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Designated Uses

• Class-III – Recreation, propagation and 
maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced 
population of fish and wildlife
– Default designated use of all surface waters 

unless otherwise defined in 62-302.400 FAC

• Class-I – Potable water supplies
• The Class-I designated use confers all the 

same ecological benefits as Class-III while 
establishing higher public health standards 
for drinking water



Examples of Class-III vs. Class-I Standards

< 80.0 ug/lNo StandardHalomethanes

< 10.0 mg/l or imbalanceNo StandardNitrate

Nutrients

< 0.25 ug/l< 4.42 ug/lCarbon Tetra-Chloride

< 500 mg/l monthly avg.No StandardTotal Dissolved Solids

Other

Organic Compounds

< 10.0 ug/lNo Standard2,4,5-TP (Silvex)

Pesticides and Herbicides

< 1.5 mg/l< 10.0 mg/lFluoride

< 10.0 ug/l< 50.0 ug/lArsenic

Metals

Class-I StandardClass-III FW StandardParameter



What is Being Proposed?

• Reclassify segments of the TBC and Alafia
River from Class-III to Class-I
– TBC from S-160 to Hillsborough River 

confluence inclusive of Harney Canal
• Expands existing Class-I boundaries from Tampa 

Dam to Flint Creek

– Alafia River from Bell Shoals Road (pump 
station) upstream within Hillsborough County

• Proposed Class-I boundaries currently being 
evaluated

– Class-I attainment

– Economic impacts to other stakeholders



Proposed TBC Class-I Boundaries



Alafia Class-I Boundary Alternative 1



Alafia Class-I Boundary Alternative 2



Alafia Class-I Boundary Alternative 3



Background and Current Conditions

• Alafia and TBC are major drinking water 
sources for the Tampa Bay Region
± WUPs issued by SWFWMD in 1999
± Approximately $1billion in public investment
± Both sources on-line since January 2003
± Combined 189 mgd

• Currently designated as Class-III Waters
• Water quality in both sources generally 

meets Class-I standards
± TMDL impairments for bacteria only
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Fluoride Concentration – Alafia at Lithia

1.3 mg/l1.4 mg/l1980-2004

1.2 mg/l1.2 mg/l2000-2004

1.2 mg/l1.3 mg/l1995-1999

1.2 mg/l1.2 mg/l1990-1994

1.5 mg/l1.6 mg/l1985-1989

1.6 mg/l 1.8 mg/l1980-1984

Median ValueMean ValueTime Period

Class-I Standard = 1.5 mg/l



Water Quality 305(b) Report (FDEP)



Why is Reclassification Needed?

· To align the State designated use with the 
highest and most beneficial actual use 
(public drinking water supply)
± Permits are reviewed with respect to the 

applicable regulatory designated use only

· To maintain current water quality by 
providing a regulatory backstop

· To protect critical water supply sources 
from future land use changes/pollution
± This is a “hold the line” strategy



Existing Land Use/Zoning (Hills. Co.)

Map in Preparation



Future Land Use (Hills. Co.)

Map in Preparation



What are the Costs of Source Water 
Degradation?

· Estimated cost of treating source water 
with fluoride concentrations of ~5.0 mg/l
= $250 million

· Estimated cost to develop new water 
supply source(s) to replace existing 
permitted surface water sources
> $500 million

· Lack of dependable public regional water 
supply source will limit future growth and 
economic development in the region



Why Reclassify Now?

· Reclassification is a separate process from 
water use permitting ± not automatically 
conferred

· Preventing future contamination is far less 
costly than treating polluted source water 
after the fact

· Some contaminants cannot be removed 
cost-effectively
± Fluoride
± Hormones and pharmaceuticals



Is Reclassification Consistent with Existing 
State and Local Water Policies?

· 62-40.310 (2)(b), F.A.C. ± “Identify existing 
and future public water supply areas and 
protect them from contamination.”

· Hills. Co. Comprehensive Plan, CARE 
Element, Policy 3.1 ± “The County shall 
support the reclassification of surface 
water bodies to accommodate higher 
standards where it can be demonstrated 
that improved water quality conditions will 
prevail in the future.”



Is Reclassification Consistent with Existing 
State and Local Water Policies?

· Hillsborough Co. Land Development Code 
(3.05.01-11) defines boundaries and 
regulations for Surface Water Resource 
Protection Areas (SWRPAs)
± Area within the 100-year floodplain upstream 

of public water supply sources
± Prohibits wide range of activities

· New heavy industrial or manufacturing land uses
· New animal feeding  and dairy farm operations
· New mining operations and land excavation
· Land application of industrial or domestic waste



Hillsborough Co. SWRPA Areas



Is Reclassification Consistent with Existing 
State and Local Water Policies?

· Hillsborough Co. ELAPP has purchased or 
targeted approximately 80% of the land 
area within 500 ft. of the Alafia River 
upstream of Bell Shoals

· Alafia River Water Quality Protection 
Report (TBRPC, 2005)
± Reclassification to Class-I or OFW
± More stringent land use regulations
± Replace septic systems with central sewer
± Improved agricultural BMPs to reduce runoff



Hillsborough Co. ELAPP Lands



Who Has Expressed Concerns?

· Mosaic
· Domestic WWTP Owners/Operators

± Hillsborough County WRS ± Valrico WWTP
± City of Lakeland WWTP
± City of Mulberry WWTP

· Agricultural Interests
± Hillsborough County Agricultural Economic 

Development Council

· EPC of Hillsborough County



Mosaic Issues

· 28 existing NPDES discharge points in the 
Alafia watershed
± Process water from chemical plants
± Surface water from active and reclaimed 

mines

· 3 existing gypsum stacks are targeted for 
closure over the next ~10 years
± South Pierce ± currently discharging
± Green Bay - water to be reused at New Wales
± Nichols - water to be reused at New Wales



Phosphate Lands and Facilities



NPDES Point Source Discharges



Mosaic Issues
· Discharges comply with Class-III but exceed 

Class-I standards
± Fluoride
± TDS

· Active mining in the Alafia watershed will 
decrease over the next 20 years

· Chemical plant and disharges from gypsum stack 
closures will continue indefinitely

· Reclassification must make reasonable 
accommodations for existing and anticipated 
discharges
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Ongoing Analyses

· Modeling of fluoride concentrations
± Estimate concentrations under various 

operational and ambient flow conditions
± Results will be used to define Class-I 

boundaries

· Evaluation of management, treatment, 
dilution and reuse alternatives
± Reverse osmosis vs. double lime treatment
± Dilution of NPDES discharges
± Dilution of surface water withdrawals
± Reuse and/or diversion of discharges



WWTP Issues

· Effluent discharge to Class-I waters may 
require upgrades to treatment facilities
± All three facilities are currently AWT
± Demonstration of Class-I reliability could be 

required

· Operations not impacted if demonstrated 
travel time of effluent discharge to Class-I 
boundaries is >4 hours
± Travel time currently being modeled to 

determine Class-I boundaries



Domestic WWTP Facilities



Agricultural Issues

· General concerns
± Potential unintended consequences
± Increased regulation
± Increased setbacks

· Class-I designation would not require any 
changes in adopted BMPs
± Presumptive compliance with Class-I 

standards

· 1990 reclassification of Braden River to 
Class-I has not resulted in any adverse 
impacts to agriculture



EPCHC Issues

· Change to Class-I would result in greater 
TMDL exposure
± FDEP does not conduct IWR assessments for 

Class-I parameters of concern
· Fluoride
· Organics and pesticides

· More stringent Class-I nitrate standard 
could result in reduced nitrogen loadings 
to Tampa Bay

· Impacts of high fluoride and mineral 
concentrations on river biota is an issue



Who Has Expressed Support?

· FDEP has indicated support provided that 
some accommodations be made for 
gypsum stack closures

· Environmental organizations
± Clean Water Action/Clean Water Fund
± Sierra Club

· Economic development organizations
± Tampa Bay Regional Coalition
± Greater Tampa Chamber of Commerce



Reclassification Presumptions

1. The reclassification will establish the 
present and future most beneficial use of 
the waters

2. The reclassification is clearly in the public 
interest

3. The proposed classification is attainable 
given environmental, technological, 
social, economic, and institutional factors



Reclassification Presumptions

· The reclassification will establish the 
present and future most beneficial use of 
the waters

± The highest and most beneficial use of the 
Alafia River is as a public drinking water 
supply

± Already established through the issuance of 
the WUP and the public investment in 
infrastructure



Reclassification Presumptions

· The reclassification is clearly in the public 
interest

± Protecting a major public drinking water 
source is clearly in the public interest

± Public interests typically supercede private 
interests in legal balancing tests

± Every effort is being made to accommodate 
existing uses while still achieving source 
protection



Reclassification Presumptions

· The proposed classification is attainable 
given environmental, technological, 
social, economic, and institutional factors

± Class-I standards are currently being 
attained in the majority of the Alafia River 
within Hillsborough County

± Class-I boundaries can be established that 
avoid or minimize economic impacts to 
existing uses

± Technical and management solutions exist to 
provide further source water protection



Conclusions

· The proposed reclassification:
± Seeks to align the regulatory designated use 

with the actual designated use
± Is a “hold the line” strategy to protect existing 

water quality from future pollution
± Is consistent with existing State and local 

water policies
± Has the potential to reduce N loadings to 

Tampa Bay and fluoride impacts to biota
± Is a source protection initiative unrelated to 

“taking more water”



Conclusions

· While technical and economic factors must 
be considered, this is ultimately a policy 
decision!

· Tampa Bay Water will continue to seek 
public support for this initiative
± Agency on Bay Management
± TBRPC
± Tampa Bay Estuary Program
± SWFWMD
± Others


