Your comments are noted. However, to reiterate our position,
the Department has time limitations when issuing a permit. For
example, in accordance with F,A.C. Rule 17-610.840(3), a facility
may be operated for up to six (6) months under a reuse/land
application construction permit in order to demonstratas
satisfactory project performance.

Therefora, this rule alone may restrict the time duration of
the construction permit. The Department is willing to work with
you to resolve this matter, But F.A.C. Rule 17-610.840(3)
reuse/land application six (6) month operation period under the
construction permit must not be compromised.

The Department is willing to issue the permit for 0.030 MGD
plant capacity with a permit condition that will state that an
expansion permit application must be submitted to the Department
to increase the plant capacity as required by F.A.C. Rules
17-600.400(1), 17-4.050(8) and 17-4.050(7) prior to any proposaed
plant capacity increase. ;




18. The intervenor neither admits nor denies the allegations contined in paragraph
eighteen, but puts the petitioners to their proof.

19. The intzrvenor neither admits nor denies the allegations contained in paragraph
ninetsen, but puts the petitioners to their proof.

20. The intervenor denies the allegations contained in paragraph twenty.

21. The intervenor denies ﬁa allegations contained in paragraph twenty-one.

Count I

22, Intervenor realleges answers to paragrephs 1.9 and 19.

o

23. The intervenor denies the allegations contained in paragraph twenty-two.
24. The intervenor denies the allegations contained in paragraph twenty-four.

25. The intervenor denies the allegations contained in paragraph twenty-ﬁve /

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE m
The propesed relocation of Leisure Lane would jeopardize and sbrogate prior perpstual
easement rights granted to Intervenor, other individuals, collective Plantation owners, and other
entities, to utilize Leisure Lane a8 it is currently described in Franklin County official records for
the purposes cited within easement documents listed by First American Title Insurance Company

for Leisure Lane on the Intervenor’s Policy of Title Insurance:

“Subject to those certain Easements for Laisure Lane racorded in O.R. Book 176 at
Puge 231 and Page 24.2; O.R. Book 232 at Page 253 and as corrected in O.R. Book
233 at Page 189; O. R. Book 237 at Page 103; O.R. Book 283 at Page 318 and

O.R. Book 340 at Page 191, all of the Public Records of Franklin County, Florida.



In addition to the sbove citations, the terms of the Andrew Jackson Agreement with the
Plantation Property Owners Assoc., O. R, Book 332 at Page 255 et al. Franklin County, Florida,
speak to the issues of Leisure Lane and provide additional rights to its ownership and use.

2. The proposed amendment to the 1977 Development Order significantly alters the plans
ghown on Exhibits C and D showing the beach club and preliminary master plan filed with the
1977 Development Order in Franklin County, Florida. These exhibits specifically apply to the

subjact property and were the basis upon which Intervenor relied for the purchase of his property.

Wherefore, Intervenor prays that the demands of Petitioners be denied.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been served by U.S. Mail to P,
Michael Ruff, Division of Administrative Hearings, De Soto Building, 1230 Apalachee Parkway,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1550; William J. Peebles, 308 East College Avenue, Tallahassee,
Florida 32301 and J. Ben Watking, 41 Commerce Street, Apalachicols, Florida, Attorneys for the
Petitioner; Alfred O. Shuler, Post Office Box 850, Apalachicola, Florida 32329, Attorney for the
Respondent; and Gregory Smith, Counsel to FLWAC, the Capitol, Room 209, Tallahassee,

Florida, 323%$9-0001, this ,{z day of May, 1994.

G o A Cotirse,

THOMAS H. ADAMS
Post Office Box 791,
Eastpoint, Florida 32328
(904) 927-2670




CASE NO, APP-94.023

STATE OF FLORIDA Y DoAY 4 - 25,3
LAND AND WATER ADSUDICATORY COMMISSION DRT

PETITION TO INTERVENE FILED BY THOMAS H. ADAMS

Thonras FL. Aduns hereby files his Petition to litervene, pursuant to provisions of
Section 42-2.006, lorida Administrative Code in the above-styled uppenl presently
pending bietore the Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission,

Ax grounds for his Motion to Jurervene, the tervenor would show as tollows

L. The [ntervenor owns the property Lot $8. Sea Palm Villuge contiguous
and adjacent o the propety of Ben Johnson & oastal Development Consultants, Ine.
deseribed as the Resort Village proposal. and would be subject to adverse eflects of the
property being developed us proposed.

2. The Intervenor has actively participated in deliberations concerning this
proposed “Resort Village” through all public hearings and most meetings of’ the State’s
Interagency Council which discussed this development. The Intervenor hds corresponded
with nunterous ag=ncies with respect to on-going evaluation of the statuy of'the proposed
project, and he has transmitted letters and petitions trom the generw public with regard to
the proposal.

3. Atter 4 thorough review and analysix, and tollowing full public heurmg
with public input tromn atlected public agencies and the public-at-large | including the
Intervenor, the Franklius County Bourd of Conmnssioners denied an amendinent to the 1977
St. George Islund Developent Order, as set tforth in Exhibit *A™ and made o purt hereof
as though fully set out heretn.

4. The lntervenor, having presented substantial sdortnation i support of
the denial of this swnendnent at the Public Hearing and at earlier public workshops o the
proposal, assents his standing in these proceedmes with the right to Intervene ax a full pwty
with a right to question anv phase of'the proceedings.

S0 In tiling wottons und potitions: 1o mitervene i sippeuds pesddie betore e
Floruda Land sind Water Adjueicatory Covusiion, Section 4202 ou6(1) Plorida
Admuistrative Code, provides that " lervenors may suppor or oppose any ot the origiual
parties, but shadl declare thewr position when obtainmg leuve tu intervene and shall allege
suffictent facts w support thereot in the Petition to latervene. In regards to the provisions
of the cited section, the Intervenor supports the Franklin County Comnmissioners in their
denial of the proposed anendment (0 the 1977 Developuient Ocder on the basis ol the
lollowing facts: ‘
a ‘The 1977 Development Order provide: ey nalts - tusaly
residential structyres shall not be allowed in cotnmercialiv dosrasa ol g i wtiin
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the'Plantation without prior consent of the County. The County denied this consent
28 is their authority and properly denied the amendment which included multi-
family structures.

b. The area of the proposed Resort Village includes that area
designated as the beuch club and the Development Order, puge 3 states: (1) The
Beach Club shall be developed substantially as shown on Exhibit “C” Any
significant alteration of such pian shall require approvat by the Board prior to
actual construction. The Plan for this area is altered significantly by the Resort
Village proposal and approval is denied in accordance with review and approval
authortily.

¢. The Plantation Commercial Areas (v) meaning the two future
commercial sites (south of Nick’s Hole and the area near Bob Sikey Cut) have,
upon request of owners of thiz property, reverted to single family residential
development, hence over 75% of'the praperty originally designated for possible
commercial use no longer exists for commercial development.

d. Further commentary on the Plantation Conmmercial Areas states
that, “before development is commenced in the commercial areas, plans und
specifications for site clearing and construction be submitted to the Board for
review and approval.” Accordingly, the Board in its denial of the amendment
recognized that the developer should submit detailed plans for any rezoning request
as a part of its proper review and approval process.

e. Additionally, Section (vi) General Commercial Conditions of
development state that “proper sewage treament and drainage control are major
factors in the finul review and spproval of plans for conunercial ureus...... 1o gyuure
that planoed development will not cause pollution of Apalachicoln Buy or other
environmental damage.” The Board properly notified Resort Village of these
requirements aloug with other normal safety provisions that should be considered
in the protection of the Public welfare us part of the Board's review aud approval
authority.

. As to whether or not specitic 1ssues are cited in the 1977
Development Order, it 18 noted in Section (vi) that “this condilion {(cooperation in
attaining State and Federal permits) shull not apply if any substantial adverse duta
are developed subsequent to final approval” Currently, serious problemy with
wuter uvailability and adequate fire protection on the island represent substantial
adverse data to be considered in the review and approval process. Similarly,
recent concerns relative to hurticane evacustion, including problems of flooding,
and 1ntegity of the bridge to the istand represent substantial and adverse data to be
considered in the review and approval of more intense development proposals.
‘The Board was within its regulatory mandate to examune any and all data which
arove which was in its judgment subutantial and /or adverse.

g Adto the issue of competent and yubstantial evidence, testimony of
community members provided creditable data, observations, and knowledge of
local issues from environmental, historical and social perspectives. and included
people experienced und competont in conununity plunning, envirownental issucs,
and other resources appropriate to the deliberative process of'the hewring. The
County Commissioners algo heard from a variety of experts  writing, and were
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advised by DCA and ARPC that local concems were of prime unportauce in this
project, regardless of regional issues. Testimony of DEP revealed that many
concerns existed and remained unresolved regurding waste water treatnient, storm
water nm off, ground water, surface water and posysible degradation of
Apalachicola Bay waters,

h. Several site specific problems with respect to the Resort Village
were noted which remain unresolved . (1) The plan to relocate and realign the
ouly through road on the westeru end of the islund. Problems of utility locations on
the existing road and specitic easements provided, thereto. (2) The placement of
roads at right angles to the beach [“(k) Roads ghall not be extended into primary
dune areas at right angles to the beach. Such roads would foster increased wind
erosion and pose a huzard for storm surge overwash and dune breaching.”}

(3) The proximity to and dangers associated with population concentration adjacent
to the air strip. (4) The proximity of the project to Nick’s Hole which 1s recognized
as the most environmentally sensitive area of Apalachicola Bay. (5) The
unavailability of information regarding ground water flow and its affect on surface
waters, (6) The extent of serious Hlooding in this purticular arey us revealed in
photographs taken on Oct. 3, 1992 (7) The State’s interest in acquiring land at this
site along with recent state acquisitions at adjacent sites ( Nick’s Hole, airport
property) und the purchase of Pelicun Potat property under comsideration.

WHEREFORE, the Intervenor respecttully requesty that the Florida Land and Water
Ajudicutory Conunission :

1. Enter its motion to allow Thomas H. Adams to mtervene as a full party with the
right to question any phase of the proceedingy

2. Preserve any issues contained in the denial of the mmendment to the 1977
Development Order hereto attached.

3. Grant such further relief as tmay be neceasary und appropriute.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been furnishied to
the partiey listed below by U.S. Mail this 2. day of 22swsi, 1994.

Thomas H Adams
St. George Island
P.O.Box 791
Eastpout, FL 32328
(904)- 927-2670
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