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In, 1996, Florida Governor Lawton Chiles 
And USEPA Administrator Carol Browner offi- 
cially adopted the Indian River Lagoon CCMP. 
In it are dozens of actions, that if implemented 
would help maintain and improve the ecologi- 
cal integrity of the IRL. To evaluate the 
progress towards implementing recommend- 
ed actions, we examined all government and 
private activities and rated progress as follows: 

1. To document the progress 
toward implementing the 
CCMP's recommended actions 
through citizen's participation 
since the plan's adoption in 
November 1996; 

2. To illustrate examples of 
CCMP implementation that 
can be updated and added to 
in years ahead; 

4 
Implemented: (75-1 00% complete)--full 
implementation. 
3 
Substantial Progress: (50-74% complete)-- 
major progress. 
2 
Moderate Progress: (25-49% complete)--fair 
level of progress. 

3. To identify gaps and obstacles 
hindering environmental 
managers and decision-makers 
from successfully implement- 
ing the CCMP's recommended 
actions; 

4. To convey ideas and opportu- 
nities to overcome the identi- 
fied challenges. 

1 
Minimal Progress: (up to 24% complete)-- 

minimal progress. 

0 
No Progress: (0% complete)--no progress. 

U - Unknown: Unknown progress. 

DNR - Did Not Respond to survey 
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CCMP IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 

I n 1990, President George Bush declared the 
Indian River Lagoon an Estuary of National 
Significance. Over the next five years of facilitat- 

meetings, stakeholder sessions and public 
hearings, a planning document was created that 
touches every segment of the lagoon. Called the 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management 
Plan, the CCMP contains goals, objectives, prior- 
ity problems, and action items covering 68 sub- 
ject areas ranging from water quality to wildlife 
resources. The CCMP also identifies the lead 
governmental agencies for each of these estab- 
lished priorities and action plans. It is a blue 
print for the preservation and restoration of the 
lndian River Lagoon, the most biologically 
diverse estuary in North America. 

Whether the CCMP is a living and meaning- 
ful document is up to the citizens who care 
about the future of the Indian River Lagoon. A 
central feature of the CCMP and any successful 
watershed program is public accountability and 
adaptive management. The CCMP contemplates 
that non-governmental organizations will regu- 
larly look at the actions required by the plan to 
see what progress has been made. Adaptive 
management is the process of changing and 
revising plans as new priorities are identified, 
problems raised, and opportunistic solutions 
found. 

Audubon has been involved in issues con- 
cerning the Indian River Lagoon for nearly a 
century. It called upon its local chapters to sur- 

vey local governments along the lagoon to see 
how they were implementing the action plans 
in the CCMP. This progress report contains the 
conclusions from the survey of state, regional, 
and local governments within the lagoon. 
These trained citizens learned about the goals 
and objectives of the CCMP and will continue 
to be citizen sentinels to observe how local juris- 
dictions are tackling or ignoring important pri- 
orities. 

It is hoped that this Progress Report will be 
an important tool in adaptive management for 
restoration of the lndian River Lagoon. This 
report should identify those jurisdictions that 
have made a difference and also gently nudge 
those who are not doing their fair share. Most 
importantly, we hope to identify those barriers 
to carrying out the ambitious programs of the 
action plans. 

Overall we found that there has been 
progress in some key areas and that support for 
protection of the Indian River Lagoon has made 
its way into comprehensive plans designed to 
guide our future. But we also found that there is 
still some confusion over who is taking the lead 
in certain areas like land acquisition and biodi- 
versity issues, or who has authority in areas like 
resource-protection zones, wetlands policies or 
compliance with the IRL Act. In the meantime, 
major problems still remain and natural condi- 
tions continue to deteriorate as the pressure on 
the lagoon continues to grow. 

This progress report will identify those areas 
of concern in hopes that citizen sentinels and 
policymakers will continue their effort to protect 
and restore the Indian River Lagoon. 

Mosquito Lagoon 

Banana River 

ndian River Lagoon 

ATLANTIC O C E  

. . 
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CCMP 

Program Goal I: Water and Sediment Quality 
To attain and maintain water and sediment of 
sufpcient quality to support a healthy estuar- 
ihe, lagoonal system. 

Point Source Discharges (PS) 
The first set of action plans relates to compli- 
ance with Indian River Lagoon Act (Ch-90-262 
Laws of Florida). The act required elimination 
of wastewater treatment plant effluent discharge 
by April 1, 1996, as well as elimination of on- 
site sewage disposal in areas where they were 
determined to be a threat to the lagoon. 

The surveys show that there has been a signifi- 
cant effort toward compliance with the first part 
of the act. Nearly all local jurisdictions have 
completed construction of new wastewater treat- 
ment facilities designed to produce gray-water 
rather than effluent discharge. 

The act did not address the issue of industrial 
discharges. The CCMP identified 27 industrial 
&charges to the IRL from power plants, reverse- 
osmosis potable water treatment plants, citrus 
processing plants, and others. FDEP has permit- 
ted one new industrial plant to discharge to the 
IRL, however most local jurisdictions have 
adopted policies designed to prohibit industrial 
discharge. 

To comply with the requirements of the IRL Act, 

many WWTPs dispose of their effluent through 
deep-well injection. Disposal of effluent using 
this method may result in.loss of freshwater 
resources and may also contaminate the 
Floridan aquifer. The IRLCCMP calls for the 
identification and development of alternatives 
to deep-well injection. Currently, FDEP is in the 
development process to identify alternatives, 
however no deep-well disposals have been aban- 
doned nor significantly reduced. 

On-Site Sewage Disposal (OSDS) 
A second part of the Indian River Lagoon Act 
focuses on on-site sewage disposal systems such 
as septic tanks and package treatment plants. 
The act required studies to determine problem 
areas associated with on-site disposal and 
required local governments to connect these 
areas to wastewater systems. The CCMP identi- 
fied approximately 120,000 OSDSs in the lagoon 
basin, and more than 80,000 were determined to 
be in 'problem' or 'potential problem' areas, pre- 
senting a threat to water quality. 

The surveys show that there has been a mixed 
response to the requirement to eliminate septic 
tanks in areas where they are a threat to the 
lagoon. In many municipalities there are no 
septic tanks permitted, so this is mostly a county 
issue. In some counties, however, there is not 
the political will or there is a perceived lack of 
authority to require compliance. FDEP also 

believes it does not have the authority to require 
compliance with this part of the act. 

Despite the perceived lack of authority (and 
accountability), St. Lucie and Indian River 
Counties have made significant steps in elimi- 
nating septic tanks that are a threat to the 
lagoon. But Volusia County is running into con- 
flict with local cities. 

Lack of public support is listed as a reason for 
not going further. Brevard County questions 
whether there are sufficient studies to show the 
effectiveness of alternatives to septic tanks. The 
City of Oak Hill passed a charter amendment to 
ban sewer systems and is trying to stop Volusia 
County from extending sewers into a problem 
area. 

Freshwater and Stormwater Discharges (FSD) 
An essential part of solving water quality prob- 
lems with the Indian River Lagoon involves 
management of freshwater and stormwater dis- 
charges. Freshwater discharges affect the overall 
salinity of the lagoon while stormwater dis- 
charges sweep large amounts of sand, metals, 
fertilizers, and petroleum by-products into the 
lagoon ultimately causing a growing layer of 
muck on the bottom. This black ooze inhibits 
submerged vegetation and the species that 
depend on it for food or shelter. 
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Stormwater discharges from urban areas and 
agricultural runoff contribute significantly to the 
chronic decline of the lagoon. The CCMP cails 
or a wide range of actions. Priority steps include P-: 

setting pollution loading goals and implement- 
ing SWIM plans and best management practices. 

Implementation has not been uniform. SJR- 
WMD has set goals, recommended 'best man- 
agement practices,' developed pollutant load 
reduction goals and sponsored SWIM projects, 
but local governments have not consistently fol- 
lowed their lead or taken advantage of their pro- 
grams. 

Some local jurisdictions have experimented with 
muck removal and new engineering. The over- 
all impediment is lack of a funding source to 
undertake the solutions needed. While many 
local jurisdictions have enacted stormwater utili- 
ty fees, it appears that the priority is for draining 
rather than water quality. 

~ a r i n a  and  Boat Impacts (MB) 
The cumulative impact of over 60,000 registered 
boats along the lagoon and large amounts of 
boat traffic has an effect on the lagoon. Props 
destroy seagrass habitat and injure or kill mana- 
tees. 

Most marinas do not have pump out facilities 
for wastes. Shoreline erosion is a long-term 

effect of wake from large vessels. The CCMP 
recommends more enforcement from the 
Florida Marine Patrol and,better boater educa- 
tion as high priority items. The responses 
from the surveys show governments have not 
made much progress in this area. None of the 
Manatee Protection Plans have been formally 
adopted, FMP presence is inefficient to protect 
resources or enforce speed limits, and a coordi- 
nated effort to educate boaters and 
identifyfencourage use of pump-out facilities 
has not implemented. 

Atmospheric Deposition of Pollutants (AD) 
Atmospheric deposition is an emerging issue 
for the Indian River Lagoon and other waters 
of Florida. Recent work in Tampa Bay estimat- 
ed that 28 percent of nitrogen loadings to 
Tampa Bay are the result of atmospheric depo- 
sition directly into the water. Assessing the 
impact of atmospheric deposition is difficult 
because the processes by which air pollution is 
transferred to water bodies are not well under- 
stood. Sources may result from local emis- 
sions, emissions from outside the state, and 
even emissions located outside the United 
States. 

USEPA reports that addressing atmospheric 
deposition is a low priority due to limited 
time, staff and funding. USEPA also notes that 
with limited resources, it is important to first 

address issues that are solvable, because the 
complexity of addressing deposition problems 
often cross state and federal borders. 
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OSDS-1 
OSDS-2 
OSDS-3 
FSD-1 
FSD-2 
FSD-3 
FSD-4 
FSD-5 
FSD-6 
FSD- 7 
FSD-8 
FSD-9 
FSD-10 
FSD-11 
FSD-12 
FSD-13 
FSD-14 
MB-1 
MB-2 
MB-3 
MB-4 
MB-5 
MB-6 
MB- 7 
MB-8 

Unknown N o  Progress Minimal Moderate Substantial Implemented Overall 
Progress Progress Pro ress u 0 1 2 4 4 

Rank 
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CCMP IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 

Program Goal 11: Living Resources 
To attain and maintain a functioning, healthy 
ecosystem that supports endangered and 
hreatened species, fisheries, commerce and 
recreation. 

Biodiversity Research and Management (BD) 
The length of the Indian River Lagoon traverses 
a broad variety of natural communities as well 
as two climatic regions, subtropical and temper- 
ate. The variety of species which reside and 
migrate to the region make the Indian River 
Lagoon the most biologically diverse estuary in 
North America. Rapid human population 
growth and loss of habitat have caused over 75 

species to be identified as rare, endangered, 
threatened or species of special concern by state 
and federal governments and private organiza- 
tions. Nevertheless, the lagoon still supports a 
significant fin and shellfish harvest both com- 
mercially and recreationally. 

To promote biodiversity, the CCMP calls for 
ioordinated efforts at resear~h, land acquisition, 
and exotic plant removal. While these efforts 
are not coordinated per the recommendations of 
the CCMP, a major part of the job is getting 
done. Each of the counties along the lagoon has 
acquired land to protect biodiversity. The SJR- 
WMD and The Nature Conservancy have 
worked to coordinate efforts and propose the 
Indian River Blueway for acquisition. 

As for exotic plant removal, it is happening in 
an opportunistic fashion where funds and 
resources are available. state agencies and 
local governments participate in coordination of 
workdays, enlisting volunteers to remove inva- 
sive exotics. 

Seagrasses (SG) 
Seagrass and other submerged aquatic vegetation 
communities are vital to the health of the IRL. 
The extent and health of these communities has 
decreased significantly due to declines in water 
quality, especially water clarity. Seagrass abun- 
dance has declined about 18 percent over a 50- 
year period, and in some areas, seagrass acreage 
has declined by 70 percent. 

Preservation and restoration of seagrass beds are 
the highest priorities for the Indian River 
Lagoon program, and while acreage of seagrasses 
in most areas of the lagoon is stable, there are 
no state standards that provide the necessary 
protection for seagrass. 

Wetlands Restoration and Preservation (W) 
Wetlands protection and restoration is a critical 
factor for the long-term future of the Indian 
River Lagoon. Wetlands are important habitats 
for a diverse number of shorebirds and other 
species. Wetlands also serve as a filter for fresh- 
water and stormwater discharges, thus protect- 
ing water quality. 

Wetlands, per se, are protected by regulations 
that appear to be working. Wetland protection 
rules are widespread through the lagoon and are 
enforced by federal, state, regional, and local 
governments. Nevertheless, there is a recog- 
nized need to protect buffers around wetlands. 
Some local jurisdictions have successfully done 
that while others cite lack of science or property 
rights concerns for not implementing a stronger 
rule. 

Impounded Marshes (IM) 
Reconnection of impounded marshes and other 
restoration projects are also an important com- 
ponent of lagoon conservation. Reconnection 
of impounded marshes is receiving attention 
throughout the lagoon, while shoreline restora- 
tion projects are happening only in an oppor- 
tunistic fashion. Fifteen thousand acres of 
marshes impounded for mosquito control have 
been reconnected to the IRL. 

Land Acquisition (LA) 
Endangered land acquisition projects represent a 
significant victory for lagoon conservation pro- 
jects. Much of the open space along the lagoon 
has been acquired or is on a list to be acquired. 
Large ecosystem projects like Canaveral National 
Seashore, Merritt Island NWR, Archie Carr NWR, 
and Pelican Island NWR, represent large public 
investments in conservation. WMD's and local 
governments have used Preservation 2000, Save 
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Our Rivers, and Florida Communities Trust pro- 
jects to plan projects like the Indian River 
Blueway and other local acquisitions. Every 
'3 i 

bounty along the lagoon has purchased conser- 
vation lands. 

Endangered and Threatened Species (ETS) 
As for coordinated research and species manage- 
ment, it is happening around single species 
recovery plans only. Plans for protection of sea 
turtles, manatees, and scrub-jays get multi- 
agency input and coordination. Otherwise, it 
does not seem to be any agency's priority. 
In addition, studies of wildlife diseases or deaths 
are not being performed by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, however, the Game 
Commission has conducted studies on pelican 
deaths in the lagoon. 

~isheries (F) 
The Indian River Lagoon has some of the richest 
and most diverse fisheries in the United States 
with more than 600 identified species. The 
CCMP calls for improved management of fish- 
eries through coordinated research. FDEP 
reports that research and management is coordi- 
nated and that some stock assessments have 
been performed. Obstacles preventing addition- 
al stock assessments include the lack of life his- 
tory information on most fish species. 
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LA- 1 
LA-2 

OVERALL RANKINGS FOR LIVING RESOURCES 

Unknown No Progress Minimal Moderate Substantial Implemented Overall 
Progress Pro ress u 0 1 5 4 Rank 
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CCM P IMPLEMENTATION OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY 
PUBLIC & GOVERNMENTAL SUPPORT & INVOLVEMENT 

Program Goal 111: Public and Governmental 
Support and  Involvement 
To , i achieve heightened public awareness and 
r.!bordination of interagency management of the 
Indian River Lagoon system. 

Public Involvement and Education (PIE) 
For the CCMP to be successfully implemented 
will require cooperation among the dozens of 
jurisdictions that touch or concern the lagoon. 
It will also require support from educated citi- 
zens who understand the value of the IRL 
resources, as well as threats to these resources. 

Overall, public and governmental education and 
involvement programs have done a good job of 
providing information about the benefits, both 
environmental and economic, of undertaking 
protection, preservation and restoration activi- 
ties. Shoreline clean-up projects now are part of 
every community. 

Future Implementation (FI) 
At present, the IRL lagoon advisory committee is 
the only intergovernmental program coordinat- 
ing CCMP implementation throughout the 
lagoon. From the responses to the survey, it is 
clear that not all jurisdictions are working to 
implement the CCMP through regulations or 
growth management plans. 

Data and Information Management (DIM) 
Over the years, numerous studies and monitor- 
ing programs have been completed for the 
Indian River Lagoon by a variety of agencies. 
Much of this information is valuable in making 
informed management decisions. However, 
much of the information was scattered through- 
out different agencies, found in different for- 
mats, and difficult to locate. The CCMP calls for 
the centralization of IRL data to be compiled in 
the STORET system. 

Some progress has been made in centralizing 
much of the IRL data, however the immense 
amount of information probably makes it 
improbable to achieve full centralization. The 
SJRWMD has provided funding and assistance 
toward the completion of the first and second 
editions of the IRL Information System bibliog- 
raphy, which contains thousands of literature 
citations related to the IRL. 

An important step to overcoming the obstacle of 
centralizing this information is to identify the 
responsible entity and provide funding to staff 
the position. 

Monitoring (MON) 
Monitoring water and sediment quality, as well 
as various biological resources, is necessary to 
determine the condition of the water body and 
gauge the effectiveness of actions taking place. 

Surveys show that the WMDs, FDEP and several 
local governments perform monitoring of a vari- 
ety of conditions found in the lagoon, includ- 
ing: water quality, seagrass meadows, meteoro- 
logical data, atmospheric deposition, and pollu- 
tants. Monitoring is coordinated and reports are 
produced and shared with other agencies. 
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OVERALL RANKINGS FOR PUBLIC GOVERNMENTAL SUPPORT h ~NVOLVEMENT 

FOR ALL AGENCIES 
Unknown No Progress Minimal Moderate Substantial Implemented Overall 

Progress Pro ress 1 Pro ress 
U 0 1 9 4 Rank 

FI- 1 
FI-2 
FI-3 

MON- 1 
MON-2 
MON-3 
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fioint Source Discharge 

PS-1 - Ensure cotnpliance with the Indiati River Lagoon Act 
(Chapter 90-262, Laws of Florida). 

PS-2 - Prevent changes to  the  IRL Act that  would reduce its 
effecti veness. 

FDEP 
East Central Florida RPC 
Treasure Coast RPC 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 
FDEP 
IRLNEP+ 

2 
4 
4 
3 
4 
DNR 
DNR 
1 
1 
1 
4 
u 
u 
DNR 
1 
u 
0 
DNR 
4 
4 
4 
1 
4 
4 
DNR 
4 
1 
0 
4 
1 
0 
0 
2 
4 
2 
1 

PS-3 - Redrrce or ellttlinate indrrstrlal discharges to the IRL. 

FDEP 1 
East Central Florida RPC 4 
Treasure Coast RPC 4 

PS-4 - Investigate and recommend funding alternatives for 
the upgrading o f  Wastewater Treatment Plants (WWTPs). 

FDEP 4 

PS-5 - Investigate alternatives to deep-well disposal of 
domestic wastewater and industrial efluents. 

FDEP 1 

On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems 

OSDS-I - Complete or continue projects related to OSDS in  
the 1994 SWIMplan update and the IRL Act. 

East Central Florida RPC 3 
Treasure Coast RPC 4 
Volusia County 4 
Brevard County 2 
Indian River County 2 
St. Lucie County 4 
Martin County 2 

OSDS-2 - Develop and itnpletnent a program to inspect 
OSDS. 

East Central Florida RPC 0 
Treasure Coast RPC 0 
Volusia County ICPHU 0 
Brevard County ICPHU 0 
Indian River County /CPHU 4 
St. Lucie County ICPHU 0 
Martin County /CPHU 0 

I I 

OSDS-3 - Undertake further studies of OSDSs in  the IRL 
region to quantifi the impact o f  OSDS on the lagoon and 
further refine the extent o f  'probletn" and "potential prob- 
letn" areas. 

USEPA 4 

Freshwater and Stormwater Discharges 

FSD-1 - Complete or continue the diagnostic, managetnent 
or feasibility projects related to freshwater or stormwater 
discharges found in  the 1994 IRL-SWIM Plan update. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 

FSD-2 - Itnpletnent the NPDES non-point source (stonnwa- 
ter) perrnittingprogram throughout the Indian River 
Lagoon region. 

USEPA 
FDEP 

FSD-3 - Develop and implement pollutant load reduction 
goals (PLRGs) for all areas o f  the Indian River Lagoon. 

SJRWMD 1 
SFWMD 2 
East Central Florida RPC 4 
Treasure Coast RPC 0 

FSD-4 - Develop and implement new or improved best man- 
agement practices (BMPs) for management of freshwater 
discharges or stonnwater management. 

NRCS 
FDEP 
SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hiil 
BREVARD COUNTY 

0 
4 
4 
4 .  
0 
4 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
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Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
hgalabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Vlllage 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Tltusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indlan River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

4 
4 
4 
0 
0 
DNR 
4 
4 
0 
DNR 
0 
4 
4 
4 
0 
4 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
4 
4 
0 
0 
0 

FSD-5 - Develop a comprehensive drainage map o f  the 
Indian River Lagoon basin. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
Melbourne Tillman WCD 
Fellsmere WCD 
Fort Pierce Farms WCD 
North St. Lucie Rlver WCD 
Indian River Farms Drainage District 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indlalantic 
Indlan Harbor Beach 
Malabar , 

Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 

2 
4 
U 
U 
U 
U 
u 
3 
3 
DNR 
DNR 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
DNR 
3 
3 

Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indlan River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTlN COUNTY 
Sewali's Point 
Stuart 

0 
DNR 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
DNR 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
0 
3 
3 

FSD-6 - Reduce the impacts of muck (ooze) on the Indian 
River Lagoon. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 

FSD-7 - Amend local government comprehensive plans or 
land development regulations to  reduce the impact of devel- 
opment on the varlous resources of the ZRL. 

East Central Florida RPC 2 
Treasure Coast RPC 0 

FSD-8 - Enact legislation allowing the use of state revolving 
trust fund monies for non-point source control projects, 
such as  freshwater and stormwater discharge management. 

Florida Legislature 
IRLNEP+ 
Interest groups 

FSD-9 - Investigate the potential o f  strengthening existi ng 
stonnwater or freshwater discharge management programs. 

FDEP 3 
East Central Florida RPC 0 
lleasure Coast RPC 0 

FSD-10 - Encourage the proper use o f  ferti lfzers, herbicides, 
and pesticides. 

Univ. of Florlda IFAS's Florida Yards 
& Neighborhoods (FYN) 1 

FSD-11 - Educate residents and property owners about the 
impacts of freshwater and storrnwater discharges on the 
Indian River Lagoon and what they can do t o  reduce these 
impacts. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 

FSD-12 - Undertake a review of the plan of reclamation, 
standard operating procedures and project works of each 
large drainage system. Develop strategies to reduce dis- 
charges into the Indian River Lagoon. 

Melbourne- Tillman WCD 4 
Fellsmere WCD 3 
Fort Pierce Farms WCD 3 
North St. Lucle River WCD 4 
Indian River Farms WCD 4 
Sebastian Rlver WCD DNR 

FSD-13 - Upgrade existing stormwater systems. 

East Central Florida RPC 
Treasure Coast RPC 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

4 
4 
4 
4 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
DNR 

0 
DNR 

2 
4 
4 
4 
2 
3 
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Fellsrnere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
FQrt Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

DNR 
3 

PSD-14 - Develop appropriate rnechanisrns to  fund and 
undertake the operation, maintenance and imnprovement of 
storrnwater management systems. 

DC A 
East Central Florida RPC 
Treasure Coast RPC 
VOLUSlA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Srnyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Shtellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsrnere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

0 
4 
0 
4 
4 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
0 
3 
4 
0 
3 
DNR 
2 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
1 
4 
2 
4 
2 
DNR 
2 
2 
1 
2 
0 
2 
0 
4 
2 
4 

Marina and Boat Impacts 

MB-1 - Develop and implement ari incentive progrnrn pro- 
moting the implementation of improved marina operating 
practices. Explore the feasibility and need for developing a 
marina operating pennit. 

FDEP 4 

MB-2 - Complete and implement boat facility siting plans. 

VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUClE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

4 
4 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
DNR 
2 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
1 
2 
0 
0 
4 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
2 
4 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 

MB-3 - Increase protection o f  ZRL resources from oil spills. 

FDEP 
USFWS 

MB-4- Reduce the  impact o f  in-water hull-cleaning activi- 
ties. 

Sea Grant 0 

MB-5 - Require mandatory education for owners and oper- 
ators of boats nnd personal watercraft. 

FDEP U 

MB-6 - Improve enforcement of boating safety and resource 
protection regulations through an improved Florida Marine 
Patrol presence. 

FDEP reports that the level of FMP officers is insufficient to 
effectively enforce boating safety and resource protection, 
and no changes are anticipated in the levei of funding for 
officers from the legislature. 

MB-7 - Mlnlmize impacts of waste discharges and marine 
sanitation devices (MSDs) on tile public health and ZRL 
resources. 

FDEP 
East Central Florida RPC 
Treasure Coast RPC 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
lND1AN RlVER COUNTY 
Fellsrnere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 

2 
4 
0 
2 
0 
DNR 
DNR 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
DNR 
0 
0 
u 
DNR 
4 
0 
u 
2 
0 
4 
DNR 
0 
0 
2 
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ST. LUCIE COUNTY 0 
Fort Pierce 2 
Port St. Lucie 0 
St. Lucie Viliage 0 
MARTIN COUNTY 0 
Sttvall's Point 0 
Stuart 4 

ME-8 - Establish resource protection zones in the IRL. 

FDEP 2 
East Central Florida RPC 2 
Treasure Coast RPC 0 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 0 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indian River Shores 
Skbastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

0 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
2 
2 
0 
2 
0 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
2 
2 
2 
0 
2 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
2 

Atmospheric Deposition 

AD- 1 Determine the impacts of  atmospheric depositlon of 
pollutants on water quality and resources In the IRL. 

USEPA 0 
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Primary responsible agencies ranked: FDEP, RPCs, IRLNEP+, Volusia, Brevard, lndian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties. Please 
refer to  this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

FDEP: 26 WWTPs have permitted wet weather discharge, 
with a total volume of 2.55 mgd. 

How open are WWTPs irr the IRL region irrspected by 
FDEP to ensure compliartce with rules arid yerrrrlt corrdi- 

FDEP: Bi-annual. 

How many applications for new or expanded industrial 
discharges have been approved? 

How rnany W W T P  exceptions or variances to the IRL Act 
have been granted? 

FDEP: Six were requested and 6 were granted exceptions or 

Have you made efforts t o  monitor and/or prevent changes 
to  the  IRL Act tha t  would reduce the Act's effectiveness? 

FDEP: No. Not aware of any attempts to change the IRL Act. 

I n  response to the  requirements of the IRL act, in  1991 
FDEP identifled 152package WWTPs ("threat fadl i t ies f~ 
as  a threat to the water quality of the IRL. Has FDEP 
'Water Quality Threats Report' been updated since 1991? 
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CCMP Action Aqency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(Ce. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: Not applicable. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Not applicable. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No, although we are in compliance. 

Melbourne Beach: Not applicable. 

Melbourne Village: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

I Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. ~ Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: Yes. 

Sebastian: Yes. 

Vero Beach: No. 

Cocoa Beach: Actions will be given to com- 
prehensive plan consultants and LPA to 
incorporate into current comprehensive 
plan update. Many of the concepts are in 
the draft although exact IRLCCMP language 
is not incorporated to date. 

Vero Beach: Our pian was completed prior 
to the Act and has not been amended rela- 
tive to compliance. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

St. Lucle County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: No. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes, refers to the IRL Act and SWIM Plan. 

Pursuant to the IRL Act, have plans been developed to con- 
nect "threat" facllltles to centralized collection systems? 

Volusia County: Yes, New Smyrna Beach and Sugar Hill 
Mobile Home Park were identified as "threat" facilities and 
plans have been developed to connect. The County is in the 
process of permitting a SE Regional Wastewater Treatment 
Facility in Oak Hill. This would close out 2, possibly 3 pack- 
age plants. However, those plants are not on the "threat" 
list. New Smyrna Beach also has plans for a wastewater treat- 
ment facility. 

Edgewater: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: No. There have been 28 "threat" facilities 
identified, but no plans have been developed to connect 
them to a centralized collection system. 

Cape Canaveral: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Cocoa: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Cocoa Beach: Not appllcable. No threat facilities. 

Indialantic: Not appllcable. No threat faciIities. 

Brevard County: Since the County cannot 
require connection to reglonal wastewater 
facilities, it has not developed a specific, for- 
mal plan. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Indian Harbor Beach: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: One Beachside Plant was identlfied as a "threat" 
facility. City was compliant, per discussion with SJRWMD 
personnel. 

Melbourne Beach: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. No wastewater system. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Titusville: No response. 

West Melbourne: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Indian River County: "Threat" facilities have been identified 
and plans are belng developed to connect. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Sebastian: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Vero Beach: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

St. Lucie County: "Threat" facilities have been identified and 

Melbourne: Reverse Osmosis (R.O.) concen- 
trate is classified as an industrial wastewater. 
Therefore, our proposed discharge can be 
seen to conflict the IRL act. Discharge of R . 0  
concentrate is a perplexing issue. On one 
hand, there is great concern about discharge 
to surface water, in this case to the IRL. On 
the other hand, the CCMP also indudes 
identifying alternatives to deep well dlspos- 
al. Our goal is to continue to provide an 
adequate supply, of high quality water to 
meet existing and projected demand in our 
service area. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities 
(i.e. masterplan) 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

plans are being developed to connect. 

Fort Pierce: Not applicable. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: Not applicable. No threat facilities. 

Martin County: "ThreatN facilities have been identified and 
plans are being developed to connect. 

Sewall's Point: "Threat" facilities have been identified and 
plans are being developed to connect. 

Stuart: No. 

How many of these "threat" facilities have been connected 
and how many have not? 

Volusia County: Refer to the City of New Smyrna 
Beach. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Ten "threat" facilities have been connected 
(nine to "non-threat" facilities, one to a "threat" facility . 
and 18 remain in service). 

Cocoa Beach: No response. 

Melbourne: One "threat" facility has been connected. No 
"threat" facilities remain. 

Titusville: No response. 

Indian River County: 64 threat facilities have been connect- 
ed. One remaining package plant is scheduled to be decom- 
missioned within 6 months. 

Stuart: Lack of public support for special A 
There should be more effort fi--l 
assessment districts for central waste- 
water utilities remains an obstacle. 

toward general public education 
and information given to affected 
groups. E 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

St. Lucie County: 21 threat facilities have been connected to 
centralized collection systems. 2 have not been connected. 

1 Port St. Lucie: No response. 

Martin County: ?Lvo threat facilities have been connected to 
centralized collection systems. Four have not been connect- 
ed. 

Sewall's Point: Two threat facilities have been connected to 
centralized collection systems. No "threat" facilities remain 

I Has a schedule for connecting the remdnlng "threat" fadli- 
ties to centralized connection systems been included in 

1 your comprehensive growth m&agetnent plan? 
I 

1 Volusla County: Refer to the City of New Smyrna 
Beach. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: No. 

Martin County: Most of the identified plants 
(WWTP) that still discharge to the IRL are 
under jurisdiction of local municipality and 
therefore outside control of the County. 
Local municipalities need to be encouraged 
to connect these systems to a central collec- 
tion 

Brevard County: Lack of funding is an 
impediment to all corrective measures. 
Studies such as the USEPA funded effort to 
model the effects of septic tanks on the 
lagoon are needed to evaluate whether sew- 
ering is more cost effective than other cor- 
rective actions. Completion of septic tank 
modeling effort (see above). Additional 
information the impacts of septic systems, 
percolation ponds etc., on groundwater and 
surface waters. There is no clear under- 
standing of the impacts from septic tanks on 
the waters of the lagoon. Costs of retro- 
fitting areas with central sewers are high, 
but the cost effectiveness of sewering com- 
pared to other actions, such as stormwater 
improvements, is not known. FDEP has not 
required threat facilities to connect to non- 
threat facilities. Absent compelling environ- 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

Martln County: No. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes, city has stormwater utility in place with master 
plan and is addressing all points of discharge. 

Have you made efforts to monitor and/or prevent changes 
to the ZRL Act that would reduce the Act's effectiveness? 

FDEP: No. Not aware of any attempts to change the IRL Act. 

Has research been conducted investigating the impact of 
dlscharge from Reverse Osmosis water treatment plants on 
the resources of the ZRL or other estuaries? 

FDEP: Yes. 

What Is the total number of WWTPs discharglng to the 
IRL? What  is the total (ingd) of wastewater discharged to 
the ZRL by WWTPs lagoon-wldeprojected for '987 

FDEP: There are 31 WWTPs discharglng into the IRL, with a 
total of 1,731.004 mgd in wastewater projected. 

mental justification andlor regulatory 
requirements, facility improvements are 

I unlikely. 

Martin County: Most of the identified plants 
(WWTPs) that sttll discharge to the IRL are 
under jurisdiction of local lnunicipalities 
and therefore are outside the control of the 
county. Local municipalities need to be 
encouraged to connect these systems to a 
central collection system. 

FDEP: An ionic balance study, known as the 
Mickley Study, resulted in the development 
of protocols to identify toxicity due to fac- 
tors other than ionic imbalance. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(ire. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Have efforts been made to reduce or elirr~ir~ate ir~dirstrial 
discharges into the IRL? 

FDEP: Yes. 

Have policies been developed supporting the prohibition or 
limitation of indusMa1 discharges for inclusion in regional 
or localgovernment comprehensive growth management 
plans? 

East Central Florida RPC: Yes. 

Treasure Coast RPC: Yes. 

How many applications for new or expanded industrial 
discharges have been approved? 

FDEP: 1 

Have funding alternatives to upgrade WWTPs been 
researched? 

FDEP: Yes. 

Have any funds to upgrade WWTPs been secured? 

FDEP: Yes. 

For those WWTPs using deep-well injection, have any alter- 
natives to emuent disposal been identified or developed 
which do not result In a discharge to the lagoon or cause 
negative environmental impacts? 

FDEP: 35 WWTPs are discharging effluent through deep-well 
injection. Alternatives are being developed to prevent dis- 

FDEP: Lack economically feasible alternative 
to UIC. Legislative action to overcome bar- 

FDEP: About 100 threat facilities have been 
regionalized. 

(NOTE: In addition to the primary agencies, 
all lagoon counties have developed policies 
in their comprehensive plans to limit or pro- 
hibit industrial discharges.) 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

charge. UIC is only used when there is no other alternative 
available. 

, For facilities using deep-well disposal, what is the percent- , age o f  reuse versus deep-well injection (reuse/deep-well)? 

1 FDEP; SED 8%; CD 0.5-2%. 

/ Have any facllitfes uslng deep-well disposal abandoned or 
significantly reduced this method of disposal? 

1 FDEP: No. 

I 
riers. 
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Primary responsible agencies ranked: FDEP, RPCs, IRLNEP+, Volusia, Brevard, Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties. Please 
refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 
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Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

Obstacles & Solutions 

ECFRPC: Cost to individual homeowners to 
connect to community systems can be pro- 
hibitive. As a regional planning organiza- 
tion, we are not able to provide direct assis- 
tance or incentives. 

TCRPC: Lack of funding. 

Brevard County: Existing sewer customers 
do not subsidize costs of connecting future 
customers. 

Indian River County: Lack of a dedicated 
funding source. 

CCMP Action 
I i 

$.. 

Agency Activities 
(i.e. masterplan) 

Does your agency/jurisdiction provide assistance or incen- 
tives for homeowners to implernentprograms such as con- 
nection of septic tank areas to central sewer, removal of 
leaking or abandoned heating fuel oil tanks or sltnilar envl- 
ronmental enhancement retrofit or upgrade projects? 

ECFRPC: Yes. We encourage such actions through our SRPP 
policies. The RPC also staffs the region's Local Emergency 
Planning Committee whose program includes training and 
public information on hazardous materials handling in 
Brevard County. 

TCRPC: Yes. The RPC works with local governments and pri- 
vate developers to make them aware of existing programs, 
this occurs through community design charities and activl- 
ties associated with the Eastward Ho! Program. Assistance is 
indirect. 

FDEP: Yes. FDEP provides low interest loans through the SRF 
for planning, designing, and constructing stormwater and 
wastewater projects. Projects eligible for SRF loans include 
new construction and improvements to sewer systems, 
sewage pump stations, sewage treatment facilities and 
recIaimed water reuse facilitles. 

Volusla County: Yes. Limited CBDG funds have been used in 
the past to asslst with on-sitelprivate costs for qualified 
appllcants. The Soil & Water Conservation District has a 
program to remove unused oil from heating fuel oil tanks 
free of cost to the owner. 

Brevard County: No. 

Indian River County: No. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. The County operates a storage facility 
for household generated hazardous waste and participates in 
the state sponsored "Amnesty Daysn program. The County 
aIso provides assistance in the form of information regarding 
the proper storage and disposal of hazardous waste materials. 



CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Martin County: Yes. 

Have funding sources to address 'problern areas' and to 
centralize sewer connections been identified? 

1 ECFRPC. No. 

TCRPC: Yes. Programs sponsored by USEPA and FDEl? 

Have policies been developed and/or Irnplernented to 
address identified on-site sewage disposal system problern 
areas in the ZRL region? 

ECFRPC: Yes. SRPP policy 4.6,4.9. 

TCRPC: Yes. SRPP Policy 6.33.1. 

Pursuant to the ZRL Act, studies were performed by coun- 
ties of septic usage throughout the ZRL basin. As a result 
of this or other studies, are there identified OSDS (septic 
tank) 'Iproblerns" within your jurisdiction? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Martln County: Yes. 

Have you developed plans to connect these identified 'Iprob- 
lem" areas to centralized connection systerns? 

Voluda County: Yes. 

Brevard County: No. 

Volusia County: South Waterfront Park and 
Indian Harbor Estates have potential problems. 

Martin County: The county provides direct 
low cost loans and cost share. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Indian River County: Yes. 

St. Lucle County: Yes. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Are plans to connect 'problem " areas to central sewer 
included in your cotnprehensive growth management plan? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Brevard County: No. 

Indlan River County: Yes, 2010. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Martin County: No. 

Have funding sources to address 'problem areas' and cen- 
tralize sewer connections been identified? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Indian River County: No. 

Martin County: The Comprehensive Plan 
does not directly address these problem 
areas. Plans will be implemented within the 
next 10 years. 

St. Lucie County: Ordinance 1-7.6-40 provides 
for mandatory hookups for existing on-site 
sewage disposal systems on Hutchinson Island 
to central sewerage systems. 

Voiusia County Council is presently consid- 

i ering bids for the regional system. 
Construction period is projected to be 15 
months. 

Volusia County: State Revolving Fund (SRF) 
loan funding project. 

Brevard County: If sewering is to occur, the 
current funding sources are from the con- 
necting property owners assessed through 
MSBU's or deferred payments. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I 1 

St. Lucle County: Yes. 

Martln County: Yes. 

Is your jurisdiction undertaking enforcement actions in 
OSDS problem areas? 

Volusia County: Yes. The Health Department Issues standard 
citatlons and notlce of violations of FL Statutes and 
Admlnistration Rules. 

Brevard County: Yes. Brevard County Code Enforcement is 
utilized to expedite the abatement of sanltary nuisances, prl- 
marily failing OSDS, by requiring repair and/or replacement 

, of known failures typically reported as complaints. 

Indian River County: Yes. Repalrs/upgrades to existing OSDSs 1 and commercial/industdaI uses and residential subdivisions 
must connect to centralized service when lines are extended ' within 114 mile of the site. 

I 
1 St. Lucie County: Yes. 

1 Martln County: NO. 

Have model goals, objectives or policies been developed sup- 
porting regular inspection of OSDS in the IRL reglon for 
lncluslon in regional or local government comprehensive 

I growth management plans? 

, ECFRPC: NO. 

TCRPC: No. TCRPC: Lack of funding. Legislative direc- 
tion for a speclfic agency or body is needed 
to accomplish the tasks. 

St. Lucle County: Federal funding and spe- 
cial distrlcts for assessment purposes funded 
the North and South Hutchinson 
Wastewater Treatment and Refuse Facillties. 

Martin County: The County has requested 
joint funding from FDEP and through spe- 
cial appropriations monies for the St. Lucie 
River. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 1 Does your jurisdiction have an established program to 
regularly inspect all types of OSDSs? 

Volusia County: No. 

Brevard County: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Volusia County: The Health Department 
should inspect these OSDSs, but does not at 
this time. Also, requirement for connection 
to septic systems is supported by a state law, 
which no agency is responsible for enforc- 
ing. The Health Department has removed 
itself from enforcement and leaves it to the 
utility provider. 

The County should draft a minimum 
standard to require connection to proper 
septic systems. The Health Department 
needs to be brought back into the enforce- 
ment loop. This is a problem throughout 
Florida. 

Legislators need to support funding to 
perform surveys of septic systems and DNA 
testing of surface water in the IRL. 

Brevard County: Currently there are no 
plans to implement a program to regularly 
inspect all types of OSDS. 

Limitations associated with funding, 
staff availability, regulatory issues, public 
support, and scientific documentation. 

Funding is needed to support the staff 
necessary to provide regular or periodic 
inspections; and to provide an OSDS study 
examining their impact on the 1RL. There is 
not enough scientific data to sway the pub- 
lic's opinion to accept the costs associated 
with the IRL. 

More information is needed to justify 
the costs of converting areas on septic tanks 
to sewers. Absent evidence of a true threat, 
conversions will not occur. Aerobic systems 
receive annual inspection. 

Indian River County: Lack of financial 
resources and staff. SJRWMD must provide 
grant funding. 

St. Lucie County: None at this time, only 
complaints of problem areas are inspected. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories 8t 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I 

Martin County: No. 

Are these programs included or referenced in your compre- 
henslve growth management plan? 

Volusia County: No. 

Brevard County: Not applicable. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Martin County: No. 

Have you conducted OSDS-Nutrient Loading Studies to 
quantify the imnpacb of OSDSs to the water quality and 
resources of the IRL? 

USEPA: Yes. There have been some studies initlated, more 
are planned. USEPA funds studies to be implemented by IRL- 
NEP. A national pllot study started years ago and and was 
halted durlng government shut-down and has recently been 
initlated again. 

Staff and fundlng Ilml tations. 
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Primary responsible agencies ranked: WMDs, USEPA, FDEP, RPCs, NRCS, U-F IFASfs PIN Program, WCDs, ACOE, FDOT, DCA, FI. Legislative 
Reps., IRLNEP-t, interest groups, all five counties and all cities. Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking. 

sary to implement stormwater improve- 

problem has created serious setbacks in Basin project (C-54 retention area and cer- 
implementing plans for the City of tain structures) that improved storage and 

permitted by law needs special attention. going, progress has been made and efforts 
are continuing in both sub-basins to reduce 
the amount of stormwater runoff entering 
these tributaries. To date, projects aimed at 
reducing urbanized pollutant loads and dis- 
charge rates include: City of Palm Bay; the 
Town of Malabar; the City of Sebastian; and 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

SFWMD: Yes. 

1 Has the authority for fmpletnentlng NPDESprogram In 
I Florida been delegated from USEPA to FDEP? 

USEPA: Partially. 

I Have any counties withfn the ZRL bask  been nominated 
I for fnclusfon In the NPDES program? 

USEPA: No. 

(PLEASE NOTE: In support of this action, several counties and 
cities have developed or are developing master stormwater man- 
agement plans in anticipation of  the NPDES permitting process.) 

SFWMD: The only one not completed is the 
Floresta Pines SW retroflt. Problems with 
time and financial constraints experienced 
by St. Lucie County prevented the project 
from getting built. 

USEPA: Some responsibillties have been del- 
egated, more are expected to be delegated to 
FDEP. Major programs are now at state 
level. USEPA stormwater oversees Clean 
Water Act policies. 

in particular the major watershed C-1 Canal 
Rediversion Project. Plans are also being 
developed to reduce runoff volume and pol- 
lutant loads from agricultural areas. These 
include the acquisition of land and con- 
struction of regional detention facilities at 
Berry Groves & Graves Brothers with con- 
tributing drainage areas of 7,400 acres and 
8,800 acres respectively. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities 
(i.e. master~lan) 

Have PLRGs been developed for watersheds throughout the 
lagoon? If yes, which basins and what is the schedule for 
their completion? If no, what are the obstacles preventing 
the development? 

SJRWMD: YesINo. 

SFWMD: YesINo. 

Has a schedule been determined for the development and 
implementation of  PLRGs? 

SJRWMD: Yes. A development schedule, not an implementa- 
tion schedule. 

SFWMD: Yes. A more detailed schedule and timeline is being 
developed as part of the 1999 IRL SWIM plan update. 

Have rules or policies needed to bnplement PLRGs been 
developed? 

SJRWMD: YesINo. 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

SJRWMD: Time is needed to develop a cali- 
bratedlverified Pollutant Load Reduction 
(PLR) Model for the IRL. The PLR Model is 
scheduled for completion by 2002, after 
which it will be applied on a segment-by- 
segment basls or by sub-basin in a priority 
fashion. The Central IRL (South of 
Titusville to Sebastian Inlet including the 
southern Banana River) will be addressed 
first. PLRGs for nutrients, suspended solids 
and toxlcs are being worked on. 

SFWMD: Approximate completion date is 
2003. 

SJRWMD: Presently, the principal strategy 
for PLRG implementation is to have the 
local, responsible entities (counties, cities, 
WCDs, etc.) adopt them as design targets for 
stormwater facility planning. Local adop- 
tion 
men 

can 
Its W 

achieved via c 
the SIRWMD, 

SJRWMD: Because of immediate concerns 
and project design needs in the Turkey 
Creek and Sebastian River sub-basins, those 
watersheds have been assigned preliminary 
PLRGs. 

SFWMD: In the St. Lucie River watershed, a 
freshwater PLRG has been established. 

WMD will cost-share with the locals for the 1 I 

pIanning and construction of stormwater I 
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SFWMD: YesINo. 

Have model goals, objecti ves or policies supporting the 
development and implementatiort ofpollutant load reduc- 
tion goals for the ZRL been developed for inclusion in 
regional and local government comprehensivegrowth man- 
agement plans? 

ECFRPC: Yes. 

TCRPC: No. 

DCA: Not by this department, however, individual local gov- 
ernments are submitting amendments to this effect. 

Has your agency or jurisdiction undertakert any research or 
pilot projects to develop and test new or revlsed BMPs? 

, drainage and treatment projects, both small- 
scale and regional in scale. This is not a for- 
mal policy per se, and certainly not part of 
any rulemaking, but a strategy that is work- / ing in those sub-basins where the locals are 
interested in cost-sharing to remediate their 
storm flooding while addressing stormwater I quality treatment to help achieve PLRCs. In / its comments on proposed amendments to 
local government comprehensive plans, the 
District discusses PLRGs and encourages 
local governments to amend or add ~olicies 
to their plans providing for coordination 
with the District on the development and 
implementation of PLRGs. Also, the District 
notes cooperative efforts with local govern- 
ments. involvina such activities as stormwa- " 
ter master planning, load reduction target 
setting and development of stormwater 
BMPs, are one means of implementing 
PLRGs. More formal policies or rules may 
need to be considered for areas where such 

, cooperative programs are not possible. 

SFWMD: Some have, others are presently 
being developed. 
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FDEP: Yes. 

SJRWMD: Yes. The SJR Water Management Plan (1994) 
includes a policy to evaluate the effectiveness of currently 
accepted BMPs and, where necessary, encourage the develop- 
ment of new BMPs. 

FDEP: Lack of Funding, especially the SWIM 
program. To establish PLRGs, field studies 
need to be conducted to obtain data for 
model input. To ensure scientific validity, 
detailed research proposals must be devel- 
oped and funded. 

FDEP has funded research and pilot projects 
focusing on dry retention, filters, baffle 
boxes, and agricultural BMPs. Details can be 
found at: www.DEP.state.fl.us/water /Slerp 
INonpoint-Stormwater 

SJRWMD has sampled water quality in 
selected types of stormwater management 
systems, including systems in the IRL basin, 
over a period of years and is in the process 
of compiling and analyzing the sampling 
results. Those results will be published in a 
technical report including recommenda- 
tions. Also the District is starting a new 
sampling program that will focus on 
stormwater management systems with inno- 
vative designs and cover retrofits of existing 
systems as well as systems serving new 
development. A number of local govern- 
ments in the IRL basin have received fund- 
ing under the District's Stormwater 
Management Projects Cost-Share Program 
for stormwater management projects that 
demonstrate BMPs through construction or 
implementation projects which lnclude 
innovative enhancements or technoIogy 
(e.g., City of Cape Canaveral, City of 
Rockledge, City of Vero Beach, and Indian 
River County). The Dlstrict contracted a 
study that was performed by Harper & Herr 
(1994) titled "Evaluation of Pollutant 
Loadings and Best Management Practices for 
Discharges from Primary Water ControI 
Districts in Indian River County." The 
District is also currently involved in a coop- 
erative effort with IFAS (Institute of Food 
and Agricultural Sciences) and the SFWMD 
in demonstratlng fertilization and irrigation 
BMPs at selected farm sites within Indian 
River County. The BMPs focus on fertilizer 
application, tilling and irrigation practices 
that reduce nutrient loads to nearby water- 
ways via both surface runoff and groundwa- 
ter leaching. There are future plans to work 
with IFAS, SFWMD, and FDEP in conducting 
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SFWMD: Yes. 

NRCS: No. 

Has your agency or jurlsdictlon implemented any new or 
revised BMPs that were found to reduce pollutant loadings 
or f?eslrwater ftows? 

I 
FDEP: Yes. 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

I a study to assess the degree and mechanisms 
of current pollutant loadings from agricul- 

1 tural lands, especially citrus, and how it 
relates to agricultural practices. The study is 
planned to take place within the water con- 
trol districts which discharge to the St. 
Sebastian River, Vero canals and the St. Lucie 

1 River. The study would look at a wide range 
of pollutants including nutrients, metals and ' pesticides. 

I 

1 SFWMD: We are currently working with IFAS 
1 on agricultural BMPs for nutrients and toxi- 

cs. We also work with and support the 
1 Florida Yards and Neighborhoods and Mobil , Irrigation labs. 

FDEP helps to develop BMPs, and then pro- 
vides this information to industries, either 
through publications and/or training. 

1 SJRWMD's IRL Program has participated in 
several projects involving the installation of 
"baffle boxes" or sediment traps in a num- 
ber of locations throughout the watershed, 
where more conventional treatment systems 

I were not practical. Many of these baffle 
boxes were combined in a "treatment train" 
with other space-saving BMPs such as exfil- 
tration trenches, skimmers and grassy 
swales. Monitoring of these BMPs indicates 
they are trapping a significant amount of 
sediments which would otherwise be dis- 
charged into the IRL. Pilot projects have 
also been instituted to assess the effective- 
ness of stormwater inlet inserts that are 
designed to capture floating debris and 
petroleum products; as well as a project to 
determine the effectiveness of the newest 
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SFWMD: Yes. 

NRCS: No. 

Since '96, has your agency undertaken any researclz or 
pilot projects to develop and test new or revised BMPs? 

Volusia County: No. 

Edgewater: Yes. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Volusia County: Lack of staff and funds. 

generation of street sweepers that remove 
fine particulates and sediments from road- 
ways before they are flushed into the 1RL. 

SFWMD: We are studying and implementing 
changes in the regulation schedule of Lake 
Okeechobee and the canals that carry fresh 
water to the St. Lucie. We are working on 
the 1RL feasibility study with the ACOE. We 
are looking into regulatory changes to help 
improve the quantity, timing and quality of 
local basin runoff. We are implementing 
changes in the way we deal with floating 
aquatic weeds upstream of our structures 
leading to the St. Lucle. 

Edgewater: Florida Shores Subdivision. 

Brevard County has been the leader in the 
search for new and innovative treatment 
methods, and has received some $700,000 
in grant funding to install and evaluate 
BMPs. Brevard County installed the first baf- 
fle box sediment removal device in East 
Central Florida in 1992. Based on experience 
from the installation, cleaning, and moni- 
toring of this demonstration project, the 
design has since been modified. In order to 
further refine box designs, the County fund- 
ed a hydraulic scale model study at Florida 
Institute of Technology to evaluate different 
design configurations. As a result of this 
study and installation of (30) additional 
boxes, the designs have been refined and 
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changed. The County's Surface Water 
Improvement program continues to install 
and evaluate different baffle box configura- 
tions. Brevard County has Installed, evaluat- 
ed and asslsted in development of three dif- 
ferent innovative stormwater inlet sediment 
collection devlces. Moreover, several varia- 
tions of 011 absorbent devices have been test- 
ed In baffle boxes and inlets. Staff is current- 
ly working with a local manufacturer to 
develop more effective 011 removal system 
for the different devices. To date 140 sedi- 
ment removal devices have been installed In 
areas where no treatment prevlously existed 
and little or no land was available for other 
BMPs. 

The County is monltoring an on-line 
wet detention pond created from a canal 
with the additlon of several weirs to retain 
sediment; staff is currently evaluating a rep- 
resentative section of exfiltration plpe (per- 
forated pipe), which disperses stormwater 
through the sol1 for filtration and removal 
of pollutants. 

The County has installed and is moni- 
toring a unique Australian designed sedi- 
ment removal devlce, which utilizes cen- 
trifugal force to concentrate and remove sed- 
iment, as well as capture trash debris. The 
County has also permitted and is construct- 
ing an Alum Injection Stormwater 
Treatment System. Alum treatment has a 
long history of use in drinking water treat- 
ment. Alum Injection Systems have been 
successfully used in Orlando metro area to 
remove stormwater pollutants prior to dis- 
charge to freshwater lakes. Brevard County's 
treatment system will be the flrst application 
where the final discharge is to a 
brackish/saltwater environment. This system 
will be monitored as a demonstration pro- 
ject. Staff of the Surface Water Improvement 
Program are also conducting independent 
research to document the rate and extent 
that nutrients from grass clippings leach 
into stormwater, to aid in scheduling the 
cleaning of sediment and debris collection 
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Cape Canaverai: Yes. 

Cocoa: Unknown. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes, baffle boxes. 

Melbourne Beach: Yes. 

Melbourne Village: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

devices as well as estimations of pollutant 
load reductions. 

Cape Canaveral: Wastewater plant upgraded 
to advanced treatment. Construction of city- 
wide reuse water program. 

Cocoa Beach: The City has dredged 6 canals 
of stormwater muck sediments, installed 8 
debris collector baskets, created one small 
regional retention area and created approxi- 
mately 400 linear feet of easement swales 
along residentiai streets. Larger regional pro- 
jects will start upon completion of our mas- 
ter plan. 

Rockledge: 3 baffle boxes installed and 3 
planned for future 

Satellite Beach: Baffle box on main trunk 
line. Exfiltration on flood-prone street. 
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Sebastian: No, except Main Street baffle boxes. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

I Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

1 St. Lucie Village: Yes. 

I Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

1 Stuart: No. 

Has information developed by local governments on local 
drainage badns/sub-basins been incorporated into existing 
large-scale drainage basin maps? 

SJRWMD: Yes and No. SJRWMD: There has not been a general, 
concerted effort on the part of the locals to 
update dralnage maps and/or provide them 
to the SJRWMD by a certain date.' 

! St. Lucie County: Pilot projects for canal 
retrofit involving installation of weir type 
structures for sediment reduction and sedi- 
ment /baffle boxes installed on  outfalls 
along Indian River Drive. 

St. Lude Village: We installed two central 
control structures in two of our major ditch 
systems to provide some detention prior to 
discharging to IRL (1997). 

SJRWMD: As the SJRWMD moves into prior- 
ity sub-basins to plan stormwater projects, 
the SJRWMD and local jurisdictions work 
together to develop the most current 
drainage maps at the level of detail neces- 
sary. At this time, it appears to be more 
cost-effective to prepare such maps as they 
are needed for planning and construction 
design. Proposals to develop stormwater 
master plans, which can serve as a data 
source for large-scale drainage basin maps, 
are specifically encouraged under the 
Dbtrict's Stormwater Management Projects 
Cost-Share Program administered through 
the Office of Policy and Planning. The City 
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SFWMD: Yes. 

Have muck deposits in your jurisdiction been identified? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

of Cocoa Beach is one of a number of local 
governments in the District that has 
received funding under the program for 
stormwater master planning. Also, the 
District provIded Brevard County $50,000 
for mapping all water bodies and drainage- 
related facilities in the county and will assist 
with quality assurance of the maps. 
Collection of this information is the first 
step in developing a county-wide stormwa- 
ter master plan. 

In addition, the District encourages 
stormwater master planning in its com- 
ments on proposed amendments to local 
government comprehensive plans submitted 
as a part of the Chapter 163, F.S., review 
process. No obstacles, just a change in strat- 
egy, i.e., develop maps when needed. 

SJRWMD: The general location and extent 
of muck deposits were determined by 
research funded by the IRL SWIM Program 
in the late 1980s. The general character and 
composition of many of these muck 
deposits were examined in the early 1990s 
through the joint funding of the NEP and 
SWIM Programs. The District's IRL Program 
has initiated a $70,000 project to conduct a 
detailed characterization of the muck 
deposits found in the southern Banana 
River, Eau Gallie River, and St. Sebastian 
River to include bathymetric surveys, reports 
of the location, extent, depth and volume of 
deposits, and the physical and chemical 
make-up of the muck with estimated 
removal costs and spoil site construction 
costs. 

SFWMD: They were mapped in 1988. 
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Have these muck deposits k e n  characterized and a priority 
for removal or management been established? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

I 

I 

I 

SFWMD: Yes. A project thls year Is belng developed to char- 
acterize, ldentlfy and update maps of sediments in the estu- 
ary. Out of thls will come information to help us manage 
and prioritize areas for muck removal. 

Have any plans been developed for removal of muck? I 

SJRWMD: As reported in the response above, 
some muck deposits have been generally 
characterized with more detailed characteri- 
zation occurring under the current $70,000 
project whlch will provide the rationale for 
prloritlzing the deposits. Additlonal chemi- 
cal and physical characterizatlon work was 
accomplished as part of the post- Crane 
Creek muck dredging project once the muck 
materlal was removed and dried in the set- 
tling basin. The major muck deposlts iden- 
tlfied by the SJRWMD IRL-wide survey con- 
ducted In 1989190 have been generally char- 
acterized physically and chemically. The 
larger deposlts in the IRL have been priori- 
tized. The Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) is 
one malor deposit that is identified; Its 
removal wlll be the joint responsibillty of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
Florida Inland Navigation District. Other 
major deposits are found in tributary creek 
mouths and canals (Turkey Creek, Crane 
Creek,-Eau Gallie, St. Sebastian, etc.) and 
these will be the joint responsibility of local 
jurisdictions, SJRWMD, FIND, and the Corps 
of Engineers where a federal project is 
involved. A third type of deposit is found in 
deep holes like causeway borrow plts, natur- 
al deep holes or holes of unknown orlgin. 
Thls thlrd type stlll needs to be addressed, 
but only if de-mucking these areas would 
significantly benefit the Lagoon following 
the demucking of the larger deposits in the 
ICW and the tributaries. 
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SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. Taylor Creek is the first tributary to the IRL in 
our District where a muck removal project plan is in the 
works. Removal has not yet begun. 

(PLEASE NOTE: A supporting agency, the Army Corps of 
Engineers identified activities taking place.) 

ACOE: Currently, there is a huge amount of public support 
for the IRL. ACOE is in the process of applying for a Water 
Quality Certiflcate to dredge the northern most 5 miles of 
the lagoon. ACOE is currently working on the environmen- 
tal assessments for several Dredged Material Management 
Areas (DMMA) in Brevard, Indian River, and St. Lucie 
Counties. These DMMA's will contain the dredged material 
once removed from the lagoon. ACOE is working with SJR- 
WMD, and FIND on the DMMA projects. All permits, certifi- 
cates or other documents required for the dredging of the 
muck are being acquired and processed. 

SJRWMD: Inadequate funding at all levels of 
government for characterization, plan 
design and construction is a limiting factor 
in muck removal. Availability of sufficient 
land in accessible locations for construction 
of spoil disposal sites may also be a problem 
at several locations. 

ACOE: Cost and disposal of dredging muck 
within the St. Lucie Estuary pose severe hur- 
dles. Since muck covers a hlgh percentage of 
bottom area and is highly mobile, previous- 
ly dredged areas may be recovered with 
muck from undredged areas. The Corps of 
Engineers Waterways Experiment Station 
(WFS) has raised some questions as to the 
immediate and long-term benefits of muck 
excavation. It is desired that the long term 
benefits be quantified, as the sources of the 
muck are difficult to identify. There are also 
some regulatory permitting issues to be 
resolved. Lack of funding is also a concern. 
Regarding muck removal: 1) Some areas may 
be high in contaminants; consequently, this 
condition can pose difficulty in finding 
dredged material management areas. 2) The 
volume of muck in the IRL, specifically, at 

SJRWMD: Through the cooperative efforts of 
the District's IRL Program, FIND and Iocal 
governments, plans for muck removal were 
developed and implemented for Crane 
Creek, and a muck removal plan is currently 
being undertaken in Turkey Creek. Also as 
described in questions above, the characteri- 
zation of muck in the southern Banana 
River, Eau Gallie, and St. Sebastian Rivers 
will develop pIans for removal of these 
deposits. The District is also working in 
cooperation with the ACOE and FIND to 
secure federal funding for the maintenance 
dredging of the ICW channel, where a 
majority of muck deposits are located in the 1 IRL. 
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Brevard County: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Since 1996, how many yards of rnuck have been removed? 

SJRWMD: 104,100 cubic yards. 

the Brevard County, Indian River County, 
and In connecting channels such as the 
North Fork of the St. Lucie Estuary, may pre- 
sent a disposal problem. For example, 
approximately 2.5 mllllon cubic yard feet of 
muck would have to be removed in order to 
excavate the WES-recommended 2-3 feet of 
the material from the estuary. The cost to 
dredge, dewater, and dlspose of SLE muck 
sediment with a clamshell mechanical 
dredge could likely be cost-prohibitive. 3) 
Regulatory permlts would be required from 
the ACOE, FDEP and SJRWMD. Slnce the 
concern may be raised over the issuance of 
permits in the south end of the lagoon. 

Brevard County: Inadequate scientific data 
exists supporting water quality benefits and 
cost benefit of maintenance dredging with- 
out source control. The Brevard County 
Stormwater Utility has, therefore, concen- 
trated on implementatlon of source control 
projects. 

Cocoa Beach: Unfortunately, the monies do 
not exist for a comprehensive removal of all 
muck. Only the worst canals will be 
addressed. Options to approach this more 
comprehensively are belng investigated. 

Brevard County has initiated canal dredg 
inglmuck removal projects. 

Cocoa Beach has removed 15,000 cubic 
yards of muck since 1996. The origlnal 
dredge list targeted only navigational con- 
cerns. As stormwater developed and the sed- 
iment was characterized, a high percentage 
of the sediments was found to consist of 
muck/storm-related sediments. So now the 
dredging is funded by both the Stormwater 
Utility and the General Fund. The General 
Fund funds the first five feet (for navigation- 
al benefit) and the Stormwater Utillty funds 
any muck sedlments dredged from below 
this datum. An ERP exists for this dredging, 
it is not just "maintenance dredging". This 
permit expires in 2003. 

SJRWMD Demucking Projects Completed to 
date (1199): Canal Street Cove, New Smyrna 
Beach: 1,100 cubic .yards; Crane Creek, 
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SFWMD: None. 

Have model polides supporting the developittent and intple- 
mentation of  resourceprotectlon zones In the IRL been 
developed for Inclusion In regional and local growth man- 
agement plans? 

SJRWMD: Yes. SJRWMD: Despite the development of these 
ordinances over a year ago, they have not 
yet been implemented by the Town. This 
and the reluctance of other local govern- 
ments to adopt such ordinances is still an 
obstacle to overcome. This may only occur 
if support for such tougher regulations is 
garnered through grass roots movements 
and public support. 

Melbourne: 103,000 cublc .yards; 
Projections for Turkey Creek are 360,000 
cubic yards in 1999-2002. 

SJRWMD: The Office of Policy and Planning 
maintains a catalog of natural resource ordi- 
nances, including model ordinances, for 
local governments covering such areas as 
shoreline protection, floodplain manage- 
ment, stormwater management and wet- 
lands protection. This catalog is distributed 
to local governments. Also, the Office of 
Policy and Planning provides technical assis- 
tance to local governments in ordinance 
development. The IRLNEP funded a model 
standards project in 1996, which identified 
priority actions to assist local governments 
in adopting or updating their policies and 
growth management plans for consistency 
with the CCMP. This project addressed 
point source discharges, on-site sewage dis- 
posal, freshwater and stormwater discharges, 
marina and boating impacts, wetlands, and 
impoundments. A copy of these model 
ordinances have been provided to local gov- 
ernments throughout the IRL region for 
their use. The District assisted the Town of 
Malabar in the development of local ordi- 
nances to address: 1) treatment of stormwa- 
ter runoff from single family homes not part 
of a larger planned development, 2) limiting 
encroachment into flood plains by such sin- 
gle family homes and providing compensa- 
tion for any lost flood storage, and 3) pro- 
viding treatment for new unpaved roads. 
These ordinances were developed with the 
goal of "catching what falls through the 
cracks" of current state regulations in order 
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SFWMD: Yes. 

ECFRPC: Yes. 

TCRPC: No. 

Have model resource-based policies or land development 
regulations been developed for use by localgovemrnents In 
the IRL region? 

ECFRPC: No. 

TCRPC: No. 

Has your agency or lurisdictlon reviewed local comprehen- 
dveplans for consistency with the CCMP? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

to prevent further water quality degradation 
and flooding. 

SFWMD. Model ordinances are adopted all 
the time by local governments. It's the old 
"let's not reinvent the wheel" scenario. 
Specifically, many communities in the UEC 
have developed water conservation ordi- 
nances designed to prevent the waste of 
potable water. 

ECFRPC: SRPP 4.17-4.19, 4.21, 4.26-4.32. 

SJRWMD's IRL Program, working in coopera- 
tion with the Department of Policy and 
Planning, provides review and comment on 
comprehensive plan updates and amend- 
ments from munlcipallties and counties 
within the Lagoon's watershed in Volusia, 
Brevard and Indian River counties. Many of 
these comments include recommendations 
to incorporate CCMP or SWIM Plan goals 
and objectives into these plans or to modify 
plans which appear to be lnconslstent with 
the CCMP or SWIM Man. More generally, 
the District's comments on proposed 
amendments emphasize the importance of 
maximizing protection or restoration of 
water resources (e.g., water bodies, flood- 
plains, wetlands and habitat for wetland 
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SFWMD: Yes. 

Have ordinances or land develop~nent regulations been 
developed and passed iinpletnenting these 
goals/objectives/polic~es? 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: No. Cocoa Beach: Setbacks and buffers exist but 
they do not have the language of "resource 
based" and are not written in the form of 

dependent and aquatic species) through the 
comprehensive plan and providing guidance 
within the plan for the content of local land 
development regulations. Also, the District 
uses its comments as a means of advising 
local governments of District staff contacts 
for additional information or technical assis- 
tance and data available through the 
District, such as GIs maps and technical 
reports relating to water resources. Since the 
CCMP was completed in 1996, there has 
been a significant level of review activity as 
local governments in the IRL basin have 
completed evaluation and appraisal reports 
on their comprehensive plans and proceed- 
ed with often extensive amendments to 
their plans based on the reports. Also, it 
should be noted that the Office of Policy 
and Planning is in the process of revising its 
comprehensive plan amendment review 
process to promote, among other things, 
early (i.e., pre-amendment) involvement 
between the District and local governments 
on planning issues. An important aspect of 
early involvement is data sharing to help 
local governments make informed decisions 
regarding water resources. 

1 Brevard County Stormwater Criteria which / exceeded SJRWMD requirements was imple- 
, mented in 1993. These criteria are currently 

being reviewed to determine sufficiency. 
I 

Cape Canaveral: Adopted SJRWMD drainage 
requirements. 
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Indlalantic: No. Town is al111ost bullt-out. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. All developed. 

(PLEASE NOTE: This nction has been implemented. Legislat~rre 
arrthorized FDEP to use 10% of  State Revolving Funds (SRF) for 
stormwater projects. Rule-making cotnpleted, and loans are 
expected to be generated later this year. Also provided local IRL 
governments with over $2 ?nillion in Section 319 grants for 
stormwater retrofitting projects. No counties or cities lzave applied 
for these state revolving funds for stormwater projects.) 

Have you reviewed and/or evaluated stonnwater inanage- 
inent programs/regulations for efectiveness? 

FDEP: Yes. FDEP and WMDs continuously review stormwater 
programs to determlne how to improve its effectiveness. 

ECFRPC: No. 

TCRPC: No. 

SJRWMD: Yes. SJRWMD's regulations related to water quali- 
ty are located in Chapter 40C-42, F.A.C. The regulations are 
based upon implem<ntlng best management that 
are deslgned to meet specified stormwater pollutant load 
reductions. The load reduction goals are 80% f o ~  
dlscharges to a Class 111 water body and 95% for discharges 

the IRLCCMP GOPs. LDRs are scheduled to 
be rewrltten in 2000 after the comprehen- 
she  plan update has been adopted. 

FDEP: The biggest deficiency is inspections, 
both during and after construction 

SJRWMD: There is not a formal process 
whereby the District's regulatory program is 
periodically reviewed. 

FDEP: Also, as new research on BMPs is 
completed, the design criteria are revised 
periodlcally to improve treatment effectlve- 
ness. 

SJRWMD: Since the Chapter 40C-42, .F.A.C., 
stormwater rule was implemented by the 
District In 1986, a great deal of research has 
been done on stormwater best management 
practices. Included in this research, were 
studies that looked at the effectiveness and 
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to special water bodles (Class I, Class 11, OFW). The Indian 
River Lagoon and Banana River Lagoon contain areas desig- 
nated as Class 111, CIass 11, and OFW. 

SFWMD: Yes. Under an informa1 process. Regulatory staff 
sends surveys to and does presentations for environmental, 
agrlculture and utility groups. They ask for input on the 
effectiveness of the program. They then evaluate the input 
in-house and make changes when appropriate. 

(PLEASE NOTE: In addition, several lagoon counties and cities 
have evaluated or are evaluating their stormwater management 
programs/regulations for efectiveness.) 

Is there a regular schedrrle for review? 

FDEP: No response. 

ECFRPC: No. We are not a regulatory or 
construction oriented agency. 

TCRPC: No. 

SJRWMD: No. There is not a regular schedule for review of 
District rules. However, we believe that the Dlstrict has 
revised the rule criteria when appropriate. 

SFWMD: It is an on-going process. 

Have any activities been undertaken to address ldentifled 
deflclencles of programs/regulatlons? 

FDEP: Yes. 

ECFRPC: No. 

TCRPC: No. 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
partners hi^ O~~ortunities 

SJRWMD: The District would not object to 
a periodic review of District rules. We know 
of no obstacles preventing regular review. 

efficiency of different best management 
practices. The District has utilized informa- 
tion obtained from these studies as well as 
the District's permit compliance program to 
determine when changes are required to 
stormwater regulations. 

SFWMD: The types of changes that have 
been made include streamlining procedures 
and relocation of staff to area offices to bet- 
ter serve the local parties being affected by 
the regulations. 

SJRWMD: Rule revisions have been based on 
information obtained from monitoring of 
permitted systems by District compliance 
staff and information obtained from 
research projects. 

FDEP implemented a training program for 
, erosion, sediment, and stormwater inspec- 

tors; including curriculum, videos, and in- 
class training. 
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SJRWMD: When you begin to address con- 
trolling the discharge of pollutants and 
stormwater discharge voiumes from existing, 
grandfathered development, there is a very 
significant Funding and staff availability 
problem. Limited funding, particuiarly for 
the District's Stormwater Management 
Projects Cost-Share Program, and limited 
staff availability are the primary impedi- 
ments or barriers affecting the ability to sup- 
port implementation of the CCMP. A lack 
of dedicated sources of funding for stormwa- 
ter planning and improvements at the local 
level also presents a barrier to implementa- 
tion of stormwater projects. A number of 
local governments in the IRL basin have 
established stormwater utilities, but many 
others have not. The District tries to supple- 
ment local funding through its Stormwater 
Management Projects Cost-Share Program 
but the amount of funding available under 
the program is limited. Aiso, under the 
District Water Management Pian (1994), 
local governments are recognized 
through policy as havlng primary responsi- 
bility for flood protection. This results in an 
emphasis at the local level on 
drainage/flooding concerns rather than a 
combination of drainagelflooding and water 
qualitylnatural resource impact 
concerns. Neither the state nor local gov- 
ernments have been inclined to add to their 
respective staffing levels in this era of less 
government and reduced taxes. 

The location of culverts that discharge 
stormwater were mapped in 1994-95, but 
there has been no recent updates. In order 
to map stormwater drainage systems in 
Brevard County, all cities within the county 
are being asked to participate in the map- 
ping effort (see Section 11Question 2). 
Unfortunately, most of the cities have not 
agreed to participate in the county-wide 
mapping effort as of this date. The mapping 
and gathering of structural details about 
stormwater conveyances, the delineation of 
drainage patterns and boundaries, and a 

SJRWMD: As indicated previously, when the 
District has determined that a specific BMP 
is not worklng as intended, the stormwater 
requirements in the rule have been revised. 
Major revisions to the stormwater rule were 
made in 1991 to address problem areas that 
were discovered by the District's compliance 
program or identified in research studies of 
stormwater systems. When a problem has 
been identified, the Water Management 
Districts have funded research projects to 
identify deficiencies in present design 
methodologies and recommend improve- 
ments to existing design methods and rule 
requirements. In addition, based on new 
research, a stormwater management system 
applicants handbook was written in April 
1994, to provide additional guidance on 
design of best management practices for 
treating stormwater. 

Numerous research projects related to 
stormwater have been completed by the 
Water Management Districts throughout the 
State. Southwest Florida Water Management 
District (SWFWMD) sponsors a research con- 
ference that meets every other year to dis- 
cuss research related to stormwater issues. 
Several of the research studies implemented 
by SJRWMD and SWFWMD were utilized to 
determine design criteria found in the 
District's present Chapter 406-42 rule and 
the stormwater applicants handbook. These 
studies included two research projects 
implemented by SJRWMD and SWFWMD 
on dry retention systems. One of the stud- 
ies entitled "Full Scale Hydrologic 
Monitoring of Stormwater Retention Ponds 
and Recommended Hydro-Geotechnical 
Design Methodologies" included monitoring 
of several retention ponds located within 
the Indian River Lagoon basin. Information 
from this study as well as a study entitled 
"Stormwater Retention Pond Infiltration 
Analysis in Unconfined Aquifers" were used 
to modify the District's rule requirements 
for dry retention ponds and are the basis for 
the chapters on dry retention in the 
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SFWMD: Yes, under an informal process. Regulatory staff 
send surveys to and do presentations for environmental, 
agriculture-and utility g;oups. They ask for input on the 
effectiveness of the program. Then they evaluate the input 
in-house and make changes when appropriate. The types of 
changes that have been made include streamlining proce- 
dures and relocation of staff to area offices to better serve the 
local parties being effected by the regulations. 

Have these programs/regulatlons been evaluated for effec- 
tiveness on IRL resources, espedally seagrasses? 

FDEP: No. 

variety of related work is being performed 
on a project by project basis. This work is 
being delayed or slowed by two principal 
reasons: 1) There is a shortage of funding 
needed for data collection (e.g., photogram- 
metrlc mapping), land acquisition, and 
treatment basin construction, the costs for 
which extend into the hundreds of millions 
of dollars. 2) The current project workload 
consumes 100% of District staff's time (at 
times exceeding loo%), leaving no room for 
involvement in additional projects without 
diminishing the quality of the product or 
necessitating unwanted delays. 

SFWMD: A SLR issue team was established 
in May 1998 and a request for $65 million 
over the next five years was presented to the 
state. 

Need a dedicated, consistent and high- 
er level of funding for the program. 

FDEP: Not yet done, the effect of this type I 

stormwater applicants handbook. 
Another major revision to the stormwa- 

ter rule in 1991 addressed the problem of 
stormwater systems designed with sand fil- 
ters. Filtration systems were widely used 
throughout the District in areas with high 
groundwater tables and poorly drained soils 
prior to 1991. Because of the high frequen- 
cy of clogging of the filter systems discov- 
ered through the District's permit compli- 
ance program, the use of filtration systems 
as a best management practice were severely 
restricted in the 1991 rule changes. In addi- 
tion, the District funded a research project 
on filtration systems entitled "Treatment 
Efficiency of Detention with Filtration 
Systems". The study found numerous prob- 
lems with filter systems and documented 
poor pollutant removal efficiencies for filtra- 
tion systems. The use of sand filters as a 
best management practice is rarely used 
today because of the rule revisions in 1991. 

The District continues to inspect 
stormwater ponds as part of an ongoing 
permit compliance program and has an 
ongoing water quality sampling program of 
selected stormwater ponds located through- 
out the District. If additional informatlon 
becomes available indlcating that deficien- 
cies exist in the existing rules, the District 
will attempt to address these deficiencies 
through rule revisions or other means. 
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I 1 I 

ECFRPC: No. 

TCRPC: No. 

SJRWMD: No. No program presently exists for specifically 
evaluating the effectiveness of District rules within the 
Indian River Lagoon watershed. As indicated previously, a 
great deal of information is presently available on the effec- 
tiveness of best management practices found in District rules 
to control the discharge of stormwater pollutants. When 
PLRG determinations are completed for the Indian River and 
Banana River Lagoons, this information can be utilized with 
the PLRGs to determine whether the existing rules are suffi- 
cient. 

of program is difficult to quantify. 

SJRWMD: The District is aware of deficlen- 
cies in the existing rules in controiling 
freshwater discharges to estuarine systems 
such as the Indian River Lagoon. lncreases 
in freshwater discharges are known to 
adversely impact seagrasses. However, there 

I are numerous obstacles to impiementing 
I rule revisions to address the freshwater dis- 
I charge problem. The obstacles include the 

need for additional research related to fresh- 
, water discharges, problems with designing 

and constructing stormwater systems which 
effectively control freshwater discharges in 
areas with high groundwater tables, and 
financial liability problems for the District 
associated with rule changes which may 
increase the cost of development (existing 

1 property rights legislation). Further, the 
District's current re-diversion project may 
negate any need for more stringent 
stormwater rules in the Turkey Creek Basin. 

The rules address new deveiopment 
and re-development that together comprise 
but a fraction of the existing deveiopment 
which causes additional freshwater runoff to 
enter the Lagoon. A Federal program 
(National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System) calling for retrofitting existing 
development's stormwater discharges is 
years away from implementation and is not 
likely to be delegated to the Districts for 
implementation. This program could be 
useful In controlling suspended solids dis- 
charges, an impediment to seagrass (sub- 
merged aquatic vegetation) and shellfish. 
Before the District can initiate rule revisions 
related to controlling freshwater discharges, 
sufficient information must be available to 
specifically identify and quantify where 
freshwater discharges are and existing and 
future anticipated problem. The District 
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Obstacles & Solutions 

must have sufficient information to over- 
come anticipated rule challenges to any pro- 
posed rule revisions related to freshwater 
discharge control prior to beginning the rule 
making process. It will be very difficult to 
control the volume of freshwater discharge 
in areas with high groundwater tables. A 
large percentage of the Indian River and 
Banana River lagoon watersheds contain 
areas with high groundwater tables. 
Retention ponds are normally utilized to 
control the volume of stormwater discharge 
of new development. The retention systems 
are designed to store increased volumes of 
stormwater resulting from new development 
and percolate the stormwater into the 
ground. In areas with high groundwater 
tables, retention and percolation are severely 
limited affecting the ability of the stormwa- 
ter system to control freshwater discharges. 
It will be difficult to write rule language to 
address volume control for new develop- 
ment in areas with high groundwater condi- 
tions. 

Although the District's IRL Program is 
not involved in review of all permits and 
regulations, they are involved in and com- 
ment on particular permit applications and 
projects which pose potential harm or 
would affect management of seagrasses. For 
example, IRL staff's membership on the 
Subcommittee on Managed Marshes pro- 
vides an avenue for review and comment on 
proposed projects submitted by agencies or 
private developers that would impact wet- 
lands and nearby seagrass beds. Other com- 
menting opportunities over the last 2 years. 
include involvement in a FDEP sponsored 
task force on seagrass impacts from clam- 
ming and shellfish leases, review of Brevard 
County's Pine Island stormwater plan and 
its potential impact on or benefit to sea- 
grasses, review of a permit application re: 
expansion of the Canaveral Hospital onto 
Lagoon seagrass areas, and various permit 
related mitigation projects. 

Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 
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I I I 1 
SFWMD: Yes. 

Has the Fforidn Yards & Neighborhoods progrnfn (FYN) 
been implemented throughout the IRL basin? 

FYN Program: Yes. 

What is the level of fundingprovided to FYN? 

FYN Program: $225,000 in grant funding ends. 
612000 (in-kind -$400,000 over 2 112 years). 
No continual funding is available. 

Has Finding for FYN increased or decreased since 1996? 

SFWMD: Research work is being done to 
better quantify the needs of seagrasses and 
other SAV in the IRL and SLE. The district 
has recognized that there is a deficiency 
when it comes to unpermitted agricuitural 
and urban land uses. Although this is not a 
function of permitting deficiencies, efforts 
are underway to aid in water quantity, tim- 
ing and quality treatment of freshwater 
runoff, which will in turn heip seagrass 
beds. Most individual dock permits that 
affect seagrasses directly, are taken care of by 
FDEP, ACOE and the local counties. 

FYN Program: However, there is a lack of 
funds and operational supplies for personnel 
to market and teach program. 

Need extension staff to encourage pro- 
gram stakeholders to contact County com- 
mission, WMD, and State legislator to fund 
program continuation. 

Statewide coordination of efforts to 
obtain funding for existing programs is not 
a priority for the University of Florida. 
County commission does not want to spend 
extra dollars for this program. County staff 
has no time available to aggressively pursue 
grant funding or local politics. 

I 
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I 

FYN Program: Decreased. 

How much staff is allocated to FYN? I 
FYN Program: In Indian River County, existing staff and 
grant funded staff being used is 116 our full time employees. 

How is the effectiveness of FYN being determined? 

FYN Program: Percent adopting BMPs (ie FYN practices) is 
measured by pre-testlpost-test. 

(PLEASE NOTE: See PIE - Public lnvolvement and Education section.) 

Have the reclamation plans of each water convol district 
been reviewed and updated to meet present-day needs and 
requirements? 

Fellsmere WCD: Yes. 

Melbourne- Tillman WCD: Yes. 

Fort Pierce Farms WCD: Yes. 

North St. Lucie River WCD: Yes. 

Indian River Farms WCD: Yes. Review is continuously in 
progress. 
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I 

Sebastian Rlver WCD: Did not respond to survey. 

I 
How many water control districts or major drainage 
systems have a master operating procedures manual? 

Fellsmere WCD: Not applicable. 

Melbourne- Tillman WCD: 1. 

Fort Pierce Farms WCD: None for the district. 
North St. Lucie River WCD: 1. 

Indian River Farms WCD: N/A 

Sebastlan River WCD: Did not respond to survey. 

I 

Has the inpastructure of each water control district , (canals, retenti on/detenti on/attenuati on faciliti es, etc.) 
been reviewed and evaluated with the goal of reducing 
peshwater discharges? 

Fellsmere WCD: Yes. I 
Melbourne Tillman WCD: Yes. Our plan was updated and 
approved (by permit) by the SJRWMD as part of the ongoing 
western diverslon project in 1990. 

Fellsrnere WCD: Budget constraints. I 
Melbourne Tillman WCD: Funding is a bar- 
rier as the dlstrict operations are limited to 
user fees. Increased and accelerated funding 
will reduce time to begin diversion of fresh- - 
water from the IRL. 

Fort Pierce Farms WCD: There is lack of 
funds to construct physical works to reduce 
discharge; lack of authority to secure proper- 
ty or expend funds for the construction of 
those works; regulatory permitting con- 
straints; possible resistance to the expendi- 
ture of funds for this purpose; and lack of 
scientific data to support the construction of 
such works. 

The changes involve at least a regional 
approach to a funding and construction 
program needed to meet the desired objec- 
tives. Actions are needed, but too over- 

Fort Pierce Farms WCD: The cooperative 
effort that is underway for the  en Mile 
Creek Project between the Corps, the 
SFWMD and St. Lucie County is a prototype 
that should be emulated in addressing the 
regional need for freshwater storage 
throughout the IRL area. 
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North St. Lucie River WCD: Yes, a portion of state water law 
was amended in the 1997 legislative session. 

Have policies encouraging retrofitting or upgrading of 
stonnwater systems been included within regional and 
local comprehensive growth management plans? 

ECFRPC: Yes. 

TCRPC: Yes. 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: No response. (Already completed) 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

I I 

I ECFRPC: SRPP 4.9, 4.10. 

TCRPC: SRPP policies 6.5.1.10-6.5.1.12. Also 
see policies under strategy 6.3.1. 

Brevard County: Numerous references 
encouraging stormwater retrofit of older 
development occur in the Surface Water and 
Conservation elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, SWIM has 
developed and implemented a Stormwater 
Utility Assessment credit program for own- 
ers of property and approved and main- 
tained stormwater treatment systems. The 
policy provides a reduction in stormwater 
assessments for various levels of owner 
implemented stormwater treatment. A com- 
pliance inspection program of treatment 
systems is an integral part of this program, 
with some 4,000-5,000 inspections conduct- 
ed to date. This is reievant, as proper main- 
tenance of existing treatment facilities is 
critical for their continued effective opera- 
tion. SWIM has also developed a program in 
cooperation with the National Resources 
Conservation Service, (formerly the 
Department of Agricuitural Soil 
Conservation Services) to address storm 
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I I 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: Yes. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indlan River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

Sebastlan: No response. 

Vero Beach: No. 

water pollution from agricultural sources 
throughout the County. As a result of this 
program, conservation plans have been 
developed and implemented to reduce pol- 
lutants from some 156,000 acres of agricul- 
tural lands In the County. 
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I I I 

St. Lucie County: No. They will be addressed in the upcom- 
ing revision of the County's Comprehensive Plan. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

St. Lucie Village: No. Comprehensive Plan addresses new 
development, but not retrofitting. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes. 

Has the existing stormwater drainnge system within your 
jurisdiction been mapped? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: Yes. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: Yes 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes 

Brevard County: Staff has and will continue 
to define the county-wide drainage network, 
inventory all structural controls (such as 
pipes and canals) and delineate basins with- 
in the unincorporated areas of the County. 
To date, some 10,000 structures have been 
identified, inspected and mapped. 
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I I I 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Currently in the mapplng process. 

Melbourne Beach: Yes. 

Melbourne Viliage: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: Yes. 

Sebastian: Yes. 

Vero Beach: Yes. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

St. Lucie Village: Yes. 

Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Point: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes. 

Has your jurisdiction identified stonnwater discharges 
under your control, which directly discharge into the IRL? 
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Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: Yes. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: Yes. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: We have a 1991 inventory of 16 outfall struc- 
tures and BMP estimate of costs to  treat. 

Melbourne Beach: Yes. 

Melbourne Village: No, none direct. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Brevard County: Approximately 2,000 out- 
falls to the IRL have been mapped and addi- 
tional information is being developed. 
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Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes, in development stage. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: No. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: Yes. 

Sebastian: Yes. 

Vero Beach: No. 

the selection and implementation of most 
efficient, cost effective and appropriate 
stormwater treatment methods. A plan is in 
place addressing required maintenance for 
these BMPs to assure that they function 
properly. 

Melbourne: To 
Master Plan. 

part 
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I I I 
St. Lucie County: Yes. Plans are being developed for some of 
the systems, but not for all. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Vlllage: Yes. We have retrofitted some and identi- 
fied others that need improvements. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Polnt: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes. 

Has a prforlty list for upgrading stormwater drainage sys- 
terns been developed for your jurisdiction? 

Volusia County: Yes, they are on  an as needed list. 

Edgewater: No. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Brevard County: North Merritt Island, Port 
St. John Bay, Crane Creek, Eau Gallie, Micco 
(Sebastian River), Merritt Island (Newfound 
HarborISykes Creek), North Brevard, 
Indialantic, South Beaches, Horse Creek, 
Trout Creek. 

Cocoa: Virginia Park (24 acres), Cocoa Hills 
(20 acres), USlIGrimes St. (21 acres), IMAGE 
(SR520) (7 acres), Hughlett Street (8 acres), 
Varr Avenue (10 acres), USl.south of 520 (12 
acres), Dixon Boulevard (7 acres), First Street 
(3 acres), Peachtree (9 acres), BCCI Cleariake 
(48 acres), College Green (18 acres), Oak 
StreetIBrevard (5 acres), US 1 north of Dixon 
(10 acres), Salem/Nce/Iona (1 1 acres), 
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Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. Two creeks, silt removal. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

CrestviewIByrd PI. (20 acres), Forest 
Avenue/Police (1 acre). 

Cocoa Beach: The following is a potential 
list pending recommendations from 
Stormwater Master Plan: Downtown area 
regional water quality improvement; SR520 
retention and retrofit, water quality 
improvement; CMP (corrugated metal pipe) 
replacement, scheduled completion about 
five years; Seminole Lane regional wet 
detention facility; Public Works compound 
and Minutemen wet detention; Ocean 
Beach retention improvements; SRAlA 
retention improvements; Small BMPs (debris 
collection) for 120 smaller basins through- 
out the City. 

Rockledge: North/ South ditch borrow pit 
for flood control and water quality protec- 
tion, Enlargement of existing 10 acre lake 
east of Barton Park, Joint stormwater project 
with Cocoa and Brevard County, Canal on 
west side of Barton Park Manor, Huntington 
Lane Canal regrading, Levitt Park Canal 
regrading, NorthISouth Ditch widening, 
Baffle Boxes, Proposed southeast regional 
facility, Proposed northwest regional facility, 
proposed west regional facillty, Proposed 
northeast retention area, Proposed Marlin 

I Manor Canal regrading, Proposed Levitt 
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Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Tltusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: NO. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucle County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. Moore's Creek Retrofit. 

Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

St. Lucle Village: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: This list will be updated wlth 
the completion of the comprehensive 
stormwater management plan. 

St. Lucie Village: Prioritlzed improvements 
were related to repair or replacement of spe- 
cific structures (i.e. Culverts or ditch ciean- 
ing) and did not address retrofitting of 
stormwater management systems (ie. 
Provision of detention). A copy of the report 
was not available when this survey was 

Park Canal replacement. I 
Satelllte Beach: Park Avenue, Grant Avenue, 
DeSoto Parkway, Eim (Rosada-Temple) and 
Temple (Elm- DeSoto), Carissa (to DeSoto 
Outfall), Satellite Ditch (Verbenia to County 
Lift Station), Jamaica (Trinidad- DeSoto), 
Emerald Isles, Ocean Spray, Tempie, Rosada 
at DeSoto, 42 feet under South Patrick 
Drive, Pineapple, and Carissa near Ocean 
Spray, Roosevelt Avenue (South Patrick to a 
point several hundred feet east of South 
Patrick), Verbenia (Palmetto- Satellite), 
Glenwood (various systems off the main 
trunkline). 

Indian River County: Roseland area, Gifford 
area, Rockridge subdivision, Vero Lake 
Estates subdivision, Oslo Park subdivision, 
Indian Rlver Drive, Old Dixie Highway corri- 
dor, south beach area- west of SR A1A. 

Fort Pierce: Moore's Creek Retrofit. 
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Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes, in adopted stormwater management plan. 

Have model goals, policies or objectives supporting the 
developtnent and implementation of stormwater utilities or 
similar funding mechanisms been developed? 

DCA: No, not by this department. 

ECFRPC: Yes. SRPP 4.9, 4.10. 

TCRPC: No. 

Do you have a dedicated source of revenue to address 
stormwater probletns or have funding strategies been devel- 
oped? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: No response. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

comyletcd. 

TCRPC: Exlsting condltlons and existing 
permits are obstacles. Need to implement 
the central and southern Florida restudy. 
Need state and federal funding. 

Martin County: Baffle box retrofit, 
Poppleton Creek retrofit, Saierno Creek 
retrofit, Golden Gate water quality improve- 
ment, Casa Rio outfall, Stuart Yacht outfall, 
Barn Theater outfall, East Fork Creek weir, 
Riverside Heights outfall and Normond 
Street weir. 

Volusia County has a Stormwater Utility 
which collects revenues dedicated to 
stormwater management. 

Brevard County: In September of 1990, 
Brevard County adopted an ordinance that 
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Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: No. 

Cape Canaveral: Currently developing pro- 
gram, capital projects and budget. 

Rockledge: City council considering Storm- 
water Utility but has not implemented. 

Indian River County: The County has not 
yet established a stormwater utility. 

established a Stormwater Management pro- 
gram. A Stormwater Utility was established 
to provide a dedicated funding source 
through non ad valorem assessments for 
program implementation, and construction 
of retrofit treatment systems in areas where 
no or standard stormwater treatment exists. 

Cocoa: Ordinance 2-92, Stormwater Utility 
1 Systems, collected monthly with utility bill. 
I 
I 

Cocoa Beach: Stormwater Utility fee. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Bond issue. 

Melbourne: Dedicated revenue source 
approved by Resolution 1582, approved 
December 8, 1998, for tax year 2000. 

Satellite Beach: Stormwater Utility. 

Titusville: Utility fees. 

70 Indian River Lagoon Progress Report - 



CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian Rlver Shores: Yes. 

Sebastian: Yes. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

St. Lucie Village: No. We have received one grant in the 
amount of $100,000 from FDEP, which was utilized to 
address stormwater management problems. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes. 

What portion of the stormwater budget is dedicated strictly 
to water quality irnprovernentprojects vs. stormwnter pro- 
jects? 

Volusia County: A significant number of projects have been 
dedicated to water quality. Most flood control projects also 
achieve water quality treatment. 

Edgewater: Not applicable. 

St. Lucie County: Dedicated revenue sources 
are insufficient to fund all of the priority 
projects that have been identified to date. 
We are pursuing grant funds. 

Fort Pierce: City, County, FDOT, and 
SFWMD funding to partially address prob- 
lems. 

St. Lucie Village: No local funds are available 
at this time and grants are not being active- 
ly pursued due to lack of staff. 

Indian River Shores: Impact fees and general 
fund. 

Sebastian: Discretion saies tax is used for 
drainage. There is no Stormwater Utility 

Port St. Lucie: Stormwater Utility. 

Martin County: County-wide Ad Valorem 
MSTV. 

Sewall's Point: General funds being used and 
suggested for next two years. 

Stuart: Stormwater utility, one cent sales tax, 
and grant funding. 
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New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Approximately 50%. 

Cape Canaveral: Not defined. 

Cocoa: 30%. 

Cocoa Beach: Approximately 85%. This Includes programs 
such as mapping, public education, engineering, operations 
and maintenance, which improves both infrastructure and 
water quality. Only about 7% of capital monies is applled to 
large scale capital project prior to the master plan comple- 
tion, swale construction. 

Indialantic: Not applicable. 

Indlan Harbor Beach: 25%. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Not yet determined. 

Melbourne Beach: Not applicable, no dedicated source. 

Melbourne Vlllage: Not applicable.- 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey 

Palm Shores: No response. 

Rockledge: Approximately 25%. 

Satellite Beach: 100%. No stormwater projects without water 
quality improvements. 

Titusville: Not applicable. 

West Melbourne: Unknown. 

Indian River County: 50%. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Satellite Beach: 100%. No stormwater pro- 
jects without water quality improvements. 
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Sebastian: 0%. Not strictly dedicated. 

Vero Beach: >5Yo. 

St. Lucie County: SOYO of capital improvements projects. 

Fort Pierce: 0%. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: Not applicable. 

Martin County: 60%. 

Sewall's Point: 50%. 

Stuart: Unknown. 
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developed? 

FDEP: Yes. 

Has your jurisdiction or agency developed a Manatee 
Protection Plan? Has it been approved by FDEP? 

FDEP: See next column. 

Volusia County: Yes. Plan is presently in the process of being 
reviewed by FDEP. 

Edgewater: Yes. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. Negotiations are underway with FDEP 
for approval. A draft plan was approved for transmittal to 
FDEP, but a final draft has not been approved by FDEP or the 
county. 

Cape Canaveral: No. Brevard County developed plan and 
included city. 

FDEP: In Brevard, the County Manatee 
Protection Plan has been rejected by FDEP, 
but is presently being reevaluated by both 
FDEP and the Brevard County Commission. 

Research needed: While the problem of 
Brazilian pepper invasion and domination 
of a variety of native habitats is widely rec- 
ognized, the quantified extent of displace- 
mentlreplacement of mangrove habitat by 
Brazilian pepper remains unknown. The 
associated loss of juvenile fisherieslnursery 
habitat (mangrove) thus remains unquanti- 
fied. Such research deserves priority status. 

Volusia County: Lack of funding and staff. 
Regulatory barriers. Need a source of fund- 
ing for additional staff. 

Brevard County defers to FDEP regarding 
matters pertaining to waters of the state. 
Implementation of the Manatee Protection 
Plan will address some of these issues. 
Solutions include: final adoption of MPP by 
FDEP and BOCC with impIementation of 
the state and local regulatory changes. 

FDEP: Draft BMPs for marinas, boatyards 
and boaters available [printed and www]. 
The Clean Marina Program also resulted in 
development of BMPs. 
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Cocoa: .Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: No. To our knowledge, the City input in the 
Manatee Protection Plan is through coordination on the 
County level. A member of the Waterways Advisory Board 
attends and tracks the progress of the County plan forma- 
tion and submittal to the State. When the County creates a 
plan that the State is comfortable with, the City will then 
adopt the plan through resolution. 

Indialantlc: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes, cooperatlng with Brevard County. 

Melbourne Beach: No response. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 
Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Not applicable. 

Rockledge: Yes and No 

Satellite Beach: No. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: No. The FDEP is in the process of 
reviewing county's MPP and BSCMP. Plan adoption is 
expected to occur by the end of 1999. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No, in process of developlng. 

Melbourne: Issues with leadership and lack 
of staff. 

Palm Shores: Lack of funding. 

Satellite Beach: Lack of perceived threat, 
staff time. 
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St. Lucfe County: Yes. St Lucie County has adopted plan. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucle: No. 

St Lucie Village: No. 

Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Polnt: No. 

Stuart: No. Adopted SFWMD and FDEP plans by reference. 

Have goals/objectives/policies supporting the development 
and itnpletnentation of the Marlatee Protection Plan been 
included in your comprehensive growth marragement plan? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: Yes, Volusia County Government. 
New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hilf: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: Not sure. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: There is language in our com- 
prehensive plan amendment currently 
underway restricting activities known to 
threaten the habitat and survival of endan- 
gered and threatened species but it does not 
adopt the MPP or use language of actions in 
IRLCCMP. If County plan is approved this 
pfan will be adopted by Cocoa Beach. 

Brevard County: Coastal Management 
Element, Water Dependent Uses, Objective 5. 
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Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. 

Melbourne Beach: No response. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

PaIm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusvllle: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: No response. 

Vero Beach: Not applicable. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Fort Pietce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucle: No. 

St Lucie Village: No. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Polnt: No. 

Stuart: Yes, by reference. 

St. Lucle County: Requirements to enact 
manatee protection regulations is included 
within the coastal management element. 
The County elected to follow state guide- 
lines for the protection of manatees. 
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Have marina sitlngplans required aspart  of the Manatee 
Protection Plan been completed In your jurisdiction? 

ECFRPC: Yes. 

TCRPC: No. Not sure if there are any scheduled [for devel- 
opment and implementation]. 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: No, Volusla County completed boating use stud- 
ies and 1s developing MPP's. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. They are contained in the MPP; imple- 
mentation will occur through the FDEP permitting process. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: No. 

Indialantic: Not applicable. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

MaIabar: Did not respond to survey. 

ECFRPC: We are not an implementing 
agency, but made this pian available to 
county and city governments when the plan 
was released. 

TCRPC: Getting agreement from all parties 
involved is an obstacle. TCRPC developed a 
draft boat facility siting plan for Palm Beach 
county in 1995. The county is still revising 
it and has not yet adopted a plan. Solutions 
would include: persistent coordination and 
prioritization of these issues. 

Cape Canaveral: Coordination with Brevard 
County is needed. 

1 Cocoa: Lack of boating facilities and lack of 
I locations for facilities. Attempting to devel- 
I op commercial boating facility. Better under- 

standing of regulatory process is needed. 
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1 Melbourne: No. 

I Melbourne Beach: No response. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Not applicable. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Not applicable, no marinas. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: Not applicable. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St Lucle Village: No, there is one small marina in the village, 
but zoning prohibits construction of new marinas. 

Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes, by reference. 
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Are new or rnodiped firel docks reqrrired to Iicrve designs lrr 
plnce that fncilitnte firel splll contnirirrierit nrrd clecrrr-rcps? 

FDEP: Yes. 

Have owners of existing fuel dock facilities been encouraged 
to upgrade their facilities to ease containment and cleartup 
of spills? 

FDEP: Yes. 

Has an  inventory been completed of environmentally sensi- 
tive areas that could be potentially impacted by oil spills? 

FDEP: Yes. 

Have strategies been developed to protect sensitive areas In 
the event of a nearby spill ofpetroleum products or other 
materials? 

FDEP: Yes. 

USFWS: Yes. USFWS: The Service's oil spill plan is a 
national contingency program that could be 
implemented in the IRL region, if necessary. 

Indian River County identified the follow- 
ing obstacles: lack of funding to purchase 
cleanup equipment. Long response time due 
to geographic isolation and lack of on-water 
patrol officers. Confusion as to which 
agency (FMP, USCG or local law enforce- 
ment) is responsible for initiating cleanup 
and pursuing fines and/or criminal action. 

The USCG, FMP, and IRC Sheriff's 
Office should adopt a mutual agreement to 
expedite cleanup of oil spills. 

FDEP: Marina Siting Suitability Coastal 
Estuaries plan completed 1989. 
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How many professional hull cleaning services are in opera- 
tion in the IRL? 

Sea Grant: In Brevard County there are 17 haul-out cleaning 
services and 2 underwater cleaning services. 

Has a program been developed to certifi industries per- 
forming in-water hull cleaning services? 

I Sea Grant: No, not by Brevard County Sea Grant. 

(PLEASE NOTE: See Public Education and Involvement section.) 

Brevard County Sea Grant supports this action by delivering 
educational programs to the boating public which target nat- 
ural resource (1RL)awareness. They have held 20 classes with 
100 participants. In additlon, they have distributed informa- 
tion on  Brazilian pepper [2000], zebra mussel [1500], man- 
groves [2000], boater and angler pledges [2000], seagrasses 
[500], Manatee [500], fishing regulations [4000]. 

How many Florida Marine Patrol FMP officers are current- 
ly assigned to the IRL region? 

FDEP: FDEP supports enforcement through 24 Florida 
Marine Patrol officers. It is estlmated that 40 FMP officers are 
needed to provide an adequate level of staffing to enforce 
natural resource protection laws, protect public health and 
safety and provide needed education. 

FDEP: Legislibre not expected to increase 
funding to hire more FMP officers. 
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Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Not applicable. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indlan Rlver County: Yes. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucle: No response. 

St Lucle Village: No. 

Martin County: No response. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes. 

Are there adequate marine sariitation device, pump-out 
facilities or restrooms to serve boaters in your jurisdiction? 

Volusia County: No. 

Edgewater: No, currently under study. 
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New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak HiIl: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: No. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: No. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No 

Melbourne Beach: No response. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Not applicable. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Brevard County: It will be assessed as part of 
MMP. Once facility needs are identified, 
grant applications will be made. 

Cocoa Beach: There is one pump-out facility 
in the only marina in town, Orange Cove 
Marina. This is not open or used by the gen- 
eral public boating community. This pump- 
out station is volunteer and is probably not 
routinely used by the live aboard boaters 
there who rarely move their boats. Marinas 
are not an allowed use in the current LDRs; 
would have to be a special exception. 
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Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: No response. 

Vero Beach: Unknown. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucle: No response. 

St Lucie Village: No. 

Martin County: No. None planned yet. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes. 

Has IRL resource protection zones been established by your 
agency or in your jurisdiction during the past two years? 

FDEP: No. 

Volusia County: No. 

Edgewater: Volusia County Government. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: Additional public 
restrooms are needed at South Causeway 
Island. 

Cocoa Beach: To our knowledge and the 
knowledge of those we've spoken with in 

Brevard County: Speed zones near two 
power plants. 
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Indialantic: Yes. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Dld not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

the Development Services department, no 
wording exists in our Land Development 
Regulations (LDRs) that address "resource 
protection zones." There is no department 
that deals specifically with natural resources 
and so this does not get implemented. This 
would have to be a city directive. Language 
is being placed in our comprehensive plan 
that calls for greater resource protection and 
monitoring. Our LDRs are planned for next 
year and will reflect the new comprehensive 
plan GOPs. Hopefully at that time more of a 
program approach will be taken. Direct lan- 
guage from the IRLCCMP has not been 
incorporated at this time. Need more con- 
tact from the State to eIected officials and 
City Administration at this point. Their plat- 
ter is full so they need constant reminder 
from the State. Staff internally can help but 
the State's involvement is crucial. This could 
be in the form of elected officials joint IRL 
seminar. 

Satellite Beach: Lack of public support. Need 
incorporation of protection into City's 
Comprehensive Plan and public educatlon. 
Also need county implementation and lead 
on Issues. 
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Titusvllle: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: No, but evaluations have been 
conducted to determine the need. 

Fellsmere: Dld not respond to survey. 

Indian Rlver Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No, none known. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St Lucie Village: No. 

Martin .County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes. Anchorage project underway. 

Has an assessment of boatlng impacts on IRL resources, 
such as seagrass, shoreline and wildlife been conducted? 

Sebastian: No staff or expertise to perform 
duties and lack of funding to hirelcontract 
out.. 

Vero Beach: Lack of staff and funding. 

St. Lucie County: Lack of funding and staff 
availability. 

St. Lucle Village: Lack of staff and funding. 

Martin County: Some issues with riparian 
rights may hinder efforts. Regulatory dis- 
charges from Lake Okeechobee are perceived 
as a much greater threat to protect the 
resource than boats, docks, and related uses. 
Implementation of the ACOE restudy is 
needed to eliminate large Impacts on the 
estuary. This would allow focus to be direct- 
ed at local level impacts. Changes that could 
be made include: full funding and imple- 
mentation of the ACOE restudy. 

Sewall's Point: Lack of staff and funding. 
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FDEP: Yes. 

Volusia County: No. 

Edgewater: Yes, Volusia County Government. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: No. 

Indlalantic: No. 

Indlan Harbor Beach: No. 

1 Cocoa Beach: To our knowledge the only 
I assessments that have been performed are at 

state level. The City is under the impression 
that the resource tracking of the lagoon is 

I under the level of the state. The boating is 
I extensive however in Cocoa Beach, 

although still not to the levels of the Port of 
Melbourne. Cocoa Beach has a comprehen- 
rive network of designated marked channels 

I and signage in areas of shoaling and sea- 
grass beds. Boating is not allowed outside 
the designated channels in these sensitive 
areas. Inspection and enforcement is gener- 
ally under the City's Police Marine Patrol, 

, but is not strictly enforced. The comprehen- 
I sive plan update speaks of coordinating with 
I the FDEP on this issue. Cocoa Beach also 

has a Thousand Island Management Plan 
that gives guidance for recreation, mainte- 
nance and improvement. The program mea- 

l sures are not actively being enforced 
although most recreation is passive and very 
little major problems occur in this realm 
other than Brazilian pepper and Australian 
pines not being managed properly. No one 
has taken ownership of these actions. 

Brevard County: In specific areas, by SJR- 
WMDIIRLNEP, FDEP Aquatic Preserve and 
Brevard County, MPP, and Crucial Habitat 
Determinations. 
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Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes 

Satelllte Beach: No. 

Titusville: Yes 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No, none known. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St., Lucie: No. 

St Lucle Village: No. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Did not respond to survey. 

Do you have or are you currently developing a plan to 
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address identifled Impacts? 

FDEP: Yes. Not all impacts are addressed. 

Volusia County: No. 

Edgewater: Yes, Volusia County Government. 

New Smyrna' Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: No. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne : No. 

Melbourne Beach: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: The City does not have a 
department to comprehensively administer 
natural resource programs; The Stormwater 
Utility is involved with the environmental 
aspects as it relates to water quality and 
sometimes reacts to issues of environmental 
lands and natural resources (mangrove cut- 
ting, dumping, invasive plant issues) but 
proactive programs do not exist. There is a 
lack of a "responsible department." 
Stormwater Utility with a staff of 4 cannot 
take on the additional ecosystem programs. 
This issue needs to be addressed. The 
Stormwater Utility is also involved in the 
Waterways Advisory Board (citizen's group) 
where ecosystem issues come up and can 
sometimes be addressed through this channel. 

Brevard County: MPP and Aquaculture 
Management Plan. 
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I I I 
Melbourne Vlllage: Not applicable. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: No. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: Not applicable. 

Port St. Lucie: No. 

St Lucie Village: No. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Did not respond to survey. 
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Primary responsible agency: USEPA. Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

Are studies contemplated, underway or completed which 
assess the impacts of atrnospherlc deposition ofpolltrtants 
on the ZRL? 

USEPA: No. 

, , p CCMP Action 
f 

Have you set priorities for addressing atmospheric 
deposition of pollutants? 

USEPA: Yes, low priority. 

Agency Activities 
(i.e. masterplan) 

USEPA: We don't have a handle on easy 
stuff, and with Hmited resources we need to 
address more solvable issues. 

Limited time resources, staff. 
Need a lot more money, staff, regulato- 

ry tools, tiered system, atmospheric deposl- 
tion on low rung. 
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giodiversity Research and Management 

BD-1 - Coordinate biodiversity activities within the IRL 
region. (See LA-1, LA-2, ETS-3) 

USFWS 0 
East Central Florida RPC 0 
Treasure Coast RPC 0 

BD-2 - Continire the acqirisitton of environrnentnlly serisi- 
tive lands to preserve, protect, and restore the biological 
diversity, integrity, and productivity of the Indiari River 
Lagoon region. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaverai 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 

4 
4 
4 
0 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
2 
1 
2 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
2 
1 
0 
2 
4 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
1 

MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

~ BD-3 - Control or eradicate invasive exotic (rion-native) 
fauna and flora in the Indian River 

I Lagoor1. 
i 
1 IRL Biodiversity Committee 

Although an official biodiversity committee has not yet been 
formed, FDEP, WMDs, USFWS and several counties and cities 
participate in the eradication of invasive exotics and indus- 
try and public education efforts. 

Seagrass 

SG-1 - Implement a program of restoration and rnanage- 
ment activities needed to maintain, protect and restore the 
seagrass/ Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) commfrnity 

I of the Indian River Lagoon. 

SJRWMD 3' 

Wetlands Restoration and Preservation 

W-1 - Improve implementation of wetlands protection pro- 
grams. 

FDEP 
SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 

0 
0 
0 
4 
4 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
0 
DNR 

Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockiedge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
lndian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUClE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

4 
u 
0 
DNR 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
DNR 
4 
0 
4 
4 
4 
0 
0 
4 
4 
4 

W-2 - Undertake a regular review of wetlands protection 
rules and regulations. 

FDEP 
SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
ACOE 
DCA 
East Central Florida RPC 
Treasure Coast RPC 
VOLUSlA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 

0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
4 
0 
DNR 
DNR 
0 
4 
0 
u .  
4 
4 
DNR 
0 
u 
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Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
'IJltusville 
West Melbourne 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucle Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

u 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
4 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
4 
0 
0 

W-3 - Establish wetlands or shoreline setback or buffers. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
East Central Florida RPC 
Treasure Coast RPC 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 

0 
0 
4 
4 
4 
u 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
4 
0 
4 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
DNR 
4 
0 
0 

Titusville 0 
West Melbourne 0 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 4 
FelIsmere DNR 
Indian River Shores U 
Sebastian 0 
Vero Beach 0 

ST. LUCIE COUNTY 4 
Fort Pierce U 
Port St. Lucie U 
St. Lucie Village 0 
MARTIN COUNTY 4 
Sewall's Point 4 
Stuart 4 

W-4 - Acquire ownership and control of wetlands. (See 
Actions LA-1, LA-2 and ETS-3). 

IRLLAWG U 

W-5 - Reconnect impounded wetlands to the IRL. (See 
Actions IM-2.) 

SJRWMD 4 
SFWMD 4 
Brevard County MCD 4 
St. Lucle County MCD 3 
Indian River County MCD 3 
Martin County M.CD 2 

W-6 - Restore wetlands and shorelines. 

FDEP 
SJRWMD 
SFWMD 

W-7 - Remove trash and litter from wetlands and shore- 
llnes. 

While no agency is named as "prlmary" for this action, the 
SJRWMD and several counties and cities participate in shore- 
line clean-up efforts. 

Impounded Marsh Restoration and 
Management 

IM-1 - Complete or conttnue diagnostic, management or 
feasibility projects related to marshes impounded for mos- 
quito control found in the 1994 SWIM Plan. 

IM-2 - Continue acquisition ofprlvately owned impounded 
marshes or obtain conservation easements allowing 
restoration of their natural functions (see Actlon W-5). 

SJRWMD 4 
SFWMD 4 
Brevard County MCD 4 

St. Lucie County MCD 3 
Indian River County MCD 3 
Martin County MCD 2 

In addition to the primary agencies, IRL counties are also 
involved in the acquisition and reconnectlon of impounded 
marshes. 

Land Acquisition 

LA-1 - Develop a coordinated strategy to identin, classin, 
acquire and manage environmentally sensitive lands 
throughout the Indian River Lagoon. 

I 
IRLLAWG U 

LA-2 -Acquire ownership or management of wetlands 
adjacent to the IRL. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
Brevard County MCD 
St. Lucie County MCD 
lndian River MCD 
Martin County MCD 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
lndian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
0 
DNR 
DNR 
4 
3 
2 
4 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
0 
0 
DNR 
0 
3 
2 

Titusville 0 
West Melbourne 2 ,  
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 4 
Fellsrnere DNR 
Indian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
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ST. LUCIE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTlN COUNTY 
~kwall's Point 
Stuart 

Endangered and Threatened Species 

ETS-1 - Develop, update, or refine management recovery 
plans for the endangered species, threatened species, and 
species of special concern found in  the Indian River Lagoon 
region. 

USFWS 2 
GFC 4 I 
ETS-2 - Improve enforcement of regulations protecting 
endangered, threatened, or species of special concern within 
the Indian River Lagoon region. 

USFWS 0 
GFC 4 I 
ETS-3 - Protect critical habitats of endangered, threatened, 
or species of special concern found within the Indian River 
Lagoon region through land acquisition. 

IRLLAWG 3 

FDEP, the Game Commission, as well as local governments 
participate in the acquisition and management of critical 
habitats. 

ETS-4 - Undertake studies of wildlife diseases ocnrdng  in 
the Indian River Lagoon region, which may be caused by 
h u m a n  activities. 

USFWS 0 

Fisheries 

F-1 - Improve management of fisheries in  the IRL. 

FDEP 4 

F-2 - Develop a coordinated fisheries research agenda to 

improve the present knowledge of fisheries in the Indiari 
River Lagoon. 

FDEP 4 

F-3 - Develop and implement a coordinated fisheries man- 
agement strategy specific to the Indian River Lagoon. 

FDEP 4 
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Primary responsible agencies: USFWS, WMDs, all counties and cities, IRLIAWC, and the IRL Biodiversity Committee (not yet 
formed). Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

, CCMP Action Obstacles & Solutions 

USFWS: Yes, but this group has not formed yet. The Service 
is the lead agency, representatives are listed in CCMP [for 
organizations coordinating management of IRL biodiversity]. 

ECFRPC: Yes. IRLNEP. Interaction with this group is infre- 
quent, as issues arise. 

TCRPC : No. (The RPC promotes protection of the natural 
communities and water quality. Biodiversity is a function of 

number of bird species. 
implementation of the manatee and sea tur- 

process may become insurmountable for law enforcement agencies have been work- 

to manage manatee deaths attributed to 

Protection Plans as a mandate; lack of an 
adequate number of state law enforcement 
offlcers and lack of legislative support for an 
increase in the number of officers. 

Solutions include: strengthening of pro- 
tection for manatee habitat including water- 
shed and seagrass protection through the 
development of strong administrative rules 
or state legislation; a focused assessment of 
speed zone and education effort effective- 
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SJRWMD: Yes. The USFWS recently completed the Multi- 
Species Recovery Plan for the Threatened and Endangered 
Species of South Florida. 

SFWMD: No. Not biodiversity in particular, although the 
concept falls under other programs. 

ACOE: Yes. The Corps consults with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service on Endangered Species and coordinates with the SJR- 
WMD on all efforts in the 1RL. 

ness, along with improved enforcement of 
exlsting regulations; a mandate from the 
legislature for the development and imple- 
mentation of county Manatee protection 
plans; annual interagency coordination with 
specific tasks dispensed and documentation 
of objectives accompiished. 

SJRWMD: Lack of funding and staff avail- 
ability represents the primary obstacles to 
full coordination of blodiversity activities. 
Lack of public and elected officials under- 
standing of biodiversity issues and the 

I impacts from development and growth on 
biodiversity also represent barriers. 

Solutions include: increased staff for 
coordination of biodiversity management 
issues at the USFWS, and expansion of the 

i MultlSpecies Recovery Plan for the 
Threatened and Endangered Species of 
South Florida to cover the entire IRL region 
north to Ponce DeLeon Inlet would improve 
effectiveness1 implementation. 

SFWMD: Possibly by making it more of a 
focus in the region. 

SJRWMD: The USFWS Muhi-Species 
Recovery Plan for the Threatened and 
Endangered Specles of South Florida 
includes a major portion of the IRL region. 
The District's IRL Program provided data and 
information used in the development of the 
plan and provided review and comments of 
the final document. What agencies or orga- 
nizations are members? USFWS, SFWMD, 
GFC, IRC, FNAI, FL Museum of Natural 
Hlstory, Everglades Research Group, Conway 
Conservation, MGGIRSMAS, USACOE, SJR- 
WMD, Archbold Biologlcal Station, acade- 
mla, county governments. 

Actlons being taken Include: the devel- 
opment of an IRL Species Inventory in coop- 
eration with the Smithsonian Marine Station 
at Link Port. This inventory is an electronic, 
on-line database accessible to a broad array 
of users, and provides a comprehensive, 
annotated, user-friendly inventory of species 
found within the IRL region. This unique 
management and research tool will serve as 
a model for other regions in Florida and 
throughout the national and international 
coastal zones. The format for this inventory 
includes information on life history, habitat 
requirements, ecology, economic importance 
and geographic range, as well as species dis- 
tribution within the estuary. 

ACOE: The state of Florida has programs to 
acquire sensitive and important lands. The 
Corps is currently conducting the IRL 
Restoration Feasibility Study to help protect 
the St. Lucie Estuary and IRL Agencies 
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(See LA-1, LA-2, ETS-3 for related actions.) 

Have vital habltnts or particular areas within the ZRL that 
are critical to the rnalntenance of key species been identi- 
fled and protected? 

FDEP: Yes. The Sustainable Fisheries Act now requires that all 
federal fisherles management ~ l a n s  include a descri~tion of 
essential fisheries habcat.  hire appropriate, this will 
include IRL nursery areas. 

GFC: Yes. Land acquisition programs, habitat stewardship on  
private lands, and regulatory protection through state and 
federal dredge and fill permit process and local government 
land use regulatlons. 

Is your agency or jurisdiction involved in controlling inva- 
sive exotics? 

FDEP: Yes. The Department of Environmental Protection is 
charged with the control of aquatic and upland lnvasive 
exotic plant species under Chapter 369, Florida Statutes. 

SJRWMD: Yes. The District's IRL Program has participated in, 
promoted and funded efforts to control and eradicate exotic 

FDEP: Identified not protected. 

involved in these coordinated efforts are the 
Corps, SJRWMD, SFWMD, and FDEP. 

FDEP: The Bureau of Invasive Plant 
Management, Coastal and Aquatic Managed 
Areas, and Recreation and Parks each partici- 
pate in exotlc plant control to some degree. 
IPM has established work groups in different 
areas of the state to identify and prloritize 
exotic plant control projects. The Treasure 
Coast Invasive Plant Task Force has priorl- 
tized $400,000 worth of projects in 1997-98. 
CAMA has dedlcated staff and funding to 
exotic removal on existing buffer preserves 
and spoil islands throughout the lagoon 
basin. Recreation and Parks does regular 
maintenance and eradication on state parks. 

SJRWMD: The first step in this process was 
begun in the Spring of 1998 with the forma- 

I 102 Indian River Lagoon Progress Report 



CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

vegetation in the IRL region. These efforts include participa- 
tlon in various "Pepper-Buster" organizations as well as par- 
ticipation in FDEP's Bureau of Invasive Plant Management 
efforts to establish working groups in the region. In addi- 
tion, the District has provided funding to local governments 
for exotic removal projects. 

The District's Division of Land Management targets the 
list of Invasive Exotics. All species are targeted directly. 
Treatments are prioritized considering the extent of the infes- 
tations, growthlexpansion potential, and the presence of an 
effective control measure. Overriding these priorities, the 
District's first concerns are public safety and flood control. 

List of exotics targeted are: Air Potato, Australian Pine, 
Bahia grass, Brazilian Pepper, Camphor, Chinaberry, Chinese 
Tallow, Christmas Senna, Cogon Grass, Coral Ardesia, 
Eucalyptus camaidulensis, Hyacinths, Hydrilla, Indian 
Rosewood, Lygodium, Melaleuca, Mimosa, Paper Mulberry, 
Rosary Pea, Torpedo Grass, Tropical Soda Apple, 
Waterlettuce, Wild Taro, Wisteria. 

SFWMD: Yes. Direct Involvement with exotic plant control, 
including, but not limited to Brazilian Pepper, Meleleuca, 
floatlng aquatics, Old World climbing fern. 

USFWS: Yes. Provide funding support for exotic vegetation 
removal from the Service's South Florida Coastal Ecosystem 
Program to restore or enhance habitat. 

(PLEASE NOTE: In addition, several counties and municipalities 
are directly or indirectly involved in controlling invasive exotics.) 
For example, Brevard County through Comprehensive Plan 
and Policy: Parks and Recreation, EEL'S Natural Resources 
Management Office, Mosquito Control, Surface Water 
Improvements, and Brevard County Extension Service. (Both 
programmatic and policies, directly and indirectly,) 

Obstacles and solutions given by counties 
and municipalities include: 

FDEP's Exotic Program is providing funds for 
specific projects. Seeking outside funding to 
increase staff and determine accuracy of 
existing natural communities' data would be 
helpful. 

Need to develop local ordinances or state 
rules that prohibit planting of invasive 
exotics. 

Lack of public support by vacant landowners 
and lack of educating the public are obsta- 
cles. 

Elimination or control of exotics is imple- 
mented on an "opportunity" basis. 

India 

tlon of some fifteen area working groups. 
Invited to join these groups were the man- 
agers of public lands considered to be natur- 
ai areas. The District has six of these groups 
located inside its boundaries to which we 
offer our staff's expertise and participation. 
Of these six groups, two are within the IRL 
region to help coordinate efforts to assess 
and control exotic plant species. The 
District is currently contracting with the 
University of Florida, IFAS, Center for 
Aquatic and Invasive Plants to research con- 
trol technologies for several invasive species 
directly affecting our region. 
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I 1 I 

Need priorltizatlon of removal/ elimination. 

Exotics are removed sporadically when their 
growth Impedes a City stormwater facility 
but the Public Works department does not 
include exotic removal as a regular program. 
An exotics removal program is committed to 
our comprehensive plan update so hopefully 
future progress will be made in this area. 

Need for increased public awareness. 

Lack of a full-time Environmental Lands 
Manager and lack of a dedicated source of 
funding to manage environmental lands in 
Indian River County are obstacles. The 
County plans to hire a full-time 
Environmental Lands Manager by 2000. 

Nursery growers generally oppose addlng 
other nuisance exotic plants to County's list 
of prohiblted plants (e.g, carrotwood tree). 
Target areas should be designated for exotics 
removal, and exotics removal should be 
directed toward these areas. 

Funding and staff constraints. 

State managed lands are often a priority for 
any available funds. St. Lucie County man- 
ages over 5,000 acres of natural areas, many 
located on North and South Hutchinson 
Island and in need of exotic or invasive 
species removal. The County applies for 
exotic removal.funding through the SWIM 
and IRL license plate program. Additional 
legislative support is needed to provide addi- 
tional funding for the removal of exotic and 
invasive plant species. Need to provide pub- 
lic funding for the removal of exotics and 
invasive species on private lands that are 
adjacent to public lands or that are a threat 
to natural areas. 

An internet page dedicated to the transmit- 
tal of reports, studies, and updates on activi- 
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I I I 
ties in the IRI, would asslst local staff and 
further coordination. 

Lack of funding and legal barriers exist 
toward controlling exotics on private lands. 
Martin County is attempting to increase 
fundlng for exotic removal from County 
right-of-ways and in County owned lands. 
The County has recently added a staff per- 
son to conduct land management activities. 
Cost sharing with private property owners 
to remove exotics would be helpful. 
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Primary responsible agencies: WMDs. Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

CCMP Action Obstacles & Solutions 

Have conditions needed for healthy seagrass communltles 
in the ZRL been detemlned? 

SJRWMD: There are no state standards that 
really provide the necessary protection for 
seagrass; therefore, there is a real need for 
more stringent standards speciflc to this 

developed which will help in the develop- 
ment of PLRGs. The PLRGs will also be 
related to water quality concentration or 
level standards specific to seagrasses. 

The District's IRL Program has submit- 
ted budget requests over the past 3 years to 
reclassify the temporary GIs position as per- 
manent. SFWMD and SJRWMD have sought 
a renewable 3-party agreement with NASA 
or NOAA for seagrass mapping, but federal 
administrative problems have negated this 
arrangement thus far. 

Need a change in administrative proce- 
dures allowing NASA or NOAA to establish 
the seagrass mapping project as a priority 
and to allow contractual cost-share arrange- 
ments with the District and SFWMD. Need 
commitment to a permanent full-time GIs 

SFWMD: Work continues in this area through research and 

PLRGs address water quality and are based on heaithy 
seagrass requirements. Martin County is considering estab- 
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lishing its own more stringent water quality standards. 

What are the overall trends of seagrass coverage? 

SJRWMD. Stable. 

SFWMD: It varies, but overall the coverage has decreased 
from historical levels in the St. Lucie Estuary and the 
Southern IRL. 

SJRWMD: Southern half of Mosquito Lagoon 
- stable. (Oak Hill - south) (over the past 50+ 
yeais) 

Northern third of Banana River Lagoon - sta- 
ble (north of SR. 
528) (over the past 50+ years) 

Indian River Lagoon north of Titusville - sta- 
ble (north of railroad causeway) 

Melbourne area - increasing (SR 192 south to 
Turkey Creek) 

Sebastlan area - stable (Grant Farm Island to 
Pelican Island) 

Vero Beach area - unknown (too variable to 
determine trend). 
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Primary responsible agencies: ACOE, USFWS, FDEP, WMDs, DCA, all counties and cities, RPCs, NMFS, FI Legislature, private/public 
partnerships and interest groups . Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

Volusia County: Yes. Article XI Wetland Alteratlon Permits of 
the Volusia County Land Development Code. 

Edgewater: Yes. Chapter 20 Code of Ordinances. 

New Smyrna Beach: Dld not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. Wetland Protectlon Ordinance and 
Comprehenslve Plan. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. LDR contalns a "wetlands protection" ordi- 

Indialantic: Yes. Listed In Land Development Regulations. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. State laws. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. 

Melbourne Beach: Not a wetland area. 

Melbourne Village: No response. 

Palm Shores: Yes. Comprehensive plan and SJRWMDI FDEP 

Rockledge: Yes. Permits for alterations required by WMD and 
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Satellite Beach: Yes. Comprehensive plan. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. The County Comprehensive Plan 
contains a Comprehensive Wetlands Management Program 
(CWMP) & County code chapter 928 addresses wetlands pro- 
tection. 

Indian River Shores: Yes. Land Development 
CodeIOrdinances. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: Yes, State FDEP imposes wetlands protection. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. The County enforces wetland regula- 
tions through its Land Development Code, Environmental 
Resource Standards. The County does not conduct wetland 
permitting activities. Development proposals are reviewed 
for compliance with the County wetland protection stan- 
dards and compliance with federal and state agencies permit- 
ting requirements. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: No, defer wetlands protection responsibiiity 
to FDEP in our review of development. 

Martin County: Yes. County has very strict comp plan and 
ordinances for protection of wetiands. 

Sewall's Point: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes. LDRs- setbacks, exotic removal, LIT maintenance. 

Are there any programs within your jurisdiction to imple- 
ment the wetlands protection requirements? 
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Volusia County: Yes. Permitting and enforcing. 

Edgewater: Yes. Code of Ordinances. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. Naturai Resources Management Office. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. SJRWMD permits. City wetland protec- 
tion code. 

Cocoa: Yes. Site development plan review and approval 
process. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. Development review committee and 
development services department review all plans submitted 
for consistency with LDRs and State regulations. 

Indialantic: Yes. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Not applicable. 

Malabar: Dld not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. Site Plan Review. 

Melbourne Beach: Not applicable. 

Melbourne Village: No response. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

palm Shores: Yes. RetentlonJdensity. 

Rockledge: Yes. Wetland maps somewhat outdated. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. Shoreline Protection Ordinance (on hold 
to resolve issue of City's legal authority). 

Titusvllle: Yes. 

West Melbourne: Yes. LDR covers that. 

Indian River County: Yes. The CWMP emphasizes non-regu- 
I latory measures, such as coordination with jurisdictional 
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agencies and establishment of a wetlands n~itigation bank. 

Indian River Shores: Yes. Land Development Codel 
Ordinances. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Sebastlan: No. 

Vero Beach: Yes. Slte plan or subdivision approval process. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. The County implements the wetland 
protectlon requirements through its development review 
process. 

Fort Pierce: Yes. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: No. 

Martln County: Yes. County has an enforcement program 
and staff to regulate protectlon. 

Sewall's Point: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes. Environmental land acquisition, and LDR imple- 
mentation. 

Has a review of wetlands rules, regulations, and protection 
programs and their effectiveness been conducted? 

FDEP: No. 

SJRWMD: No. 

SFWMD: No. 

Obstacles & Solutions 

SFWMD: The Envlronmental Resource 
Permit rules have not had any comprehen- 
sive review since adoption in Oct. 1995. 
Specific portions of the rule have come 
under review, such as grandfathering and 
mitigation banks. The Regulatory 
Department is currently reviewing a volume 
discharge component to the rules that may 
have a bearing on the IRL. 

Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 
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ACOE: No response. 

DCA: Yes, goals, objectives, and policies within the compre- 
hensive plan. 

TCRPC: No. This is a job for the Water Management 
Districts. 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: No. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: No. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Indialantlc: Yes. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Not applicable. 

Malabar: Dld not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: Not applicable. 

Melbourne Village: No response. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: No. 

TCRPC: Current land development regula- 
tions should include enough flexibility to 
allow large systems of wetlands and uplands 
to be preserved. 

Need revision of current land develop- 
ment regulatlons. 
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Satellite Beach: No. 

Titusvllle: No. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indlan River County: Yes. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

St. Lucle Village: No. 

Martin County: Yes. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: No. 

Have model policies supporting resource-based development 
setbacks been developed for lncluslon in regional and local 
government comprehensive growth management plans? 

ECFRPC: Yes. SRPP 4.29. ECFRPC also conducted a "Buffer 
Zones for Water, Wetlands, and Wildlife in the East Central 
Florida Region" study 1989 through University of Florida's 
Center for Wetlands. The study was a precursor of WMD 
buffer rules. 

Satellite Beach: Actions needed are legisla- 
tion authorizing cities to control wetland 
use. and to obtain information on aoolicable I 

ECFRPC: Buffer rules of WMDs may not pro- 
vide adequate transition areas, based on 
1989 University of Florida study. 

Inventory of remaining wetlands, trend 
analysis of wetland loss and evaluation of 
significance of remaining wetlands of IRL 
are needed. ECFRPC conducted a wetlands 
inventory of Brevard County, including wet- 
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TCRPC: Yes. See SRPP 6.5.13. Significance of a resource-based 
versus a non resource-based setback is unclear. The RPC has 
policies promoting setbacks from estuaries and major water 
bodies. 

Has a resource-based developrnent setback -- to protect wet- 
lands and their functions - been developed for the ZRL such 
as that In the Weklva and Econlockhatchee rivers? 

SJRWMD: No. 

SFWMD: No. The SFWMD setback is currently 25 ft. in all 
cases. 

Volusla County: Yes. 

Edgewater: No response. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. 

Cocoa: No. 

lands susceptible to urban disturbance in 
1986 but has not been updated. 

SFWMD: The wetland buffer or setback of 
25' has not come under any further review. 
In the UEC, especially within Martin 
County, wetland restrictions are more strin- 
gent than the state criteria. In the UEC, the 
focus isn't so much on new development 
and how wetlands need more protection, 
but rather how runoff can be treated comlng 
from developed lands with no surface water 
management systems. 

Volusla County: Additional funding and 
coordination with incorporated areas are 
needed. 

Brevard County: Scientific data regarding 
amount of buffer needed to provide ade- 
quate resource protection is needed. Also 
need improved funding and staffing. 

Cocoa: Modifications to Comprehensive 
Plan which reduce environmental protec- 
tion goals, policies and objectives have been 
submitted to Florida DCA for review and 

SFWMD: Both St. Lucie and Martin Counties 
have more stringent setbacks from state 
waters than the state itself (minimum 75ft). 
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Cocoa Beach: Yes. The City has setbacks from the dune and 
wetlands, these are written in LDR in a way similar to nor- 
mal site setbacks. The City is almost totally built-out and 
very few "new development" setbacks exist. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No. SJRWMD standards apply. 

Melbourne Village: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: No. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

lndlan River Shores: Unknown. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. 

approval. 

Cocoa Beach: The comprehensive plan 
update does have resource based language 
regarding development orders. 

Palm Shores: Lack of funding is an obstacle. 
Changes to the comprehensive plan are 
needed. 

Rockledge: Current codes do not address the 
upland buffers. 

Satellite Beach: Obstacles include 
statutes/case law. Land along waterways is 
already developed. 

Titusville: Funding, lack of public support 
and state legislation are obstacles. 
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I I I 1 St. Lucle County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: Not applicable. 

1 Port St. Lucie: No response. 

, St. Lucie Village: No. 

Martln County: Yes. 

Sewaii's Point: Yes. 

Stuart: Yes. 

IRLLAWG: No response. 

Have targets for lmpoundrnent reconnectlon to the IRL 
been established? 

SJRWMD: Yes. The District has set a target of 27,000 acres of 
impoundments within the IRL for reconnectlon or restora- 
tion. 

SFWMD: Yes. The target is to reconnect ail impoundments in 
the Martln and St. Lucie county portion of the IRL. 

Indian River Mosquito Control District: Yes, ail privately 
owned impoundments. 

St. Lucie Mosquito Control District: See St. Lucie County. [St. 
Lucle County responded: Yes. The Subcommittee on 
Managed Marshes prepared a regional plan to implement 
and coordinate management of each and every impound- 
ment in the lagoon. Most have been implemented, or are in 
the process of being ImpIemented, except where private 

Martln County: Funding and staff are need- 
ed to improve shoreiine conditions. 
Increasingly, shoreiine is belng developed 
and opportunities for restoration are dimin- 
ished. 

SJRWMD: See 1M-2. 

Indian River County MCD: Need public 
acqulsition of privately-owned impound- 
ments. 

St. Lucie County MCD: See IM-2. 
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ownership precludes purchase and restoration.] 

Martin County Mosquito Control District: Yes. Two 
impoundments: 1A and Florida Oceanographic Society on 
Hutchinson Island. The rest of the mosquito control 
impoundments dikes have been breached and are open to 
the Indian River. 

Brevard County Mosquito Control District: Yes, via SWIM 
Program. 

Are you aware of or involved in wetland or shoreline 
restoration programs or efforts in the ZRL regfon? 

FDEP: Yes. 

SJRWMD: Yes. There are several wetland and shorellne 
restoration programs in place in the IRL region. 

SFWMD: Yes. Through a combination of District funding, 

Martin Co. MCD: See IM-2. 

Brevard County MCD: See IM-2. 

FDEP: The Bureau of Coastal and Aquatic 
Managed Areas has done several shoreblrd 
nesting projects on spoil islands in the IRL. 
Several areas have been chosen for mitiga- 
tion sites for regulatory actions. 

SJRWMD: A primary wetland restoration 
project is the reconnection of mosquito 
impoundments as functional links to the 
lagoon. The District In cooperation with 
mosquito control districts supports projects 
implementing improved management prac- 
tices in impounded wetlands in the lagoon. 
Implementation of these practices will help 
to restore water quality and habitat benefits 
while maintaining mosquito control efforts. 

The District also participates in shore- 
line restoration projects such as the man- 
grove planting revegetation project being 
implemented by the Environmental 
Learning Center in Wabasso. Through this 
project, a unique method is used to plant 
mangroves along the shoreline of the IRL. 
The majority of these plantings are under- 
taken by citizen volunteers organized by the 
ELC. In addition to the District, SFWMD, 
FIND, USFWS and other public and private 
organizations provide funding and in-kind 
program support. 
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Obstacles & Solutions 

SWIM, and local government funding, we are involved with 
shoreline restoration through our direct project efforts as 
well as by supporting the Environmental Learning Center. 
As with other things, priorities must be set when you have 
limited staff and funding, so some of those things are not 
accomplished as quickly or thoroughly as we would ideally 
like. We continually try to increase funding and staffing. The 
St. Lucie River issue team is a good exampie of a major effort 
to secure funding for projects to benefit the St. Lucie Estuary 
and southern IRL. We are also making changes in the regula- 
tory arena that will have a direct benefit. 

A dedicated, multi-disciplinary team and consistcnt 
funding at an appropriate level is needed. Thesc are all 
things we are currently working to devciop. 

USFWS: Yes. With funding and support from the Service's 
south Florida Coastal Ecosystem Program. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. The County has a representative on 
the Central and South Florida Study Team. SWIM program 
applications are also submitted to the SFWMD to provide 
funding for exotic removal and restoration and retrofits. 
Private ownership and public funding limit the amount of 
restoration taking place. Additional funds targeted toward 
land acquisition and restoration of wetlands and buffers 
along the IRL and the St. Lucie River, inciuding the North 
Fork, is needed. The primary impediment to restoration is 
private ownership. We continue to need research on how to 
improve our adaptive ecosystem management strategies. 
Streamlined permitting is limited to culverts instead of 
including other approaches that also enhance water quality, 
such as aeration devices. Exemptions/streamlining the per- 
mit process for such work would increase the speed of their 
implementation and reduce the costs of permitting. Public 
awareness for wetlands is greatly enhanced when access is 
provided. Funding for improvements to access would help 
to further public awareness goals. 

Are you aware of  shoreline clean-up efforts or programs in 
the IRL region? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

SJRWMD: Each county within the IRL region 
has its own beautification group, generally 
operating in cooperation with Keep Florida 
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Volusia County: Yes. Aid in the organization and participa- 
tion of these programs. 

Brevard County: Yes. Periodic active participation., 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. Keep Brevard Beautiful and Adopt-a 
Shore Program. 

Melbourne: Yes. Keep Brevard Beautiful. 

Melbourne Beach: Yes. Cleanup trash, etc. 

Rockledge: Yes. Keep Brevard Beautiful and Adopt-a Shore 
Program. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. Keep Brevard Beautiful's Trash Bash. 

Indian River County: Yes. The County assists in promoting 
an annual cleanup event. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Beautiful. These organizations offer groups 
or individuals the opportunity to "Adopt A 
Shoreline" either on the ocean beaches or 
along the lagoon. The District has promot- 
ed these programs and is currently working 
with these groups to develop an "Adopt An 
Island" program to help clean up spoil 
islands in the lagoon. 

St. Lucie County: Submission of applications 
for funding, participation on IRL committees 
and attending workshops. St. Lucie County 
also has a "Pepper Buster"program to assist 
with the removal of exotin species on County 

1 owned and managed parcels. 
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SJRWMD: Yes. The District has set a target of 27,000 acres of 
impoundments within the IRL for reconnection or restora- 
tion. The original schedule for this target was to complete 
activities by the year 2000. Problems with private ownership 
of impoundments and management of reconnected 
impoundments In Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge 
have slowed progress. Mitigatlon has reconnected some 
impoundments that were originally targeted under this pro- 
ject, reducing the pool of available impoundments. If acqui- 
sltion can be accomplished, reconnection should be com- 

A major wetlands initiative has been undertaken to 
resolve management issues. This multi-agency research 
effort will examine a wide array of wetland components and 
management impacts on those components. This effort 
should allow reconnection and restoration to continue and 
insure the most appropriate management of reconnected 

SFWMD: Yes. The target is to reconnect all impoundments in 
the Martin and St. Lucie county portion of the'IRL. 

Indian River Mosquito Control District: Yes, all privately 
owned impoundments. 

Lucie County responded: Yes. The Subcommittee on identified the following obstacles: Within 
Managed Marshes prepared a regional plan to implement an area under private ownership, the 

the process of being implemented, except where private nection improvements. Such improvements 
ownership precludes purchase and restoration.) are sometimes denled based on  the owner's 

perception that such improvements detract 
from the owner's ability to develop the 
property once the habitat's function has 
been enhanced. The MCD is aiso minerable 
in areas under private ownership where the 
owners can refuse the District access for con- 
tinued operation and management of 
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Martin County Mosquito Control District Yes. Two 
impoundments: 1A and Florida Oceanographic Society on 
Hutchinson Island. The rest of the Mosquito Control 
Impoundments Dikes have been breached and are open to 
the Indian River. 

Brevard County Mosquito Control District: Yes, via SWIM 
Program 

Volusla County: Yes. Canaveral National Seashore1 and Tiger 
Shoal Impoundment. 

Brevard County: Yes. Via SWIM Program. 

Indian River County: Yes. Eventuaily all impoundments will 
be reconnected to the IRL. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. The Subcommittee on Managed 
Marshes prepared a regional plan to implement and coordi- 
nate management of each and every impoundment in  the 
lagoon. Most have been implemented, or are in the process 
of being Implemented, except where private ownership pre- 

improvements already instailed. The second 
Ifiajor impediment is that long term funding 
sources for such improvements are not iden- 
tified.) 

Martin County MCD: Mosquito Control 
staff shortages. New activities in Mosquito 
Impoundment Management will be 
addressed in FYOO Budget. 

Need development of a County level 
plan that would Identify the extent of wet- 
lands that have been severed from the IRL 
and identify opportunities for reconnection. 

Brevard County MCD: We need improved 
funding and staffing, additional scientific 
documentation. 

Brevard County: We attempted acquisition 
through direct contact with all private own- 
ers of impoundments and preferential tax 
assessment program, but no owners submit- 
ted their properties. 

The appraised value of wetlands is typi- 
cally low and does not always provide the 
landowner with enough incentive to partici- 
pate in a fee simple acquisition. Also, the 
level of inter-agency coordination necessary 
for a successful acquisition program is con- 
siderable and requires extensive cooperation 
among all agencies. Appraised value too low 
to have willing sellers! Price asked reflects 
high value of waterfront property! 

Need more purchases of mosquito 
impoundments. 
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1 dudes purchase and restoration. 

Martin County: Yes. The County has already connected 
impoundments that are under County control. The mosqui- 
to control manages two impoundments. All of the remain- 
ing impoundments have been breached and are open to the 

1 IRL. 

1 How many acres of impounded marshes have been recon- 
1 nected in the last two years? 

~olusia County: Approximately 300 acres have been con- 
nected, and approximately 800 acres are planned 
for reconnection in the next two yeas. 

Brevard County: 4,200 acres have been connected, and 
approximately 4,700 acres are planned for reconnection in 

' the next two years. 

Indian River County: 0, but approximately 500 acres are 
I planned for reconnection. 

St. Lucle County: 247.53 acres, but approximately 650 acres 
are planned for reconnection. 

Martin County: 0 acres. 

Do you have an environmentally sensitive lands acquisi- 
tion program? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

Indian River Mosquito Control District: Yes, county; No, 
MCD. 

St. Lucie Mosquito Control District: Yes, county; No, MCD. 

Martin County Mosquito Control District: Yes. 

Brevard County Mosquito Control District: Yes, county; No, 
MCD. 
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ownership (Canaveral National Seashore and 
the Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge). 
However, other land can and needs to be 
purchased for further preservation of the IRL 
system. The greatest and most significant 
impediment is the cost of acquisition. 
Another issue is the multiple ownership 
characteristics of lands within the IRL basin. 

The County is coordlnatlng with the 

Additional money earmarked for land 
preservation In the IRL basin needs to be 
made available. Money should come from 
both Federal and State sources. Grants could 
also be created to leverage local money. 

Edgewater: Lack of funding and staff avail- 
ability and lack of scientific documentation. 

New Smyrna Beach: Dld not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Yes. 

and GFC locals. 

Cape Canaveral: Yes. PZ000 funds. 
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Cocoa Beach: Maybe. There is no real "program". In the past, 
concerned citizens with the help of the City purchased the 
Thousand Islands in the Banana River. These lands are being 
leased from the state for final ownership. There is a plan for 
preservation and maintenance of these islands. 

Another parcei was acquired by the County, Lori Wiison 
Park, a maritime hammock through citizen efforts. 

Indialantic: No. 

Indian Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes. Brevard County's EEL'S Program. 

Cocoa Beach: A maritime hammock parcel 
east of SRAlA and south of SR520, was in 
our original 1990 Comprehensive Plan for 
protection (the language did not give total 
protection from development) but no real 
action was made for land acquisition and 
sometime in the mid-90s this land began to 
be developed. The actual maritlme ham- 
mock exists today but, despite the 
Comprehensive Plan earmarking, an 
approved site plan exists and is to be devel- 
oped shortly. This will be the last parcel 
within the developed area of Cocoa Beach 
that is environmentally sensitive. 

Obstacles include: lack of a program 
and staff avallability. 

Need program initiatlon and staff ailo- 
catlon. 

Also need elected official and City 
Administrator support through state coo~di- 
nated education and involvement. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Funding Is an issue. I 

Melbourne: Need leadership and funding. 

Melbourne Beach: The town is bullt out 
along lagoon. Need to seek grants for protec- 1 1 
tion. 

Melbourne Village: No funding. 

Paim Shores: Lack of funding, need coalit 
with other agencies. Need separate pr 
grams for small cities. 

Rockledge: Need funding and public/privat 
partnerships. Solutions include: smaller 
viable wetland banks, technical support for 
surveying wetlands, and suitable banking. 

124 Indian River Lagoon Progress Report 



CCMP Action Aqency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(iye. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I 

Satellite Beach: Yes. P2000 grant. 

Tltusville: No. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Indian River Shores: No, only have zoning. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. Indian River County has a program. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. The St. Lucie County Environmentai 
Land Acquisition Program is a county-wide program funded 
through a $20 million bond fund. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucie: No. 

St. Lucie Village: No. We are trying to acquire a 78 acre par- 
cel through the Florida Communities Trust. A $2.2 million 
grant was appropriated for this purchase, but the state and 

Satellite Beach: Need to identify a "iead" 
agency to actively deveiop a coalition. 

Titusville: Within City iimits, the IRL shore- 
line is nearly all deveioped as urban area. 

Indian River County: Lack of a full-time 
Environmental Lands Manager and lack of a 
dedicated source of funding to manage envi- 
ronmental lands. The County plans to hire a 
full-time Environmental Lands Manager by 
2000. 

Sebastian: Funding, staff size and expertise 
not available. 

Vero Beach: Lack of staff, funding, etc. 

St. Lucie County: Funding limitations and 
differences between landowner perceived 
value and actual value create acquisition 
barriers. Limitations would primarily be 
addressed by lobbying the leglslature for 
support for state and regional P2000 pro- 
grams, for additional funding for land acqui- 
sition and management of environmentally 
sensitive areas along the IRL. 

A dedicated funding source for on- 
going land acquisition, recreation develop- 
ment and management is an identified 
need. 

St. Lucie Village: Lack of staff and funds. The 
Village cannot undertake such an effort 
alone. We will continue to pursue such pur- 

St. Lucie County: To date, approximately 
83% of available funds have been expended 
or are targeted toward approved projects. 
The County provides funding for land acqui- 
sition and the development of management 
plans for land acquisition efforts, generates 
grant applications for purchases and/or per- 
forms due diligence on donations of small 
wetland parcels within mosquito control 
impoundments. St. Lucie County also acts as 
a facilitator for wetland and native upland 
habitat preservation along the IRL, through 
the U.S. Dept. of Interior, Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the state P2000 programs. This 
effort has resulted in significant multi-party 
and multi-agency purchases because of our 
management ability, experience, funding 
acumen and general persistence. 

Indian River Lagoon Progress Report 125 



CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories h 
(iTe. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I 1 

the land owner have not been able to agree on purchase 
price. 

Martin County: Yes. 

1 Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes. 

GFC: Yes. P2000 Inholdings and Addltions Program, GFC 
Mitigation Park Program - funded via developer contribu- 

, tions via DRI development orders and listed species inciden- 
tal take permits. 

I 

FDEP: Yes. 

USFWS: Yes. The National Coastal WetIands Conservation 
Grants program (funded by federal aid in Atlanta) provldes 
funds to coastal states to purchase environmental sensltlve 
lands. 

Are you awclre of a group that coordinates environmentally 
sensitive lands acquisition within the IRL regfon? Have 
you/they identined priorities for environmentally sensitive 
lands acquisition? 

SJRWMD: Yes. The District participates in the IRL Blueway 

chases with the aid of County staff. 

Martin County: Funding and staff are iimit- 
ed for land acquisition. The County Is work- 
ing with SFWMD to develop a jolnt program 
for Iand acquisition. Slgniflcant improve- 
ment of estuary biodiversity would be 
accomplished with the full implementation 
of the ACOE restudy and IRL feasiblllty 
study. 

Funding and current public demand 
that sensitive lands adjacent to the St. Lucie 
River be given first priority over other acqui- 
sition such as those that may directly bene- 
fit the IRL. Need to Identify long range 
strategy for acquisition that Integrates recre- 
ation lands acqulsitlon with environmental- 
ly sensitive lands where uses can be made 
compatible. 

Sewall's Point: Lack of public support and 
funding, lack of scientlfic informatlon / doc- 
umentation. 

Stuart: Lack of fundlng. 

SJRWMD: Obstacles include: lack of funding 

Martin 
tax. 

County: Funding through a 1°h sales 
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CARL group. It also has several lnltlatives of its own to 
acquire sensitive lands that meet District criteria. 

The District's program targets wetlands, both Impound- 
ed and unimpounded. This directly supports action items 
IM-1, IM-2, W-4, W-5, and LA-2. 

SFWMD: Yes. Save Our Rivers is a SFWMD program set up to 
acquire lands throughout the Dlstrict. The CARL and P2000 
programs work in conjunction wl SOR and local government 
land acquisition programs. We also have identified priorities. 

GFC: YesINo. 

USFWS: Yes. IRL Blueway Project. 

Indian River Mosquito Control District: Yes. We have partici- 
pated with groups on environmentally sensitive land acqui- 
sition and have Identified priorities. 

Martin County Mosquito Control District: Yes, not yet par- 
ticipated with group, but priorities have been identified for 
environmentally sensitive land acquisition. 

and staff to act as agents for acquisition, 
appraisal review, real estate closlngs and 
land management; lack of willing sellers; 
and no resolution on the sovereign sub- 
merged lands issue; appraised, fair market 
value vs. owner's speculation of develop- 
ment value; high growth, rapidly developing 
urban areas. 

The District and other Blueway partners 
are continuing to increase the priority of the 
lagoon, making more funding and staff 
available each year. 

Need to increase land acquisition fund- 
ing sources to improve effectiveness. 

SFWMD: If funding and staffing was at a 
higher level it could be accomplished faster, 
also increased efforts to obtain additional 
cost share from local governments and pos- 
sibly through grants would help. 

The SLR issue team Is addressing this 
through their efforts. Local governments 
have made good progress toward purchasing 
both environmentally sensitive lands and 
land to be used for water preserve areas, 
which will directly benefit the SLE and IRL 
by attenuating water. In 1998 Martin 
County voters passed a one-cent tax increase 
to be used for this purpose. 

More money would improve effective- 
ness. 

GFC: Obstacles may include potential reduc- 
tion in available funding via successor to P- 
2000 Program. Need for leglslative lobbying 
by public and private interest groups. 

USFWS: To date we have not participated 
with this group directly. 

Indian River County MCD: Need more 
money and less arguing to improve effec- 
tiveness. 

Martin County MCD: Obstacles include: lack 
of funding and current public demand that 
sensitive lands adjacent to the St. Lucie 
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Brevard County Mosquito Control District: Yes. The program 
has identified priorities for mosquito impoundments. 
Brevard County's EEL Program is acquiring land within the 
North Indian River Lagoon CARL project. This project is 
approved for state and federal matching funds through the 
CARL program and NAWCA respectively. The EEL program, 
The Nature Conservancy, USFWS, SJRWMD, and Voiusia 
County coordinate their land acquisition planning. The 
County is also aware that the WMDs that border the lagoon 
participated together to sponsor the Blueways CARL project. 
The EEL Program's acquisition priorities are currently 
focused on completing acquisition of lands identified in 
Brevard County's region of the North Indian River Lagoon 
CARL project and on continuing to acquire lands within the 
Coastal Scrub Ecosystem CARL project. The Blueways CARL 
project identified additional properties for protection aiong 
the entire length of the lagoon. 

How many acres of environmentally sensitive land have 
you acquired wlthln the lagoon basin? 

SJRWMD: 12,014 acres within the lagoon basin. All environ- 
mentally sensitive land acquired by the Distrlct for the 
lagoon is adjacent to the lagoon or one of its tributaries. 

SFWMD: 397 acres adjacent to the lagoon and 2084 acres 
lagoon-wide. 

Indlan River Mosquito Control District: See Indian River 
County. 

St. Lucie Mosquito Control District: See St. Lucie County. 

Martin County Mosquito Control District: See Martin 
County. 

Brevard County Mosquito Control District: See Brevard 

River be given first priority over other acqui- 
sitions such as those that may directly bene- 
fit the IRL. 

Identify a long-range strategy for acqui- 
sition that integrates recreation lands acqui- 
sition with environmentally sensitive lands 
where these uses can be made compatible. 

Brevard County MCD: The Biueways was 
endorsed by the Brevard Board of County 
Commissioners with no funding commit- 
ment for acquisition. The County's EEL 
Program does not have acquisition dollars 
dedicated toward this program, 
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I I I 
County. 

Volusia County: Approximately 40 acres adjacent to the 
lagoon and approximately 15,000 acres within the lagoon 
basin. 

Edgewater: No response. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: Approximately 1,700 acres adjacent to the 
lagoon and approximately 4,000 acres within the lagoon 
basin. 

Cape Canaveral: 32 acres. 

Cocoa: Approximately 25 acres within the lagoon basin. 

Cocoa Beach: 600 acres. 

Indialantic: 0 acres 

Indlan Harbor Beach: 0 acres 
I 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

1 Melbourne: 0 acres 

Melbourne Beach: Not applicable. 

Melbourne Village: No response. 

1 Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

1 Palm Shores: 0 acres 
I 

Rockledge: 235 acres adjacent to the lagoon and approxi- 
mately400 acres within the lagoon basin. 

1 Satellite Beach: 0 acres. 

I Titusville: 0 acres. 
I 1 West Melbourne: 0 acres. 
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Indian River County: 737 acres adjacent to the lagoon and 
approximately 11,581 acres lagoon-wide. 

Indian River Shores: Unknown. 

Feilsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Sebastian: 0 acres. 

Vero Beach: See Indian River County, 
I 

St. Lucie County: 725 acres adjacent to the lagoon and 
approximately 12,644 acres lagoon-wide. 

1 Fort Pierce: No response. 

1 Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: 0 acres. 

Martin County: 1,027acres adjacent to the lagoon and 
approximately 1,711 acres within the lagoon basin. 

Sewali's Point: 0 acres. 

Stuart: 25 acres lagoon-wide. 

NPS: NPS owns 6,356 acres. NASA owns 16,505 acres. The 
park may acquire approximately 38 acres in Oak Hill for an 
environmental center to interpret lagoon's resources and the 
archeological significance of Seminole Rest (Snyder's , Mound). 

GFC: 0 acres. 

, USFWS: 1,000 acres lagoon-wide. 

FDEP: 4,257 acres total. We've entered joint acquisition 
agreements with Brevard and Indian River counties. We've 
adopted WMD acquisition procedures for shared acquisitions 

FDEP: Current barrier to expanding CARL 
boundaries is the mandate by Legisiature to 
finalize P-2000. Even though a successor 

St. Lucie County: Developing a mitigation 
bank on an additional 315 acres. 587 acres 
are in private conservation on the barrier 
islands. Received 284 acres in donations on 
the barrier islands. An additional 1,996 acres 
are publicly preserved along the lagoon in 
St. Lucie County. In process of attempting 
joint-purchase of all Blueway-Phase I pro- 
jects in St. Lucie County, totaling 523 acres. 

FDEP: Archie Carr Sea Turtle Refuge, 
Maritime Hammocks Initiative, Sebastian 
Inlet, Hutchinson Island (Blind Creek and 
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USFWS: 22 specles. USFWS: Southeastern beach mouse, threat- 
ened; West Indian manatee, endangered; 
Audubon's crested caracara, threatened; Bald 
eagle, threatened; Florida scrub-jay, endan- 
gered; Piping plover, threatened; Red-cock- 
aded woodpecker, endangered; Snail kite, 
endangered; Wood stork, endangered; Green 
sea turtle, endangered; Hawksbill sea turtle, 
endangered; Leatherback sea turtle, endan- 
gered; Loggerhead sea turtle, threatened; 
Atlantic salt marsh snake, threatened; 
Eastern indigo snake, threatened; Beach 
jacquemontia, endangered; Florida perforate 
cladonia, endangered; Four-petal pawpaw, 
endangered; Fragrant prickly-apple, endan- 
gered; Lakela's mint, endangered; 
Okeechobee gourd, endangered; Tiny poly- 

Is the status and trends of threatened and endangered 
species regularly evaluated? 

USFWS: Yes. All 22 species. 

GFC: Yes. Species llsted by our agency are reviewed at irregu- 
lar intervals. We plan to Institute a biennial informal review 
of our list by specles experts. 
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Have mechanisms to implement management plans and 
enforce regula tfons to protect endangered and threatened 
species been coordinated with other enforcement agencies? 

USFWS: No. 

GFC: Yes. We regularly coordinate with FDEP and USFWS 
staff. FDEP - sea turtles, manatee, USFWS il federally listed 
species. 

Have vital habitats orparticular areas within the ZRL that 
are critical to the maintenance of key species been identi- 
fied and protected? 

FDEP: Yes. The Sustainable Fisheries Act now requires that all 
federal fisheries management plans include a description of 
essential fisheries habitat. Where appropriate, this will 
include IRL nursery areas. 

GFCIsupport: es. Regulatory - state and federal dredge and 
fill permit process, and local government land use regula- 
tions. Also, land acquisition programs and habitat steward- 
ship o n  private lands. 

Have studies been conducted of wildlife diseases or deaths 
occurring in the ZRL region such as fibro-papillolomatosis, 
lob0 mycosis, fish kills or pelican deaths? 

USFWS: No. 

GFC: Yes. Pelican deaths. 

Are actfons Being taken to address these problems or caus- 
es? 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

GFC: We need to involve private landowners 
as stakeholders in the protection of listed 
species. We conduct some public outreach 
activities, but more are needed. 

Tax and regulatory incentives for the 
protectlon of listed species on private lands 
would improve effectiveness. 

FDEP: Identified not protected. 
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I I I 
USFWS: No. 

GFC: No. GFC: Multiple pelican deaths have been 
attributed, to nutrltion and/or weather prob- 
lems that are beyond our control. 
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the IRL. In addition, shellfish resources are monitored need to be targeted for data collection and 

collecting fisheries independent (Fish Monitorlng Program) 
and fisheries dependent (Trip Ticket, Biostatistical Sampling 
Program and Recreational Survey) data. The Fish Monitoring 
Program is a long-term program designed to estimate relative 
abundance of fishes in estuarine waters. The trip ticket pro- 
gram collects commercial data and the biostatistical program 
is an independent assessment of the identification of the fish 
and invertebrates brought back to the dock by commercial 
fishers. The recreational survey Is a creel survey used to esti- 
mate levels of recreational catch and effort. Together these 
four component programs are used by FMRI stock assess- 
ment to develop fishery population estimates or stock assess- 
ments that are used in the assessment of harvest regulations. 

Is the collection and disMbution of IRL fisheries data and 
information coordinated? 

FDEPIFMRI: Yes 

Have stock assessments been performed on any species? 

FDEPJFMRI: Yes. Weakfish, spotted seatrout, red drum, FDEPJFMRI: Obstacles preventing additional 

and king mackerel, hard clams, and blue crab. information such as age, growth, and repro- 
ductive data. These types of data are lacking 
on some species listed under general 
"Marine LifeUcategory (tropical species such 
as damsels and angelfish). 
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Obstacles & Solutions 

Have vital habitats orpartfcular areas within the ZRL that 
are critfcal to the maintenance of key species been identi- 
fied and protected? 

FDEPIFMRI: Yes. The Sustainable Fisheries Act now requires 
that all federal fisheries management plans include a descrip- 
tion of essential fisheries habitat. Where appropriate, thls 
will Include IRL nursery areas. Descriptions of essential habi- 
tat is also being Incorporated into Interjurisdictional fishery 
management plans (ASMFC). This process will eventually 
lead to heightened awareness and protection through State 
legislation. FMRI is currently developing an approach to do 
this and a map of seagrasses and other wetlands can be pro- 
duced. 

Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 
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I&blic Involvement and Education 

PIE-I - Continue public involvement and education pro- 
jects included in '94 SWIM. 

PIE-2 - Inform the general public and governments about 
the resources o f  the IRL, the value of these resources, and 
threats to the continued viability of these resources. 

PIE-3 - Increase public and government awareness of pro- 
gram which protect and restore the IRL. 

PIE-4 - Increase public and government involvement in 
activities designed to protect and restore the resources of 
the IRL. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 

Future Implementation 

FI-1 - Establish a management structure to oversee, moni- 
tor and guide IRLCCMP implementation. 

IRLNEP Policy Commission 
SJRWMD 4 
SFWMD 4 
FDEP 0 

FI-2 - Establish a process to measure IRLCCMP implemen- 
tation. 

IRLNEP+ 
SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
FDEP 

FI-3 -Adopt a n  itnplementation agreement to be signed by 
all participants of the modifled (post IRLCCMP adoption) 
management conference as whole or on an action plan by 
action plan basis. 

USEPA 
FDEP 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
VOLUSIA COUNTY 
Edgewater 
New Smyrna 
Oak Hill 
BREVARD COUNTY 
Cape Canaveral 
Cocoa 
Cocoa Beach 
Indialantic 
Indian Harbor Beach 
Malabar 
Melbourne 
Melbourne Beach 
Melbourne Village 
Palm Bay 
Palm Shores 
Rockledge 
Satellite Beach 
Titusville 
West Melbourne 
lNDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
Fellsmere 
lndian River Shores 
Sebastian 
Vero Beach 
ST. LUClE COUNTY 
Fort Pierce 
Port St. Lucie 
St. Lucie Village 
MARTIN COUNTY 
Sewall's Point 
Stuart 

3 
2 
4 
0 
DNR 
DNR 
2 
0 
4 
2 
u 
4 
DNR 
2 
0 
0 
DNR 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
DNR 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

Data and Information Management 

DIM-1 - Continue/complete projects related to data and 
information management found in '94 SWIM update. 

DIM-2 - Continue implementation of DIM strategfes. 

DIM-3 - Continue to update IRL Sdentiflc Information 
System and make available topublic in electronic format. 

dim-4 - Ensure all data and infonnation concerning the 
IRL is entered into and available through STORET. 

DIM-5 - Improve and update the STORET system. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 

Monitoring 

MON-I - Comnplete/continue projects related to monitoring 
resources of the IRL found in SWIM Plan update. 

m0n-2 - Continue Citizens Water Quality Monltorlng 
Network. 

MON-3 - Provide support for biennial report on IRL. 

SJRWMD 
SFWMD 
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SJRWMD: The SJRWMD distributed 1.18 million pieces of lit- SJRWMD: Distributed 1.18 milllon pieces of 
erature and public education videos. literature distributed. 

SFWMD: The SFWMD dlstrlbuted several thousand pieces of SFWMD: Distributed several thousand. 

istributed approximately 75,000 pieces of 

Do you have a web-site for IRL information? 

SJRWMD: The SJRWMD maintalns website HYPERLINK 
http://www.sjr.state.fl.us/lndex2.html 

SFWMD: The SFWMD maintains website 
http:llwww.sfwmd.gov 

FDEP: The FDEP maintains website 
http://www.dep.state.fl.us There are several subsets of thls 
website that have information on the IRL and associated 

Is the effectiveness of the education program being mea- 

resource issues, share strategies and to participate in additional events increases. 

decisions. Stormwater management for have increased. 
water quality and flood protection and other 
topics will be covered by the series. Public 
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SFWMD: The effectiveness of the SFWMD education pro- 
gram is not being measured. 

FDEP: The effectiveness of the FDEP education program is 
not being measured. Most of the environmental education 
efforts are limlted to the distributlon of materials at outreach 
events. Therefore the easiest way to measure is to count 
brochures distrlbuted. 

What is the prlorlty for your IRL education program? 

SJRWMD: The SJRWMD conslders its IRL education program 
a high priority. Restoration and protection of the IRL is a 
high prlorlty for the District. Recognizing that an informed 
citizenry is one of the keys to the success of Lagoon restora- 
tion and protection, the District also places a high priority 
on education inltlatives, particularly those that involve 
direct public contact and involvement. 

education is an on-going process that agen- 
cies and organizations must always employ 
as part of all IRL restoration and protection 
efforts. Public agencies at all levels must 
continue to seek opportunities to form part- 
nerships to undertake Lagoon restoration 
projects together, and communication must 
be maintained with the public, media and 
with other agencies. Volunteer programs 
and community forums are critical compo- 
nents of public education efforts. 

SFWMD: More focus on education and 
awareness of issues and accomplishments. 

FDEP: It may benefit the IRL if the agencies 
worked together to  create a 'road show' 
explaining the value of the lagoon and the 
ways in which residents and visitors can 
help malntaln and improve its health. 

FDEP: Public support has been very good. 
There are several local environmental groups 
that help including: Hobe Sound Nature 
Conservancy, Blowing Rocks Preserve, FL 
Oceanographic Society, Ft. Pierce Manatee 
Center, St. Lucie Inlet State Recreational 
Area, and the ELC. 

SJRWMD: Those opportunities have includ- 
ed: developing a volunteer base to assist 
wlth Lagoon projects and public education 
efforts; maintaining communication with 
the media; sharing information with the 
public and elected officials through partici- 
pation in more than 30 public events annu- 
ally and by giving more than 60 presenta- 
tions annually; forming partnerships with 
private organizations to develop public edu- 
cation projects; hosting community educa- 
tion forums; developing and distributing 
educational materials; holding workshops 
for teachers; involving high,school students 
through the Legacy Program; involving 5th 
graders through the ELC's River Days and 
Brevard Zoo's Lagoon educational programs; 
and producing documentaries broadcast to 
local and overseas audiences. 
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I I I 1 
SFWMD: The SFWMD considers its IRL education program a 
medlum priority. 

FDEP: The FDEP considers its IRL education program a low 
priority. 

Would you suggest changes to improve eforts to involve the 
public and offldals about the ZRL and projects /programs 
to protect and restore the IRL? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

FDEP: Yes. 

I 142 Indian River Lagoon Progress Report 

FDEP: FDEP does have sections designated 
to do environmental outreach, however 
staffs are limited. 

FDEP: Most of the FDEP field offices partici- 
pate in local events such as fairs, career days, 
public awareness functions, etc., on a regular 
basis. 



Primary responsible agencies ranked: SJRWMD, SFWMD, USEPA,FDEP, Volusia, Brevard, Indian River, St. Lucie and Martin counties 
and all cities. Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

SJRWMD: Yes. In July 1996, the Governing Board passed SJRWMD: Invitations to participate as a 
Resolution #96-28 to "establish the Indian River Lagoon member of the Basin Advisory Council 
Basin Advisory Council" and charged this council with pro- included representatives from Volusia, 
vlding recommendations to the Governing Board related to Brevard, Indian River, St. Lucle and Martin 
the District's role in protecting and restoring the IRL with counties, FDEP, USEPA, SFWMD, SJRWMD, 
particular attention to implementing the IRLCCMP and and chairs of NEP technical advisory and cit- 
SWIM Pian. The SJRWMD and SFWMD continue to work in izen's action committees. The IRL Basin 
unison coliecting and managing technical data, developing Advisory Council was broadened in 1998 to 
PLRGs, and monitoring reconnected impoundments for inciude USACOE, USFWS, USDAINRCS, 
wildlife habitat and water quality improvements. Activities NASA, FIND, TNC, and GFC. Over the past 
currently underway by the Council include contacting state two years, the Council has effectively pur- 
legislators in support of the Forever Florida Initiatlve and a sued implementation of the IRLCCMP by 
dedicated funding source for the SWlM program; review and improving comrnunicatlon and facilitation 
ranking of projects within the IRL 5 Year Capital improve- between the Lagoon's management agencies, 
ment Plan; and review of the ACOE's $7.2 billion South local governments and citizens. Considerable 
Florida Restudy Report as it applies to the IRL and the St. progress has been achieved in implementing 

CCMP actions by each of the Council mem- 
bers. Local governments have continued to 
actively pursue partnerships with the water 
management districts and other agencies to 
implement stormwater retrofit and habitat 
restoration projects as well as providing sup- 
port for the Indian River Lagoon Blueway 

SFWMD: Yes. 

FDEP: No. There has not been any specific staff allocation 
for the IRLCCMP implementation. The sections of FDEP 
specifically responsible for individual actions are familiar 
with the tasks laid out in the plan and works to implement 

Is there a process to review the managernent effecHveness 

SJRWMD: Yes. There is a process to review the management 
effectiveness through time. There are several processes being 
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used to assess the management effectlveness of the IRL Basin 
Advlsory Council and the implementation of the CCMP, 
including this progress report produced by Florlda Audubon. 
The IRLNEP 1998 Biennial Report was completed, with the 
primary purpose of ensuring adequate progress in CCMP 
Implementation. Measurable environmental indicators are 
alsb being used to evaluate, including the primary indicator - 
- the extent and health of the seagrass community, whlch is 
a vital component of the Lagoon's ecosystem and an excel- 
lent indicator of water quality, blological health and Integri- 
ty. Much of the work being done on  the IRL Pollutant Load 
Reduction Model Is belng based upon the viability of the 
seagrass community. Other supplemental environmental 
indicators are also being considered: changes in the acreage 
of approved shellfish harvesting areas and the landlngs or 
populations of IRL fin fish species such as the spotted 
seatrout. 

SFWMD: We are unsure if a process has been established to 
measure IRLCCMP implementatlon. 

FDEP: We are unsure If a process has been establlshed to 
measure IRLCCMP impIementation. However, FDEP has not 
established any process. 

Has a methodology been established to measure tmplemen- 
tation progress? 

SJRWMD: Yes. A methodology to measure implementation 
progress has been established. There are several processes 
belng used to assess the management effectiveness of the IRL 
Basin Advisory Council and the Implementation of the 
CCMP, lncludlng this progress report produced by Florida 
Audubon. The IRLNEP 1998 Biennial Report was completed, 
with the primary purpose of ensuring adequate progress in 
CCMP implementation. Measurable environmental indlca- 
tors are also being used to evaluated, including: the prlmary 
indicator -- the extent and health of the seagrass communi- 
ty, which is a vital component of the Lagoon& ecosystem 
and an excellent indicator of water quality, blological health 
and integrity. Much of the work being done on the IRL 
Pollutant Load Reduction Model Is being based upon the via- 
bllity of the seagrass community. Other supplemental envi- 
ronmental lndicators are also being considered: changes in 
the acreage of approved shellfish harvesting areas and the 
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landings or populations of IRL fin fish species such as the 
spotted seatrout.. 

SFWMD: No. We are unaware of a process that has been 
established. 

FDEP: No. We are unaware of a process that has been estab- 
lished. 

Has an itnplementation agreement been adopted by all 
participants In the CCMP program? 

SJRWMD: An implementation agreement has not been 
adopted by all partlcipants in the CCMP program. During 
the CCMP signing ceremony in November 1996, the 
Management Conference participants signed a "Partnership 
Agreement" vowing to make CCMP implementation a priori- 
ty goal wlthin their respective organizations. This agree- 
ment included a pledge to commit their resources toward 
maintaining a positive partnership/team approach, maintain 
a general problem solving process, improve communication 
between partner organizatlons and others, and facilitate ben- 
eficial information exchange, stating that only through a 
cooperative spirit of teamwork, using the CCMP for guid- 
ance, can they successfully advance the restoration of the 
IRL. However, a formal measurable implementation agree- 
ment detailing the specific responsibilities of each imple- 
menter with timelines and required activities has not been 
developed. 

SFWMD: Only a partnership agreement has been signed, 
not an implementation agreement. 

USEPA: Only a partnership agreement has been signed, not 
an implementation agreement. 

FDEP: We are uncertain whether an implementation agree- 
ment was signed. 

Is support from participants adequate to meet goals of the 
CCMP? 

SJRWMD: Yes/No. Support for CCMP implementation SJRWMD: Securing stable and adequate 
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comes in the form of public, political and financial 
support. The IRL Program, through the leadership of the 
water management districts, has promoted numerous, well 
recognized, public education and outreach activlties which 
have resulted in widespread public support for Lagoon 
restoration. 

SFWMD: It depends on the time frame. More support and 
resources are needed to get the goals accomplished in a time- 
ly manner. 

FDEP: Yes. 

USEPA: No. 

The IRL Advisory Board is responsible for oversight of the 
IRL Program, oversight of  IRLCCMP itnplementation and 
advising both the SJRWMD and SFWMD Governing Boards 
about IRL Issues. Have you had contact or interaction 
with the IRL Advisory Board or its members? 

funding is, and wlll no doubt remain, a 
challenge for every agency and level of gov- 
ernment involved with CCMP implementa- 
tion. The Economic Assessment study estl- 
mated costs of $18 million annually for the 

I first five years for CCMP Implementation. A 
significant portion of restoratlon costs are in 
technical engineering and design work asso- 
ciated with reducing and managing fresh 
and stormwater discharges. These costs lay 
the foundatlon for the construction of struc- 
tural retrofits which may range in the hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars over the next 20 
years, depending upon the established 
PLRGs necessary to sustain water quality and 
seagrasses. Current restoration projects have 
occurred based upon knowing priority sub- 
basins in critical need of improvement. 
Over $22.4 million in federal, state, local 
and private funding is estimated to be 
expended on Lagoon restoration in 1999, 
however as watershed management plan- 
ning and design work continue, the number 
of restoration projects wlll accelerate. A 
rough estimate of project needs through 
2004 exceeds $80 million. Continuation of 
project initiatives and the addition of new 
projects through 2010 will exceed $280 mll- 
Iion. Securlng stable and adequate funding 
is, and will no doubt remain, a challenge for 
every agency and level of government 
involved with CCMP implementation. 
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(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Volusla County: Yes. 

Edgewater: No. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Ilrevard County: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes, on a casual basis. 

Indialantic: No response. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. 

Melbourne Beach: No. 

Melbourne Village: No. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: To our knowledge there is no 
specific scheduled contact or agenda. 
However, members are actively involved in 
City politics (Waterways Advisory Board, 
etc.) and so there is a "watchdog" mecha- 
nism. The comprehensive plan update calls 
for better intergovernmental coordination of 
this issue so perhaps the future will show 
more Interaction. 

Volusia County: This organization works 
closely with IRL staff in such areas as Land 
Acquisition, Water Quality Monitoring and 
Stormwater Control. 

Brevard County: County Commissioner or 
designee attends meetings. 

Cocoa: Occasional attendance at Board 
meetings. 

Melbourne: Have been invited to two Board 
meetings to provide status on R.O. concen- 
trate discharge to the Lagoon 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(re. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

Rockledge: No. 

Satellite Beach: No. 

Titusville: Yes. 

West Melbourne: Yes. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Fellsmere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

Sebastian: No. 

Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: Yes. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucie: No response. 

St. Lucie Village: No. 

Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: No. 

Does your comprehensive growth management plan specifl- 
cally address ZRLCCMP implementation? 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Indian River County: County Commissioner 
Fran Adams serves on the IRL Pollcy 
Commlttee. 

St. Lucle County: St. Lucle County is repre- 
sented on the Advlsory Board. 
Commissioner Barnes is our representative. 

Sewall's Point: We received a public meeting 
presentation to explain the IRL 3 years ago. 
Need to see the Board Members now. 

Volusia County: It provides for the coordina- 
tion with approprlate federal, state, regional 
and local governmental bodies for the estab- 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Edgewater: No. 

New Smyrna Beach Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 

Brevard County: No. 

, Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: Do not know. Not specifically addressing IRLCCMP 
but policies do cover some IRLCCMP initiatives. 

Cocoa Beach: No. 

Indialantic: No response. 

Indian Harbor Beach: Yes. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: No. 

Melbourne Beach: No, St. Johns River Water Management 
District standards. 

Melbourne Village: No, plan written before IRLCCMP. 

Palm Bay: Did not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: Yes. 

Titusville: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indian River County: Yes. 

Cocoa Beach: Will be incorporated prior to 
comp plan update adoption. 

Palm Shores: Outdated. No money for EAR 
until 2002. 

lishment of multi-jurisdictional task forces. 

Brevard County: The comprehensive plan is 
compatible with the CCMP. 

Melbourne: Addressed through priority 
implementation of stormwater manage- 
mentlutility funding related activities to 
come. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Pafinership Opportunities 

I I I 

Fellsrnere: Did not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No response. 

Sebastian: Yes. 

Vero Beach No. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

Port St. Lucle: No. 

St. Lucle Village: No. 

Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: Yes. 

St. Lucie County: Comprehensive plan was 
adopted In 1991, prior to the completion of 

1 the IRLCCMP. The plan is currently being 
revised and upcoming amendments will 

I address implementation of the IRLCCMP. 
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Primary responsible agencies ranked: SJRWMD, SFWMD, USEPA and FDEP. Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization 
text for the ranking information. 

data base for ALL information is probably not practical or no entitylagency has been identified to contains thousands of literature citations, 

terizations, wetlands research and species/biodiversity inven- 
tories, observational and reported information, etc., collect- 
ed by over 100 different agencies, levels of government and 
non-profitlprivate organizations. All water quality data is 
housed in STORET managed by US USEPA. Data is also 
stored at SJRWMD and SFWMD for their portions of the IRL. 
Data from individual counties is stored by the county agency 
participating in the IRL ambient water quality monitoring 
network. IRL Citizens Volunteer Water Quality Monitoring 
Network data is also housed in STORET at the Marine 
Resources Council. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

USEPA:Y~S. At IRLNEP office. 

FDEP: Yes. STORET 

Is a catalogue orgufde to this data available? 

USEPA: See WMD. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

Is IRL data and information effectively managed? 

SJRWMD: YesINo. Not all data is in a centralized fashion. 
SJRWMD's system of management is continually improving, 
striving to become more effective and responsive to the 
needs of researchers and resource managers. 

SFWMD: Yes. It could be made better by improving the 
accessibility and cataloging of data and better metadata. 

USEPA: Yes. 

FDEP: Yes. Have not encountered obstacles when trying to 
locate data. 

Is this data readily available to other agencies and the gen- 
eral public? 

SJRWMD: YesINo. SJRWMD data is managed in a central- 
ized scientific data base and an indlvidual project data bases. 
The types of data are hydrologic, hydrodynamic, water quali- 
ty, and seagrass transect measurements (depths, % coverage, 
relative species distribution, height of seagrass canopy, etc.). 
These data are available to the public upon request. Also the 
IRLSIS is an important bibliography of IRL-specific or related 
materials and this is also available to the public. 

SFWMD: Somewhat. It can be requested through the MSLSC 
or our Information Systems Group (electronic data). We are 
currently working on making access easier. 

USEPA: Yes. 

FDEP: Yes. 

Do database updates occur on a regular basis? 

SJRWMD: Identify the IRL data manager or 
agency that would collect, centralize and 

1 update data, speclfy the types of data the 
manager will enter, update frequencies, 
development of a catalog, etc. Also, a long- 
term dedicated fundlng source is needed to 
support the DIM project. 

SFWMD: Make it easy to access through 
internet. 

FDEP: A new version of STORET has recently 
been Implemented and as a result, it would 
be beneficlal to have a training course for all 
staff that enter data to ensure accurate and 
consistent use. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

SJRWMD: Yes. SJRWMD databases are updated as new data 
are entered monthly, quarterly or yearly. 

SFWMD: Yes. It depends on the dataset. Data can be any- 
thing from static (never updated) t o  updated on  a monthly 
basis. 

USEPA: See WMD. 

FDEP : Yes. 373.026 FL Statute requires input of all data col- 
lected using state funds into STORET. Most groups input 
data after QAIQC. 
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Primary responsible agencies ranked: SJRWMD, SFWMD, FDEP, Volusia, Brevard, Indian River, St. Lucie and Volusia counties and all 
cities. Please refer to this section's ranking and summarization text for the ranking information. 

- - - - - 
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Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

SJRWMD: SJRWMD Water Quality: Ambient 
and Tributaries. Meteorological Data: air 
temperature, wind direction, wind speed, 
percent cloud cover; Near-Surface Sampling 
and Near-Bottom Sampling (Physical Data): 
water temperature, total depth, secchi 
depth, pH, dissolved oxygen, salinity, light 
attenuation; Atmospheric Deposition: (alka- 
linity, pH, conductivity, TN, TP, N03, S04, 
P04, Na, Mg, Ca, K, preclpitation data); 
Seagrass Mapping: monitor overall abun- 
dance and distribution every 2-3 years. 
Monitoring of 79 fixed transects twice a 
year is used to detect smaller-scale changes 
in depth distribution, density, and species 
composition. 

SFWMD: Long-term trend, short-term trend, 
and model input. TSS, nutrients, salinity. 
Metals and pestlcides are monitored as well, 
but on a more limited basis. 

FDEP: Trend analysis and compliance 
efforts. General water chemistry, nutrients, 
specific permit requirements. 

Volusia County: Background environmental 
monitoring trend determination. 

Obstacles & Solutions 

SJRWMD: Provide additional staff and sup- 
port to develop an internal and/or external 
performance audit that will provide the 
basis for determining the feasibility of Sam- 
pling strategies and optimizing the overall 
monitoring effort. For annual seagrass sta- 
tus reports, provide enough staff (about 2 
FTh) and support. It would be better to cre- 
ate the institutional framework with a com- 
mitment for mapping every 1-2 years. 

SFWMD: We are currently evaluating and 
making some changes to our monitoring 
program to improve its applicability to 
modeling efforts which are aimed at PLRG 
development and to most efflciently evalu- 
ate trends. 

FDEP: Monitoring for specific purposes 
should be continued as needed for manage- 
ment decisions regarding permitting, 
enfo~cement, episodic events, and TMDL 
development. 

Volusla County: Regular reports need to be 
produced for interested parties. Data will be 
made available on the internet by USEPA 
STORET In near future. 

Edgewater: We need to trend it and use the 
information based on rainfall. 

CCMP Action 
; 

Agency Activities 
(i.e. masterplan) 

Does your agency conduct monttorfng of the ZRL? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

FDEP: Yes. 

Volusia County: Yes. 

Edgewater: Yes. Compliance with St. Johns River Water 
Management District permits for stormwater conditions. 

New Smyrna Beach: Did not respond to survey. 

Oak Hill: Did not respond to survey. 



CCMP Action Agency Activities 
(i.e. masterplan) 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
Partnership Opportunities 

I 

Brevard County: Yes. Brevard County: The current program num- 
ber and location of stations (14 stations in 
proximity to seagrass beds) does not ade- 
quately document long term trends, or the 
general health of the lagoon throughout ail 
areas of the lagoon. Inadequate opportunity 
has been afforded to the network particl- 
pants to discuss the sampling design or 
methodology for the project with the 
researchers conducting modeling of the 
data. Need more funding for establishment 
and monitoring of additional stations in 
areas not currently sampled (Sykes Creek, 
Newfound Harbor), and additional stations 
distributed throughout the lagoon to allow 
more accurate plotting of tropic state index I 
trends. 

Brevard County: In June 1992, a water qual- 
ity-monltoring program to assess non-point 
(stormwater) pollution sources was estab- 
lished. This program evaiuates stormwater 
treatment project effectiveness, provides 
monitoring in conjunction with procure- 
ment of construction permits for treatment 
projects, and addresses water quality prob- 
iems In various areas of the lagoon. The 
County has participated in Ambient Water 
Quality Monitoring of the Lagoon for a 
number of years. In August of 1995 the 
Stormwater and Lagoon Monitoring 
Programs were merged into a single pro- 
gram to increase productivity, reduce costs 
and generally improve the programs with- 
out a loss of valuable data. Since October 
1995, SWI has been state certified to collect 
surface water and sediment samples for vir- 
tually any parameter of interest. SWI staff 
are active participants in the Indian River 
Lagoon Water Quality Monitoring Network. 
The network collects water quality data 
monthly in cooperation with NASA, 
SFWMD, SJRWMD, Volusia County and 
Indian River County. Continued participa- 
tion in this effort is essential to the success 
of the CCMP and NEP efforts to protect and 
restore the estuary. Participating agencies 
provide the hard data with which resource 
managers can prioritize restoration efforts 
and develop long range management plans. 
Without the participation of a professional 
monitoring staff who has many years of 
experience and intimate knowledge of their 
particular area of the lagoon, funding may 
be wasted and poor decisions made based 
on conclusions resulting from inaccurate 
data. The final result may be inadequate 
protection of the Lagoon or overly restric- 
tive Reduction Goals. Brevard County cov- 
ers 72 miles of the 156 total miles compris- 
ing the IRL system (includes Banana and 
Mosquito Lagoons), The Surface Water 
lmprovement Program monitors additional 
water quality stations quarterly in order to 
accurately document water quality condi- 

lndiar 1 River Lagodn Progress Report 155 



CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

Cape Canaveral: No. 

Cocoa: No. 

Cocoa Beach: Yes. 

Cape Canaveral: Support funding for cities 
to help with monitoring. Need to have a 
lead agency coordinate and help communi- 
ties wlth this process. 

Cocoa Beach: Most local governments in 
the lagoon area look to the IRL-SWIM as the 
steward agency for the lagoon and often 
default to them to initiate projects. This 
mindset is beginning to change. Continue 
promoting IRLCCMP actively as the master 
document for lagoon improvement is need- 
ed. Maybe the SWIM tag should have been 
on cover as ID logo. Monitor the progress of 
local governments on comprehensive plan 
revisions, LDR revlsions and stormwater 
master plans and stormwater utility estab- 
lishment. Conduct annual elected official 
and local government adminlstrator seml- 
nars/conferences to establish baseline 
knowledge of IRLCCMP and local govern- 
ment actions. Make sure attendance Is good 

tions throughout the entire lagoon basin 
wlthin the County. Brevard County alone 
monitors some areas such as Sykes Creek 
and Newfound Harbor and has done so 
since 1979. Slnce inception, the Ambient 
Surface Water Quality Monitoring Program 
has collected some 150,000 data entries. 
Lagoon and stormwater monitoring also 
provides informatlon useful in identifying 
areas of water quality impact. (Shared via 
STORET and upon request.) Reports 
include: County- State of the Indian River 
Lagoon, an Analysls of Long Term Data 
Sets, and numerous staff reports. SJRWMD - 
Status of Water Quality in the Indian River 
Lagoon System: spatial and temporal 
trends. FDEP Water Quality Assessment for 
the State of Florlda Section 305(B) Main 
Report. County is currently completing 
report analyzes and summarizing data 
trends from Information collected over a 
five year period, with a comparison to the 
previous 1987-1994 report period. 

Cocoa Beach: Monitoring of stormwater 
outfalls helped acquire data for eventual 
pollutant load reduction. This data is being 
used in Stormwater Master Plan for calibra- 
tion of hydraulic model and prioritization 
of watershed BMPs. Other monitorlng is 
very general, once or twice annually; 55 
sites (lagoon, arterial waterway and canal) 
to get baseline data (turbidity, salinity, sec- 
chi depth and DO) for tracking effective- 
ness of future BMPs. This data is also used 
to target problem canals and storm basins. 
Brevard County has been given the data 
that wlll eventually be shared as needed for 
NPDES permitting. Stormwater Master Plan 
will use data to model hydrologic loading 
models and eventually this will be the 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities 
(i.e. masterplan) 

- - - - -- 

Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
Partnership Op~ortunities 

Indialantic: No. 

Indlan Harbor Beach: No. 

Malabar: Did not respond to survey. 

Melbourne: Yes. 

Melbourne Beach: Yes. 

and don't water down by inviting public 
(public conference is great but should be a 
separate, lighter agenda). Annually produce 
BRIEF status sheet Including the actions and 
the status of each local government along 
the lagoon so that strengths and weaknesses 
are easily identified and info can be shared 
to get slow governments up to speed. This 
can be In a form of a simple matrix, each 
action, local government and degree of 
progress. Hold governments responsible, in a 
friendly non-regulatory way; try not to cre- 
ate a negative response from slow movlng 
governments. This matrixlreport can be used 
as a tool for conference. This survey assess- 
ment should also be more of a matrix form 
so that local government can complete it 
with less time input, so that responses are 
more "fill in the blankn with key words being 
circled, etc. 

basis, most likely, for the City's (and per- 
haps neighboring cities) TMDLs in the 
NPDES permitting. 

Melbourne: Monitoring conducted in Eau 
Gallie River (compliance for R.O. concen- 
trate industrial wastewater permit) FDEP]. 
Numerous sampling events have been con- 
ducted in the IRL to support new permit 
application to relocate the discharge to the 
Lagoon. Current parameters monitored in 
the Eau Gallie River: flow, hydrogen sulfide, 
total phosphorous, DO, total nltrogen, chlo- 
rides, turbidity, specific conductance, pH, 
total chromium, silver, zinc, fluoride, alu- 
minum, calcium, magnesium, sodium, 
strontium, iron, copper, gross alpha, and 
radium 2261228. Modified parameter list 
wlll be used when the new discharge permit 
is issued for the Lagoon discharge. 
Information for monitoring program is sub- 
mitted to the FDEP for permit compliance 
purpose. 
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CCMP Action Agency Activities Obstacles & Solutions Successes Stories & 
(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

Melbourne Viliage: No response. 

Palm Bay: Dld not respond to survey. 

Palm Shores: No. 

Rockledge: Yes. 

Satellite Beach: No. 

Titusvllle: No. 

West Melbourne: No. 

Indlan River County: NO. 

Fellsmere: Dld not respond to survey. 

Indian River Shores: No. 

Sebastian: No. 

I Vero Beach: No. 

St. Lucie County: No. 

Fort Pierce: No. 

1 Port St. Lucie: Yes. 

St. Lucie Village: No. 1 Martin County: No. 

Sewall's Point: No. 

Stuart: No. 

What Is the purpose and how is the Information developed 

Palm Shores: More money for wlder moni- 
torlng. 

Satellite Beach: Send monthly evaluations to 
municipallties. 

Sewall's Point: Send copies to Town Hall for 
thelr use and display. 

Stuart: More data accessibility would 
improve effectiveness. 

Melbourne Beach: Contract (with county) to 
monitor stormwater runoff sediment in baf- 
fle boxes. 
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(i.e. masterplan) Partnership Opportunities 

I I I 

by this rnonitoringprogratn used? 

SJRWMD 

SFWMD 

Is there an established water quality monitoring network 
that Is coordinated? 

SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

FDEP: Yes. 

Have reports based on this infonnatlon been produced? 

SJRWMD: As management strategies are 
enacted to achieve PLR goals, the monitor- 
ing can gauge effectiveness. Long-term pat- 
terns of seagrass loss or gain are presented 
as maps. Areas of dense, stable seagrass 
beds are targeted for preservation; areas of 
large seagrass loss are targeted for restora- 
tion. The IRL water quality monitoring pro- 
gram is intended to focus its mission on: 
providing answers to specific questions 
related to long-term management of sea- 
grass and the water quality of its environ- 
ment; increasing the statistical power of the 
data collected; and collecting complemen- 
tary data for the calibration of the PLR 
Model. The goal of atmospheric deposition 
monitoring is to conduct careful measure- 
ments of atmospheric depositions of nutri- 
ents into IRL for incorporation in PLR mod- 
els. Seagrass mapping is primarily ambient 
monitoring deslgned to detect broad-scale 
geographic patterns and trends over 

SFWMD: Trend analysis, modeling and 
management. 

FDEP: The Integrated Water Resource 
Monitoring Network conducts water quality 
monitoring and is funded by FDEP and car- 
ried out by the WMD. , 
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I I I 
SJRWMD: Yes. 

SFWMD: Yes. 

FDEP: Yes. 

Is the IRL monitoring program effective? 

SJRWMD:Yes. 

FDEP :Yes. 
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SJRWMD: Distributed as a fully developed 
technical memorandum or workshop 
abstracts and handouts. 

SFWMD: Some are regular and some are just 
occasionally as research findings or analysis 
of the data is completed. 

FDEP: 305(b) reports produced every 2 years; 
various EcoSummary reports produced at 
different times; distributed via hard copy or 
websi te. 



A 
ACOE - Army Corps of Engineers 
ASMFC - Atlantic States Marine Fishery Council 

'? 
$cC - Brevard Community College 
BCC - Brevard County Commission 
BD - Biodiversity 
BMP - Best Management Practices 
BOCC - Board of County Commissioners 

C 
CAMA - Coastal and Aquatic Managed Areas 
CBDG - Community Block Development Grant 
CCMP - Comprehensive Conservation & 

Management Plan 
CMP - Comprehensive Management Plan 
CPHU - County Public Health Unit 
CWMP - Comprehensive Water Management 

Plan 

D 
DCA - Department of Community Affairs 
DIM - Data and Information Management 
DMMA - Dredged material management area 
DMR - Discharge monitoring report 
DNR - Department of Natural Resources 
DRI - Development of Regional Impact 
DSL - Division of State Lands 

E 
ECFRPC - East Central Florida Regional Planning 

Council 
EEL - Environmentally Endangered Lands 
ELC - Environmental Learning Center 
ERP - Environmental Resource Permit 
ETS - Endangered & Threatened Species 

F 
FFWCC - Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commission 

FDEP - Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection 

FDHRS - Florida Department of Health & 
Rehabilitative Services 

FDOT - ITlorida Department of Transportation 
FI - Future Implementation 
FMP - Florida Marine Patrol 
FMRI - Florida Marine Research Institute 
FNAI - Florida Natural Areas Inventory 
FSD - Fresh and Stormwater Discharges 
FTE - Full Time Employment 
FY - Fiscal Year 
FYN - Florida Yards & Neighborhoods 

G 
GFC - Florida Game and Freshwater Fish 

Commission 
GOP - Goals/Objectives Policy 

I 
ICW - Intracoastal Waterway 
IFAS - Institute of Food and AgriculturaI Services 
IM - Impounded Marshes 
IPM - Interagency Program Manager 
IRC - Indian River County 
IRL - Indian River Lagoon 
IRLCCMP - Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive 

Conservation and Management Plan 
IRLLAWG - Indian River Lagoon Land 

Acquisition Working Group 
IRLNEP - Indian River Lagoon National Estuary 

Program 
IRLSIS - Indian River Lagoon Scientific 

Information System 
IRLWQMN - Indian River Lagoon Water Quality 

Monitoring Network 

L 
LAWG - Land Acquisition Working Group 
LDR - Land Development Regulations 
LPA - Local Planning Agency 

, LR - Living Resources 

M 
MCD - Mosquito Control District ' MFC - Marine Fisheries Commission 
MG - Million Gallons 
mgd - millions of gallons per day 
MMP - Marina Management Plan 
MPP - Manatee Protection Plan 
MRC - Marine Resources Council 
MSBU - Municipal Service Benefit Unit 
MSD - Marine Sanitation Device 
MSLSC - Martin-St. Lucie Service Center 

(SFWMD) 
MSTU - Municipal Service Tax Unit 

N 
Na or N/A - Not Applicable 
NAWCA - North American Wetlands 

Conservation Act 
NEP - National Estuary Program 

1 NMFS - National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA - National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
I NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System 
NPS - Nonpoint Source 
NRCS - Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NWS - National Wildlife Service 

0 
OFW - Outstanding Florida Waters 

1 OSDS - On-site Sewage disposal system 

P 
PGSI - Public and Government Support and 

Involvement 
PLR - Pollutant Load Reduction 
PLRG - Pollutant Load Reduction Goals 
PSA - Public Service Announcement 
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Q 
QA - Quality Assurance 
QC - Quality Control 

P: 
RPC - Regional Planning Council 
RSMAS - Rosenstiel School of Marine and 

Aeronautic Studies 

S 
SAV - submerged aquatic vegetation 
SFWMD - South Florida Water Management 

District 
SG - Seagrasses 
SJR - St. Johns River 
SJRWMD - St. Johns River Water Management 

District 
SLE - St. Lucie Estuary 
SLR - St. Lucie River 
SOR - Save Our Rivers 
SRA - Storage Recovery Area 
SRF - State Revolving Fund 
SRPP - Strategic Regional Policy Plan 
STORET - Storage and Retrieval System 
SW - Stormwater 
SWFWMD - Southwest Florida Water 

Management District 
SWI - Surface Water Improvement 
SWIM - Surface Water Improvement & 

,+ Management Program 

T 
TCRPC - Treasure Coast Regional Planning 

Council 
TMDL - Total Maximum Daily Loads 
TNC - The Nature Conservancy 
TP - Total Phosphorus 
TSS - Total Suspended Solids 

u 
UEC - Upper East Coast 
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UIC - Underground Injection Control 
USACOE - United States Army Corps of 

Engineers 
USCG - United States Coast Guard 
USDA - United States Department of Agriculture 
USEPA - United States Environmental Protection 

Agency 
USFWS - United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

VEC - Volusia Environmental Control 

W 
WCD - Water Control District 
WMD - Water Management District 
WSQ - Water & Sediment Quality 
WWTP - Wastewater Treatment Plant 
www - worldwide web 








