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_ STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

2740 CENTERVIEW DRIVE « TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100

LAWTON CHILES LINDA LOOMIS SHELLEY

Governor Secretary
April 29, 1994

Colonel Terrence Salt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Salt:

RE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Draft Integrated General
Re-evaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) on the Central and Southern Florida
Project -Canal 111 (C-111) South Dade County, Florida
SAT: FL9403010133C

The State of Florida has completed its review of the draft
Integrated General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Central and Southern Florida
Project - Canal 111 (C111), South Dade County, Florida. The GRR
and DEIS have been reviewed in accordance with the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act and the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, as amended.

During the state’s review, we requested and received
comments from the Departments of Environmental Protection,
Transportation and State, the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish
Commission and the South Florida Water Management District which
are incorporated herein by reference. Additionally, a meeting to
discuss the project was held in West Palm Beach on April 20,
1994, which included representatives of the Corps, Governor’s
office, Departments of Environmental Protection and Community
Affairs, Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission, South Florida
Water Management District and Dade County. Another meeting on
the project was held on April 20 in Miami, which included
representatives of the Corps, Governor’s Office, Department of
Environmental Protection, South Florida Water Management
District, Dade County, agricultural interests of Dade County, the
Nature Conservancy, National Audubon Society, Florida Audubon
Society and Friends of the Everglades.
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The State of Florida concurs with the Corps’ determination
that, of the alternatives presented in the draft GRR/EIS,
alternative 6A is preferred. However, since its effectiveness in
meeting environmental enhancement and flood protection goals will
not be determined until further operational details, design
evaluation and hydrologic modeling are completed, we request a
thorough evaluation of the design modifications recommended by
our reviewing agencies, as enclosed.

In addition to the enclosed comments made by our reviewing
agencies, the State of Florida wishes to strongly emphasize our
desire to further a plan which maximizes the restoration of
natural water flows to the eastern and southern Everglades. We
are particularly interested in eliminating the adverse effects of
C-111 and urge that every effort be made to find an alternative
to the continuation of fresh water discharge to Manatee Bay
through lower C-111, specifically that: (1) the subdivided buffer
strip be expanded, (2) the proposed C-111 spreader canal be moved
north to align with an existing drainage ditch and extended under
U.S. Highway 1; (3) the capacity of the pump S332E be increased
for enhanced flood protection; and (4) the southern reach of C-
111 be filled or plugged. We realize that a level of flood
protection for Florida City and the surrounding areas must be
maintained, and this recommendation assumes that the suggested
alternative combined with an operating schedule for the entire C-
111 basin can accomplish this objective. 1In any event, if C~111N
is to be constructed, then it needs to be moved north to minimize
the impacts on wetlands of dredging and filling.

Consideration and discussion of plans for managing lands to
be acquired under this plan needs to be included. Land
management plans need to be developed that will avoid the
invasion of acquired lands by exotic species.

While the state is not advocating Alternative 9 - "Seepage
Curtain Wall," the state believes that the potential benefits or
risks of this proposal have not been adequately addressed.

In so far as this project is still in developmental stages
and subject to modifications based on further Corps work and
consideration of the comments contained in and attached to this
letter, we find the draft GRR/EIS consistent with the Florida
Coastal Management Program and the goals, policies, plans and
objectives of the State of Florida. Furthermore, our final
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position will be based on the review of further plans, including
the operating schedule for the project and modeling results which
evaluate the modifications suggested above. Please provide the
State Clearinghouse with any supplemental EIS, further project
plans, reports and the final EIS for the state’s review.

We appreciate the Corps’ efforts to assist in the
restoration of Everglades National Park and the priority that
this project has been given. Your staff has been very
cooperative in its willingness to meet and discuss the project.
We look forward to working with the Corps on a plan to enhance
the natural conditions of Everglades National Park and Florida
Bay.

Very truly yours,

‘721011 %/%}0‘;0@0 ( N

Linda Loomis-Shelley
Secretary

LLS/ewr
Enclosures

cc: Virginia Wetherell, Department of Environmental Protection
Allan Egbert, Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission
Tilford Creel, South Florida Water Management District
George Percy, Department of State
Estus Whitfield, Executive Office of the Governor
Pamela McVety, Department of Environmental Protection
Bradley Hartman, Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission
Mike Ciscar, Department of Transportation




Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Dougla~ Building
3900 Commaonwealth Boulevard Virginia B. W etherel]

favtan Chiles )
Governor Talluhassec. Florida 32399-3000 Seeretarm

April 27, 1984

Estus Whitfield

Office of Planning and Budgeting
Executive Office of the Governor
The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

RE: Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report and
Environmental Impact Statement (IGRREIS), Canal 111
SAI: FL9403010133C

Dear Mr. Whitfield:

Some of the comments provided by the Department on January 28,
1994, regarding the alternatives included in the C-111 Canal
Prelimlnary Draft IGRREIS dated December 1993, are still
pertinent to the most recent draft dated February, 1984. Several
modifications previously suggested by the Department have been
included in the recommended plan; however, other important issues
have not been addressed. Additional comments are included to
address the new alternatives presented in this draft.

As originally designed, the Central and Southern Florida Flood
Control Project was never intended to provide flood protection
for land west of the L-31N levee and the C-111 Canal. However,
indirect drainage and flood protection have been provided through
the lowering of adjacent canal levels. As a result, the ground
water elevation has been reduced and ground water movement
altered. The Rocky Glades ecosystem has been adversely 1mpacted
Water deliveries to Everglades National Park (ENP) have at times
had to be modified and even curtailed. Increased discharges to
Manatee Bay.and Barnes Sound have resulted in significant
environmental deterioration in these waterbodies. The combined
result of all these effects has been a loss of adeguate quality,
guantity, and timing of fresh water flow to Florida Bay. The
Department can only support modifications to the C-111 prOJect
which will protect Manatee Bay and Barnes Sound and result in
significant improvements to the habitat and water guality of the
Everglades and Florida Bay.

Printed on reeveled pages
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The Corps’ preferred Alternative 6A does not go far enough toward
accomplishing this objective. However, we believe that this
aternative could be improved significantly with further
modification and improvement (cf. encleosed figure).

Specifically, a 500 cfs pump (S-332E) should be located on the
C-111F Canal and discharge to a spreader canal which extends east
at the north end of the C-109 and C-110 Canals and passes under
U. S. Highway 1. This feature would increase the ability to
disperse water in a more natural manner into existing wetland
areas. Filling of the C-109 and C-110 Canals would prevent the
short-circuiting of marsh sheet flow.

The spreader canal proposed in Alternative 6A would be
constructed through undisturbed, high guality marshes. About
2000 feet north of the junction of the C-111 and C-111lE Canals,
an existing ditch extends eastward from the C-111E Canal to U.S.
Highway 1. Instead of crossing an undisturbed marsh, the canal
should be constructed through this previously disturbed area. If
flow regquirements make it necessary to connect the spreader canal
directly to the C-111 Canal, an extension westward from the
Cl11~E Canal to the C-111 Canal at the more northern location
would disturb considerably less wetlands than the proposed
loccation.

wWith the 500 cfs capacity of S-332E Pump Station available to
provide flood protection, the C-111 Canal south of the pump
station should be filled. Back-filling the C-111 Canal would be
a very great and long awaited environmental accomplishment. This
section of the project cuts through the publicly owned Southern
Glades which should be restored to a natural condition.
Reestablishing sheet flow through this area will benefit the
marshes adjacent to existing canals and in the panhandle of the
ENP and provide ample opportunity for water quality enhancement.
A greater volume of fresh water discharge to Florida Bay will
result and dry season ground water drainage to the canal along
U.S. Highway 1 will be halted. The Outstanding Florida Waters
and Aquatic Preserves of both Manatee Bay and Barnes Sound would
be spared the periodic devastation caused by large scale
discharges down the C-111 Canal and through the S-197 Structure.
If modeling suggests that backfilling the entire length of the
C-111 Canal would retard ground water flow, we recommend placing
plugs downstream of each of the nine culverts in C-111 to ensure
that surface and ground water flows are not diverted eastward.
The C-111 Canal can be plugged using material obtained from
degrading the spoil mounds south of the canal.
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An important environmental function may currently be provided by
the spoil mound and culvert system on the northeast bank of the
lower C-111 Canal. Caution should be used when considering
alterations to this spoil levee. A healthy and functional
biological community adapted to current water levels exists in
the area north of the C-111 Canal and west of U.S. Highway 1.
While providing excellent habitat, this area also serves as an
important water storage area. It is possible that the water
levels which currently exist in this storage area are very
similar to those which existed before the natural hydrology of
south Florida was destroyed. This is one of the few remailning
areas which stores excess water during the wet season, moderates
large scale discharges from the canal system, and helps maintain
ground water levels and flows into the dry season. If C-111
Canal is filled, the northern levee should be preserved.
Sheetflow to the south can be provided by operating the control
culverts that exist in the levee on the north side of the C-111
Canal.

The plan should include extensions of the sub-divided buffer
strip to the north to include the discharge from the S-332A Pump
and to the south to the southern end of the Frog Pond. Pump
station S-332 should be relocated to the west bank of the C-111
Canal with discharge via a lined canal to the extended
sub-divided buffer strip. Culverts in the L-31W levee would
provide a widely distributed discharge to the headwaters of
Taylor Slough. A new control structure should be constructed in
the south end of the reservoir which would discharge water from
the south end of the Frog Pond back into the C-111 Canal.

As seepage from wetlands west of the canal system is reduced, the
dilution of agricultural and urban pollutants will also be
reduced. The final project design must include features which
will allow all discharges from the project to the Everglades
Protection Area to meet the water guality standards which have
been developed for that area. The modifications outlined above
would provide water quality treatment in the detention/retention
zone for all L-31N and C-1l11 Canal water discharging to ENP. 1In
addition, extending the sub-divided buffer strip would also
maximize the temporary storage of excess flood waters, raise
additional ground water levels adjacent to ENP and provide
additional sheet flow distribution for water discharging to ENP.
Ground water levels would be raised in an area that historically
provided an important storage function. Seepage from the storage
areas would help maintain Everglades and Taylor Slough water
levels into the dry season.
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Increased ground water levels would also be beneficial to the
ecologically important biological community of the Rocky Glades.
This community played an important role as a major food source
for the Everglades’ animal population. During the beginning of
the dry season when water levels were still high in other areas
of the Everglades, declining ground water levels in the Rocky
Glades concentrated food in the rocky depressions. This
declining ground water level also helped to provide water to, and
extend the hydroperiod of, the Everglades. Formerly, an
abundance of varied feeding areas available at different times
during the year provided great stability tc the Everglades
ecosystem.

A major deficiency of the draft IGRREIS is that it does not
include operational details for the system after modification.
Without operational details, the potential benefits from
structural modifications cannot be fully understood and no
definitive conclusions of environmental consegquences can be
drawn. For instance, what ground water and water control
elevations will govern operation of the various structures and
canals? How will these elevations vary between the wet and dry
seasons and during the planting and growing season? Will ground
water elevations anywhere in the basin trigger the shut down of
the Everglades water delivery system? These are important
questions which will ultimately determine the final success and
environmental impact of project modifications. We are
particularly concerned with this point since the Corps’ proposed
Alternative 6A would allow discharge through C-111 Canal to
Manatee Bay under some conditions.

Water and environmental guality are rapidly deteriorating in the
Everglades and Florida Bay ecosystems. It is essential to turn
this trend around as soon as possible with aggressive restcoration
efforts, of which the modifications to the C-111 system are
critical components. Although Alternative 6A is the best option
presented in the IGRREIS, it needs further modification to
achieve the necessary results discussed in this and our two
previous comment letters. Since the environmental impacts of
Alternative 6A will not be fully understood until future design
and hydrologic modeling are completed, the project design will be
reevaluated in a future supplement tc the EIS. The Corps has
stated that the final design of Alternative 6A will be determined
by this future analysis.
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Since this alternative can be modified in the future, we do not
object to proceeding with completion of the final EIS. Based on
the information available at this time, we do not object to the
project under the federal consistency provisions of the Florida
Coastal Management Program. We will reevaluate the consistency
of the project when the EIS is supplemented to document
environmental impacts based on completion of further design and
modeling. Our consistency position will be based on an adeguate
evaluation of Alternative 62 with the following modifications:

*Backfill or plug the C=-111 Canal south of S-332E, increase pump
capacity to 500 cfs, and extend the C-111 spreader canal under
U.S. Highway 1; :

*Provide water quality treatment in a detention/retention zone
for all water discharging to Everglades National Park and other
state waters;

*Extend the sub-divided buffer strip north to include the
discharge from the S-332A pump and south to the southern end of
the Frog Pond;

*Relocate pump station S-332 to the west bank of the C-111 canal
with discharge via a lined canal to a detention/retention zone in
the extended sub-divided buffer strip;

*Relocate the proposed southern spreader canal further to the
north;

*Purchase the agricultural lands west of L-31N and C-111.

We anticipate that the Corps will evaluate and model an
alternative with these features in the supplement to the IGGREIS.
A conmparison can then be made between this option and Alternative
6A as it is presented in the draft IGRREIS.
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We appreciate this opportunlty to comment on this important
project. My staff is available to continue discussions with the
Corps on developlng an acceptable project. If there are any
questions regarding the technical comments in this letter, please
contact Herb Zebuth at (407)433-2650.

el P TN

Pamela P. McVety
Chief, Office of Intergovernmental Programs

slncerely,

VBW/hz

Enclosure

cc: Virginia B. Wetherell
Mary E.&. Williams
Ed Irby
Frank Nearhoof
George Baragocna
John Abendroth
Greg BrockX
Charles Knight
Frank Votra
Herb Zebuth
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FLORIDA GAME AND FRESH WATER FISH COMMISSION
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Ms. Janice L. Hatter, Director
Florida State Clearinghouse
Executive Office of the Governor
Office of Planning and Budgeting T e
The Capitol s
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

) RE: SAT #FL9403010133C, Canal-1l1l1l Draft
General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and
Environmental Impact Statement, Dade
County

Dear Ms. Hatter:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Game and Fresh Water
Fish Commission has reviewed the referenced document, and offers the following
comments.

Canal-111 (C-111) is part of the comprehensive Central and Southern
Florida Flood Control Project (C&SF) authorized by the Flood Control Act of 30
June 1948. The purpose of the C-111 study is to develop a system of
structures to aid in the restoration of the C-111 basin and the ecosystems of
Everglades National Park (ENP). The 1989 Everglades National Park and
Protection Act authorized the construction of modifications to the C&SF
project to attempt to restore flows to ENP and to recreate a system more
closely mimicking that which historically occurred. Guidelines established to
aid in the fprmulation and evaluation of alternatives included the restoration
of historic hydrologic conditions in the C-111 basin, protection of natural
values associated with Everglades National Park, elimination of harmful
freshwater flows into Manatee Bay/Barnes Sound, and the maintenance of flood
protection for the C-11l1 basin.

Hydrological and biological evaluations were conducted and analyzed for
seven of nine proposed structural alternatives. The predicted conditions for
each of the alternatives were compared to modern historic conditions.
Hydrological analysis required the development of a hydrohabitat model which
incorporated the expanse of area that would receive more or less water in
appropriate time frames and the degree of restoration of the historic

1943 - 1993
50 YEARS AS STEWARD OF FLORIDA’S FISH AND WILDLIFE

R
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hydrology in which the marl soil habitat was formed and maintained. For the
biological evaluation, a species compatibility index was developed to compare
the proposed effects of the alternatives on eight species or species
assemblages including the wood stork, roseate spoonbill, Cape Sable seaside
sparrow, American alligator, freshwater fishes in Taylor Slough, freshwater
fishes in marl prairies, estuarine fishes, and emergent aquatic plants.

Three alternatives were added to the GRR after the release of the
Preliminary Draft in December 1993. One alternative (Alternative 9) was
supplied by the agricultural community, one by Everglades National Park
(Alternative 8), and one by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
(Alternative 6A). After review, Alternative 9 was determined to be
economically infeasible and was dropped from consideration. Review of
Alternative 8 showed that, conceptually, it offered more environmental
advantages than any prior alternatives. The restoration of stages in the
headwaters and upper portions of Taylor Slough would be the main benefit
derived from Altermative 8. This would be accomplished by creation of a large
buffer strip along the ENP boundary, from Tamiami Trail toc the Frog Pond,
including the 8.5-square-mile "residential" area. Water would be pumped from
the L-31N into the buffer strip, allowing the maintenance of higher water
levels along the ENP boundary. Additionally, the lower portion of the C-111
would be backfilled and a spreader canal with a 500-cfs pump station would be
constructed to discharge water into the east/west spreader canal lands. The
C-109 and C-110 would be eliminated,

Due to the advantages offered by Altermative 8, the ACOE incorporated
some of its features into Alternative 6 and called it Alternative 6A. Similar
to Alternative 8, Alternative 6A would create a levee, west of the L-31N from
C-102 south through the Frog Pond. The area between the levee and the canal
would serve as a buffer zone between the agricultural community to the east,
and a detention/retention zone to the west. This detention/retention zone
would be created by comnstructing a second levee west of the first levee. Four
pump stations would be designed to pump canal water across the buffer zone to
the retention/detention area, via lined canals. Twenty-four, 36-inch culverts
and an overflow spillway would be constructed along the western levee of the
detention/retention area. Similar to Alternative 6, a new canal with a 50-cfs
pump (the spreader canal) would be added between the S$-332E and US Highway 1,
and would provide eastern conveyance across C-109 and C-110. Canal-109 and C-
110 would be plugged. Spoil mounds south the C-111 would be degraded.

Of these alternatives, the U.S5. Army Corps of Engineers has chosen
Alternative 6A as the recommended plan. The objective of Alternative 6A is to
restore stages and increase water levels in the headwaters and upper portions
of Taylor Slough. The use of the retention/detention area would allow
maintenance of higher water levels within the Rocky Glades and northern Taylor
Slough. This would reduce seepage loss from Taylor Slough back inte the canal
and would aid in the treatment of stormwater runoff prior to release into ENP.
The retention/detention area could be used to temporarily retain water,
therefore allowing water to be released into the Taylor Slough during the
appropriate time periods.
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Based on review of the proposed alternatives, we believe that
Alternative 6A, while a great improvement over the present day system, lacks
the structural components necessary to move towards restoration of the lower
C-111 basin. The report states that preliminary data developed at the South
Florida Water Management District showed that backfilling C-111 caused a
reduction in water moved to lands south of the lower section of C-111. This
argument was used as justification for retaining C-111; however, without an
operational change to bring additional water to the lower C-111 basin, to
compensate for water diverted to Taylor Slough, environmental impacts cannot
be properly determined. Operational and water supply options need to be
developed to determine the potential ecological benefits of the proposed
alternatives. We believe that plans which include: (1) backfilling C-111,
(2) construction of a2 spreader canal with a large pump station (per
Alternatives 4 and 8), (3) the functional elimination of C-109 and C-110, and
(4) changing the operational criteria to allow for increases in overall flows
into the system during specified periods, would provide the greatest
ecological benefit by restoring sheetflow in the lower basin, and eliminating
the capacity to release harmful, freshwater discharges into the estuary
through S-197. Furthermore, we believe that the use of a spreader canal and
large pump station, in addition to the redirection of S-18C discharges to the
pumps proposed to deliver water to the detention/retention basins, would
provide an effective method for flood control of developed lands in the region
and would eliminate the need for the C-111.

Sincerely,

Bradley J. n, Dlrector
Office of 1ronmental Services

BJH/MS/rs
ENV 1-3-2
clllgrr.sai
ce: Mr. A.J. Salem, Chief
Planning Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0012

Mr. David Ferrell

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.0. Box 2676

Vero Beach, Florida 32961-2676




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Jim Smith .
Secretary of State Do T
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES T
R.A. Gray Building
500 South Bronough Pl
Tallahassee, Florida 323990250 7

Director's Office Telecopier Number (FAX)
(904) 488-1480 (904) 488-3353

March 21, 1994
Ms. Janice L. Hatter, Director In Reply Refer To:
State Clearinghouse Denise M. Breit
Executive Office of the Governor Historic Sites
Room 1603, The Capitol Specialist
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001 (904) 487-2333

Project File No. 940727

RE: Cultural Resource Assessment Request
SAI# FL9403010133C
Central and Southern Florida Project - Canal 111 (C-111)
Dade County, Florida

Dear Ms. Hatter:

In accordance with the provisions of Florida’s Coastal Zone
Management Act and Chapter 267, Florida Statutes, as well as the
procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., Part 800 ("Protection of
Historic Properties"), we have reviewed the referenced proiject(s)
for possible impact to historic properties listed, or eligible

for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places, or
otherwise of historical or architectural wvalue.

A review of the document indicates that a survey will be
performed per our recommendations of January 20, 1994 (SAL¥#
FL9401051559C). Therefore, as long as this condition is met and
project impacts to any identified significant historic properties
are appropriately avoided, minimized, or mitigated, the proposed.
project will have no adverse effect on cultural resources listed,
or eligible for listing, in the National Register, or otherwise
of historical or architectural value.

Avcrlo o 1ty mF et e ee o .
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If you have any questions concerning our comments, please do not
hesitate to contact us. Your interest in protecting Florida’s
historic properties is appreciated.

o /éﬁ;¢¢x44UL£¢4n

rL’George W. Percy, Director
Division of Historical Resources
and
State Historic Preservation Officer

GWP/Bdb
xc: Jasmine Raffington, FCMP-DCA

-«
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April 29, 1994

Colonel Terrence C. Salt, District Engineer
U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers

Jacksonville District

P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, 32232-0019

Dear Colonel s}u/ Z""K

Attached is a summary of our staff comments regarding the Draft of the C-111 GRR, We at the Digtrict
recognize and appreciate the hard work and dedication of Corps staff in meeting the accelerated schedulé for
this project. We also support your decision to proceed with the approval process within the Corps now, and
to continue to revise the design in the next phase of the process. At the same time, we recognize therd
major {ssues facing all of us in moving ahead on the C-111 project. We understand the impostance of rea g
consensus on a ¢ost sharing recommendation within the next two weeks, and we pledge to work together with
you to find something we can both support. -

Based on comments from our staff and others concerned with C-111, a vmety of technical issues need fufther
investlgatlon and refinement during future detail design studies. These issues involve design elements, real

estate requirements, flood control benefits, and consensus on flow distribution patterns in the lower C-111
basin. '

B assured that the District s committed to working closely with the Corps and Everglades National Pa;k in
addressing these issues. We are encouraged by the progress mede thus far, and are eager to play our part in
" addressing the needs of Taylor Slough, Florida Bay, and south Dade County.

Thank you for your help and continuing support with the C-111 effort.

Tiiford €. Crecl
Bxecutlive Direclor

attachment
¢ Bstus Whitfield, Governor’'s Office
Goveming Board Members

Richard Ring, ENP

(aoveening Board: .
Valerie Boy d‘ Chairman Willtam Hammond Eugene K Dettis
IFrank \Williameon. Jr. Vice Chatrman 3ctwy rant N«\!lu\qlc! P. Reed
Annie Betancourt Allan Miledge Leah . Schad

Titford C. Creel. Executive Director
Thomas K. MacYicar, Deputy Exceutive Director

e EHD w -
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C-111 General Re-evaluation Report

Staff Review
APRIL 5, 1994

DVERVIEW

The Operations and Maintenance Department expressed some concerns regarding baseline
assumptions built into the report. Cross sections given are pre-South Dade Conveyance
system, and don’t reflect existing configurations. Possible implications arise in that we really
don't know how this alternative will reflect flows in the current configuration. Further, we
don't know whether drawings or modeling are correct. This requires some clarification.

Use of optimum water levels in Table 2-1 are at issue, Model results indicating an
improvement in flood control show an improvement only over this theoretical scenario.
Cost/benefit decisions made on this basis could be misleading. We recommend adding a
statement in Section 3.1 that addresses this, We further recommend additiona! mode! runs,
utilizing current levels to evaluate the true flood benefits of the Alternative selected.

Given current difficulties in deriving an operational plan for limited test areas, we encourage
early and earnest efforts to address an operating plan for this project.

Concerns have been expressed by our Planning Department that proposed construction
activitles will have substantial impacts on large areas of wetlands, especially during the
period of construction. It is likely that these disturbed areas may take a long time (o
recover. These areas nead 10 be protected to prevent invasion by exotic species. A potential
mitigation for these impacts may come from conversion of Frog Pond agricultural lands to
wetlands, and probable improved water deliveries to the southern glades wetlands of the
proposed C-111N canal. To this end, the District would like to see some additional
information included in the final design phase that details monitoring, restoration and
management plans for the Frog Pond, Rocky Glades and southern C-111 areas,

Acquisition of agricultural "in-holdings" west of C-111 and L-3IN is not stated as a defined
objective of the GRR. The acquisition of those lands should therefore be subject to
economic comparison with alternative means of accomplishing the objectives of the project.

There is no quantitative indication of the extent to which S-197 discharges will be reduced or
eliminated by this plan. Such an analysis should be included.

Discussions regarding water quality are not included in this report. A basic analysis of the
- suitability of direct discharge of water from these adjacent lands to ENP needs to be
considsred.
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C-111 GRR Staff Review Continued... 2
April 1994

INTRODUCTION

A question arose regarding the inclusion of River Basin Monetary Authorization &
Miscellaneous Civil Works Amendments Act of 1970 as justification for (his report. The act
references a number of canals with designations unfamiliar to this group. What happened to
these canals? If this Act is mentioned, care should be taken to correlate authorization with
reality,

The Interim Plan specifics should be included in Section 1, in addition to current language.
This could be used as an introduction to current canal configurations,

The Corps needs to update the Bverglades SWIM section to reflect the passage of the
Bverglades Forever Act (Section 373.4592 ES).

Section 1.6.7 re: Hole in the Donut restoration, Was any incorporation made in the model
to take the raised elevation of the eastern Frog Pond into consideration?

BXISTING CONDITION/AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Section 2 should be rewritten. There is no flow to it; the information is poorly organized
and section 2.4.8 is technically inaccurate. It appears that most of the information came
from the Bverglades SWIM Plan. District staff would be willing to assist in this re-write,

On pages 2-10 to 2-11, statements are made conceming levels and sources of phosphorus and
mercury in the Bverglades that need some scientific basis. There are also some literature
citations in the text with no follow-up description of the source in the "Sources Cited..."
section, such as "FWS§, 1991" on p. 2-15; "W.B. Odum et al, 1982" on p. 2-18; and the
references cited in the reptiles section on p. 2-20.

'FUTURB "WITHOUT PROJECT' CONDITION

Section 3.2 references the inclusion of Modified Water Deliveries in the future “without
project" condition. It indicates that an operational plan is part of MWD, This is not
accurate, since there is no consensus on an operating plan for MWD,

Section 3.5 Land Use, 4th paragraph: needs to be rewritten, It is not clear what connection
exists between a return to design criteria and the heading "future, without project” condition,
Does this imply that if there is no GRR, there would automatically be a return to design
optimum? This needs clarlfication.

Section 3.8, 3rd paragraph: should be eliminated, with suggested language included:
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In Manatee Bay, Barnes Sound and Florida Bay, cycles of unnatural salinity
conditions will likely continue. Discharges of large flow volumss to coastal
receiving waters will occur within short time periods following major storms.
This will result in significant swings in salinity, from O to levels well in excess
of seawater salinity., The impact on the area biota will continue to be
significantly negative,

Onit the 2nd Section 3.
PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Section 4.1, 3rd paragraph: question accuracy of sentence, "These flows are collected in
the canals and are discharged, for the most part, to the east to Biscayne Bay." The Corps
needs to look at the latest water budgets (either from ENP or the District) to discern levels
flowing south versus east.

Section 4.1, 6th paragraph: The Corps needs to cite a reference for the values given for
agricultural flood damage.

Section 4.3.2, §th paragraph: The sentence, "By the late 1960's and early 1970's,
construction of the L-31N, L-31W, and C-111 canal systems reached completion, and the
optimum canal operational stages were lowered in response to expanding agricultural and
urhan development into the lower lying..." . We question the validity of this statement, The
Corps needs to evaluate this statement, and consider if this is in fact the rationale for
lowering these operational stages. If it is not, this may not be an appropriate cile for this
document. It is also in conflict with recent statements made by the Corps in litigation,
Definitely needs clarification.

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS GENERAL RE-EVALUATION REPORT

Section 5.2.1 Restoration of Historic Hydrologic Conditions, 2nd sentence: should address
why water quality is not considered in this report.

Section 5.2.3: No information is included in this section. We've recommended some
(reference Section 3.8, 3rd paragraph above).

Section 5.5.1(a) Omit the word “natural®, Staff asserts this statement may be truc some of
the time (during the wet season), but cannot be used as a general statement.

Section 5.5.1: We question whether the criteria suggested equate to “operational flexibility™,
We interpret that phase to mean the ability to balance all priorities for this plan, including
the need to maintain flood protection. There is no mention of any flood protection features
in items a-h. Better to deflne this section as “environmental factors®,
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Section §.5.3 Bnvironmental Benefits: typo, p.5-7, first sentence: "demonstration” should
be “demonstrate”.

Section 5.6 Alternatives: recommend moving this section into the Appendix.

Section 5.6.4.8 Alternative 6, last full paragraph: pump station designated S-332C should be
5-332E.

Section 5.6.4.10, Alternative 9, 2nd paragraph: need to relook at environmental effects of
curtain wall, and potential impacts on the aquifer and timing & distribution of flows along
Bverglades eastern wetland area.

Section 5.6.4.11 Alternative 6A: next to last sentence states that "project objectives of
restoring natural timing, location,..would be addressed by these features.” We could find no
evidence in your subsequent analyses that the timing of water deliveries was analyzed.
Although the modeling runs indicate anticipated water levels and durations, they do not
indicate the seasonal distribution of water, This is an issus of equal importance to the
amount of water. There is no detailed analysis of the water quality effects of this plan.
Presumably operational details will be developed and made explicit during the PED process.
Without such details, it is not possible to make a full evaluation of the various alternatives.
Second paragraph, last sentence: please reword to the following.

“A concrete lined canal will be connected to the outlet side and discharge 1/2
mile west through the new 5-332D tieback levee into the detention/setention
zone."

Figure 5-23 indicates that a new, 1000 foot bridge will be required to replace the existing
bridge across Taylor Slough. There is no basis for determining this bridge length. Where
did the 1000 foot length come from? Is it necessary to be that long?

{We need additional detail regarding S$-332 D pump station discharge: how will it work;
general design concept}.

Section 5.10.1 Marl Soil Beosystem Criteria: on pp. 5-51 and following, we agree that these
are suitable conditions for the formation of marl soils, based on Tabb's work, and thus
represent & reasonable performance measure. Rrom that point on, the analysis was not very
clear, Most of the mar] model discussion on the bottom of p. 5-51 and the top of p. 5-53
was very awkward and hard to follow, Likewise, the continuing discussion on pp. 5-53 and
5-55 of Hydrohabitat Index was very confusing. Perhaps it would be clearer if the report
included sample calculations showing how some of the actual numbers in Table 56 were
derived. pg. 5-53 1st sentence: Section 2.5 is supposed to be marl measurements. Section
2.5 is actually population, Need to find it (we couldn’t) and rename appropriate scction, or
delete that reference.
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Section 5.14 Bvaluation of Alternative Plans: this paragraph references Section 5.5. Section
5.2 names a separate group of objectives. How do these fit together? Which objectives are
driving this process? This needs to be clarified. Recommend clarifying first sentence of
Section 5.5 50 the reader can better understand how the two sets of objectives are aligned.
The two tables (5.8 and 5.9) do not help. Which of the two tables drove the process of
choosing the best alternative? We recommend additional words to clarify and answer this
question.

Results of hydrological assessment model runs (Rigs. 5-26 to 5-36 and Tables 5-10 and 5-11)
appear to be based on only one year of data (1976 - 1977). Given the wide variability of S.
Florida reinfall, it seems risky to extrapolate very far from this result. Is this an average
year?

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF RECOMMBNDBD PLAN

Section 6.6 Water Quality. Agaln, concerns regarding water quality exist, and we think they
should be addressed in this document in much more detail than what is covered in this
paragraph,

Section 6.10, p. 6-7, 4th paragraph: Question re; calculation on Rocky Glades population,
How do we get from 15 to 50, if 5 households contain 3.2 persons per? RBither go with
macto estimate, or change number to 16,

RECOMMENDED PLAN

Section 7.1.2 Pump Stations: there is no basis defined for sizing of the pumps (4 @300 cf’s
= 1200 cfs)., Please define the process used to size these pumps.

Section 7.1.2.4, $-332D: Staff needs to understand how pump station discharges flow
through the levee "toward" BNP. Is it through the retention/detention area, or directly to the
Park? How wide is the top of §-332D7 (Operations & Maintenance staff need to have this
information to effectively comment from their perspective).

Section 7.1.2.5, $§-332B: there is no definition of the basis for selecting SO cfs capacity of
$-332E.

Section 7.1.3.1 Levee 31-W tieback: L-31W tieback goes norih to S-332B instead of §-
332D (typo on page 7-5). L-31W indicates a levee crown width of 15 feet. District
requires at least 18 feet of Jevee crown width for maintenance purposes (vehicle and
equipment access needs). As it pertains to the section of the tieback north of §-176: there is
no specific functionl criteria defined for the retention/detention area. It would appear that
the retention/detention area is unlikely to have any real influence over the timing of {lows
into BNP, given its size, and hydraulic gradients involved, With respect to the section of the
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tieback from S-176 south to $-175: its function appears to be to define a buffer zone, in
this case about 1 mile in width. It would appear to have a sole benefit in reduction of
seepage inflows, in this case to the C-111 canal. Is this its purpose? If so, is this the most
cost effective means to accomplish that end?

Saction 7.1.3.2 S-332D Tieback Levee: The function of the levee appears to serve as a
“"buffer" between the retention/detention area and L-31N. Staff is concerned that scepage
rates in the L-31N borrow canal will be significantly impacted by this tieback Jevee. To that
end, this report does not quantitatively address either absolute or differential seepage rates of

inflow to L-31N.

Section 7.1.3.7 Bastern Spreader Canal (C-11IN): construction of C-111N includes
placement of the spoil as a mound on the north bank of the spreader canal. This would
appear to interrupt drainage from areas north of C-111N. What will be the impact on
upstream properties? This is a question must be addressed.  Bxtension of C-111IN across
U.S. 1 to provide water supply to "Model Lands" between US 1 & Card Sound road would
appear reasonable, but is not included in the project as it is "outside authorization®. It would
geem reasonable to consider this for the future. Culverts across US 1 are still an issus,
requiring additional discussion with DOT prior to implementation of either project.

Section 7.2.1, p.7-7: Need to replace or delete the last sentence of the {irst paragraph with
new text. This sentence seems to contradict the preceding sentences in the paragraph,
regarding the interest that needs to be acquired. We assume that the "buffer lands" referred
to in the last sentence are the eastern portion of the Rocky Glades, but this is not totally
Clear,

Section 7.2.2, p. 7-8: There is no discussion of the moving cost payments that may be
payable to the residents within the acquisition area. This should be addressed along with

~ some discussion about the obligation to pay for any business relocation moving costs (i.e.

moving fruit trees and irrigation system components from tropical fruit groves).

Section 7.3 Monitoring: the overall monitoring plan is very cursory in nature. This needs to
be enhanced. The District will cooperate as part of this enhancement effort. Gathering data
will be important-for future project iterations.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, REVIEW AND CONSULTATION

Section 8.5 Summary of Compliance with Environmental Regulations: Fish & Wildlife
Coordination Act, as amended, #8, last sentence, "These subjects are discussed in Section
7.4." They are not discussed in Section 7.4. Should be Section 7.3.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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LIST OR PREPARERS
Appendix C, section 7-b, p. C-5: Need to capitalize word "total” in next to last sentence,
Appendix C, section 9. Need to add discussion of residential and business moving costs.

Appendix C, section 10: We are required to do two appraisals when the subject property is
valued at more than $500 k. Thus, the number of appraisals that the District will have to do
to acquire 300 parcels will be more than 300, given that some portion of the parcels will be
valued in excess of $500 k. The Corps should be able to make a reasonable guess as to how
many parcels are large enough to require two appraisals. There should also be a discussion
about the costs assoclated with doing title work/obtaining title insurance and environmental
audits.
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T0: Todd leachman, Planning
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COPIEBSB: John Martinez, Barbarb Bernler, File

BURJBCT: =
Work Program Item Numbers: 6116800; -6801; =3533; =~4033
State Project NunbereF 90060-1501;: -1585;

. 87010-1509; =1501
Foderal-ald Project Nunbers: SA-485-1(138);SN~485~2(140);
, | F-485-2(62); SE-485-2(71)
| SR-5/Us-1 South | ’ :
. Yrom: Abaco Road, on Kgy Large
: To: Card Sound Road, Just south of Florida city
] Counties: Monroe & Dade -

Th%s is to provide you with my Qomments on the subject document,

The axtent of my review was only! to ascertain what impacts, if any,
thq US Army Corps of Englneer's (ACOE’s) plans would have on the
USq1 SOUTH Improvement Program.IThe following are my comments:

1) |on page 1-17, Sectlion 1.6.6 étates that the Florida Department
of | Transportation (FDOT) plans:to install 22 two-foot diameter
culverts underneath US-1, This is incorrect, the FDOT is studying
the provision of 20 two-toot didmeter culverts, NOT 22.

2) {On page 8-3, Section a.S.l.b;stath thut the ACOE assumes that
the culvert underneath US-1l, reghired as part of their Alternative

7will be constructed by FDOT. Since Alternative 6A 1is tha
recommended plan, we are proceeding with ithe design of US-1 with
the amsumption that the spreadericanal will not cross the highway,
and therefore no culvert will be required at this location. If
Alternative 4 is selected prior|tc the construction of US-1, the
plans will be modified to incluéf the required culvert, provided
that there are no significant ility conflicts and the FDOT is
given appropriate watland mitlga ion credlts.

|
I thank you for the opportuni;y to coament on this important
document, and look forward to being kapt| abreast of any further
deyelopments with this C€-111 GRR. Should .you have any questions,
pljaso contact me at 470-5260.

\US1CRR.M14 i

i
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National Oceanic and Atmoaspheric Administration

| NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERV
lSoutheast Reglonai d}gfce

9450 Koger Boulevard
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

% |
s i | UNMITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

April 18, 1994

A.J. Salem

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
P.0O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Salem:

This responds to your February 24, 1994, request for review and
comment on the Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report and
Environmental Impact Statement for the Central and Southern
Florida Project, Canal 111 (C-111) in South Dade County, Florida.

In general, the document adequately assesses impacts of the
proposed modifications. Although the recommended plan differs
somewhat from the alternative recommended by the National Park
Service (and supported by the National Marine Fisheries Service
in our previous comments) in their Hydrological Evaluation of the
Proposed Alternatives, we find the plan acceptable, provided the
necessary operational adjustments and other remaining issues are
addressed during future detailed planning activities.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this report. If you have
questions regarding our comments, please contact Ms. Shelley
Du Puy of our Miami Field Office at 305/595-8352.

Sincerely,

A '\3
Andreas Mager, Jr.
Assistant Regional Director
Habitat Conservation Division
cc:

F/SE02
F/SE023~PC F




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

oT) $ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
gty NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICES

SANCTUARIES & RESERVES DiVISION

Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary

9498 Overseas HWY 1

Marathon, Florida 33050

April 15, 1994

Colonel Terrence C. Salt
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.0O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Salt,

I am writing to..you on behalf of the Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary and the 2800 sguare nautical miles of priceless natural
resources which are protected within its boundaries. These
nationally significant resources including seagrass meadows,
mangrove islands, extensive hardbottom habitat, patch reefs, and the
Nation's only living coral reef tract that lies adjacent to North
America, are in jeopardy from declining water quality throughout the
Everglades Ecosystem.

In recent months, an unprecedented level of coordination between
Federal and State agencies, and involvement by the public, has
occurred in order to protect its resources and ensure the livelihood
of the Keys community. I applaud the Corps of Engineers commitment
to share in this collective effort to restore the Everglades
Ecosystem.

This highly diverse ecosystem supports valuable commercial and
recreational fisheries and forms the economic basis for the number
one industry in the Florida Keys which is tourism and recreation.
The major components of the ecosystem are linked through the flow of
fresh water from Lake Okeechobee through the Everglades into Florida
Bay, where it eventually mingles with Gulf of Mexico waters before
moving from the Bay through passes in the Keys onto the coral reef
tract. Today this flow has been interrupted by a variety of human
manipulations in the South Florida region, resulting in inadequate
water deliveries that no longer follow a natural hydro-period (flow
pattern). The Bay, which used to be estuarine in salinity, now
exhibits high salinities throughout the year and frequently displays
hypersaline conditions as a result of decreased freshwater inflow.

An unprecedented consensus now exists among scientists and
resource managers of some of this Nation's most significant
resources. Serious and progressive degradation is occurring within

the Florida Bay ecosystem, and the entire ecosystem may collapse. A

crisis of extraordinary proportion jeopardizes this Nation's most
diverse and unique natural resources: an ecosystem that the economy
of South Florida and the Keys is dependent upon.
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The scientists and managers further agree that this crisis is a
direct result of flood control, other water management measures, and
agricultural runoff that have substantially reduced the amount and
quality of freshwater flowing into the Everglades/Florida Bay
hydrological system. Likewise, the actual and potential adverse
effects of Florida Bay degradation on the marine resources of the
Sanctuary have been well documented. As a result, decisions
regarding quantity, quality, timing and distribution of freshwater
inflows into the Everglades and Florida Bay are cof direct and
immediate concern to the management of the Florida Keys National
Marine Sanctuary.

Dr. Jim Porter has documented the decline of coral habitat on
several reefs in the Florida Keys, with his greatest rate of decline
being recorded at Looe Key Reef, where he initiated his work in
1984, and where we know the waters of the Gulf and Florida Bay flow.
The decline reported by Dr. Porter coincides with anecdotal
observations made by many knowledgeable scientists who have visited
Looe Key Reef in recent years.

Tortugas pink shrimp landings averaged over 10 million pounds
annually during 1963-1980. Since then, annual landings have equaled
that average only once, production has been less than
8 million pounds per year, and severe drops below 5 million pounds
per year were seen during 1988-1991. Tortugas shrimp fishery
production appears to be directly or indirectly linked to freshwater
inflow into Florida Bay, the largest nursery area for juvenile pink
shrimp in South Florida. While exact mechanisms are not yet known,
higher rainfall levels and higher levels of freshwater generally
lead to greater pink shrimp production and the lack of freshwater
results in less production. In addition, the loss of seagrass
habitats has likely exacerbated the decline in pink shrimp
production, which appears to have begun before the seagrass die-off.

Research supported by the National Park Service, and carried out
by the National Marine Fisheries Service during 1984-1985,
demonstrated that the western portion of Florida Bay, adjacent to
the Gulf of Mexico, and channel habitats throughout the Bay
consistently supported the highest diversity of fish. The channel
areas and basins in western Florida Bay also displayed the greatest
diversity and density of seagrasses. Statistical analyses indicated
close relationships between seagrass abundance and the abundance and
diversity of fish populations, including gray snapper and spotted
seatrout. The basins in western Florida Bay currently undergoing
seagrass die-off and secondary loss of seagrasses as a result of
increased turbidity are those areas that had the highest diversity
and densities of fishes.

In Florida Bay, the turtle grass (Thalassia) die-off has led to
increased acreage of non-vegetated sediments. Loss of seagrass
habitat will lead to reduced fisheries productivity, both short-term
{as denuded areas take time to recover) and long-term (if reduced
water clarity prevents recolonization or induces further die-off).

2




Seagrass habitats, which dominated the sea floor of Florida Bay,
have changed from a mixture of predominately three species {(turtle
grass, shoal grass, and manatee grass) to largely monospecific
meadows dominated by turtle grass. Since the mid-1980s, the
generally monospecific turtle grass habitats, particularly in the
western portion of the Bay, have been undergoing a die-off with
large areas of unvegetated bottom being the end result. Coinciding
with this die-off has been an increase in turbidity from both
resuspended carbonate sediments and blooms of microscopic algae.

The Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary makes the following
recommendations on the C-111 reconstruction plan:

1. The Sanctuary recognizes that Plan 6A is a step in the
right direction. However, it is questionable whether or
not it will allow water levels to increase adequately to
restore fresh water flow into Florida Bay via Taylor
Slough. We recommend that the Corps' seriously
reevaluate this plan to ensure adegquate fresh water flow
into the Bay.

2. The Sanctuary supports the acguisition of the lands west
of the.L~-31/C-111 canals, known as the "Frog Pond and the
"Rocky Glades Agricultural Area."

3. The Sanctuary supports the establishment of the
retention/detention areas west of L-31, with pumps and
structure to deliver water westward into Taylor Slough.

4. The Sanctuary supports backfilling of the C-109 and C-110
canals with 9-10 plugs in each.

5. The Sanctuary supports building a 1,000 ft bridge across
State Road 9336 {the road leading to Flamingo) at the
Taylor Slough crossing, to replace the current bridge and
culverts.

In addition to the above elements contained in the plan, the
Sanctuary recommends the following:

1. Replace the proposed C-111N spreader canal with water
detention/retention areas running east-west at the head
of the C-111 basin.

2. Construct a 500 cfs pump at the S-332E location to
accommodate both normal and high rainfall periods.

3. Plug and backfill the existing C-111 canal below the S-
18C structure and eliminate the S$-197 structure.

The Sanctuary recommends that the Corps expedite every way

possible the implementation the C-111 reconstruction plan to prevent
any further degradation of Florida Bay as a result of the lack of
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fresh water flow.

The Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary wants to commend the
Army Corps of Engineers on its' efforts to address the environmental
crisis that now exists in Florida Bay. Thank you for the
opportunity to be able to comment on the proposed project. If you
have any questions regarding the recommendations, please feel free
to contact me.

Sincerely,

Billy D. Causey
Sanctuary Superintendent

cc: Ed Lindelof




South Florida Water Management District

3301 Gun Club Road  P.O. Box 24680 ® West Palm Beach, FL 33416.4680 @ (407) 686-8800 ® FL WATS 1.800-432-2045

PRO EVR

April 29, 1994

Colonel Terrence C. Salt, District Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District '

P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL. 32232-0019

Dear vCoIonel S;y/ £ o UK

Attached is a summary of our staff comments regarding the Draft of the C-111 GRR. We at the District
recognize and appreciate the hard work and dedication of Corps staff in meeting the accelerated schedule for
this project. We also support your decision to proceed with the approval process within the Corps now, and
to continue to revise the design in the next phase of the process. At the same time, we recognize there are
major issues facing all of us in moving ahead on the C-111 project. We understand the importance of reaching
~onsensus on a cost sharing recommendation within the next two weeks, and we pledge to work together with
,ou to find something we can both support.

Based on comments from our staff and others concerned with C-111, a variety of technical issues need further
investigation and refinement during future detail design studies. These issues involve design elements, real
estate requirements, flood control benefits, and consensus on flow distribution patterns in the lower C-111
basin.

Be assured that the District is committed to working closely with the Corps and Everglades National Park in
addressing these issues. We are encouraged by the progress made thus far, and are eager to play our part in
addressing the needs of Taylor Slough, Florida Bay, and south Dade County.

Thank you for your help and continuing support with the C-111 effort.

;mce/rd‘ ,
Tilford C. Creel
Executive Director

attachment

c: Estus Whitfield, Governor’s Office
Govermning Board Members
Richard Ring, ENP

Governing Board: i -
Valerie Boyd. Chairman William Hammond Eugene K. Pettis
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C-111 General Re-evaluation Report

Staff Review
APRIL 5, 1994

OVERVIEW

The Operations and Maintenance Department expressed some concerns regarding baseline
assumptions built into the report. Cross sections given are pre-South Dade Conveyance
system, and don’t reflect existing configurations. Possible implications arise in that we really
don’t know how this alternative will reflect flows in the current configuration. Furth-~ we
don’t know whether drawings or modeling are correct. This requires some clarifica:

Use of optimum water levels in Table 2-1 are at issue. Model results indicating an
improvement in flood control show an improvement only over this theoretical scenario.
Cost/benefit decisions made on this basis could be misleading. We recommend adding a
statement in Section 3.1 that addresses this. We further recommend additional model runs,
utilizing current levels to evaluate the true flood benefits of the Alternative selected.

Given current difficulties in deriving an operational plan for limited test areas, we encourage
early and eamest efforts to address an operating plan for this project.

Concerns nave been expressed by our Planning Department that proposed construction
activities will have substantial impacts on large areas of wetlands, especially during the
period of construction. It is likely that these disturbed areas may take a long time to
recover. These areas need to be protected to prevent invasion by exotic species. A potential
mitigation for these impacts may come from conversion of Frog Pond agricultural lands to
wetlands, and probable improved water deliveries to the southern glades wetlands of the
proposed C-111N canal. To this end, the District would like to see some additional
information included in the final design phase that details monitoring, restoration and
management plans for the Frog Pond, Rocky Glades and southern C-111 areas.

Acquisition of agricultural "in-holdings" west of C-111 and L-31N is not stated as a defined
objective of the GRR. The acquisition of those lands should therefore be subject to
economic comparison with alternative means of accomplishing the objectives of the project.

There is no quantitative indication of the extent to which S-197 discharges will be reduced or
eliminated by this plan. Such an analysis should be included.

Discussions regarding water quality are not included in this report. A basic analysis of the
suitability of direct discharge of water from these adjacent lands to ENP needs to be
considered.
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INTRODUCTION

A question arose regarding the inclusion of River Basin Monetary Authorization &
Miscellaneous Civil Works Amendments Act of 1970 as justification for this report. The act
references a number of canals with designations unfamiliar to this group. What happened to
these canals? If this Act is mentioned, care should be taken to correlate authorization with

reality.

The Interim Plan specifics should be included in Section 1,-in addition to current language.
This could be used as an introduction to current canal configurations.

The Corps needs to update the Everglades SWIM section to reflect the passage of the
Everglades Forever Act (Section 373.4592 FS).

Section 1.6.7 re: Hole in the Donut restoration. Was any incorporation made in the model
to take the raised elevation of the eastern Frog Pond into consideration?

EXISTING CONDITION/AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Section 2 should be rewritten. There is no flow to it; the information is poorly organized
and section 2.4.8 is technically inaccurate. It appears that most of the information came
from the Everglades SWIM Plan. District staff would be willing to assist in this re-write.

On pages 2-10 to 2-11, statements are made concerning levels and sources of phosphorus and
mercury in the Everglades that need some scientific basis. There are also some literature
citations in the text with no follow-up description of the source in the "Sources Cited..."
section, such as "FWS, 1991" on p. 2-15; "W.E. Odum et al, 1982" on p. 2-18; and the
references cited in the reptiles section on p. 2-20.

FUTURE 'WITHOUT PROJECT’ CONDITION

Section 3.2 references the inclusion of Modified Water Deliveries in the future "without
project" condition. It indicates that an operational plan is part of MWD. This is not
accurate, since there is no consensus on an operating plan for MWD.

Section 3.5 Land Use, 4th paragraph: needs to be rewritten. It is not clear what connection
exists between a return to design criteria and the heading “future, without project” condition.
Does this imply that if there is no GRR, there would automatically be a return to design
optimum? This needs clarification.

Section 3.8, 3rd paragraph: should be eliminated, with suggested language included:
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In Manatee Bay, Barnes Sound and Florida Bay, cycles of unnatural salinity
condjtions will likely continue. Discharges of large flow volumes to coastal
receiving waters will occur within short time periods following major storms.
This will result in significant swings in salinity, from O to levels well in excess
of seawater salinity. The impact on the area biota will continue to be
significantly negative.

Omit the 2nd Section 3.
PROBILLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Section 4.1, 3rd paragraph: question accuracy of sentence, "These flows are collected in
the canals and are discharged, for the most part, to the east to Biscayne Bay." The Corps
needs to look at the latest water budgets (either from ENP or the District) to discern levels
flowing south versus east.

Section 4.1, 6th paragraph: The Corps needs to cite a reference for the values given for
agricultural flood damage.

Section 4.3.2, Sth paragraph: The sentence, "By the late 1960°s and early 1970’s,
construction of the L-31N, L-31W, and C-111 canal systems reached completion, and the
optimum canal operational stages were lowered in response to expanding agricultural and
urban development into the lower lying..." . We question the validity of this statement. The
Corps needs to evaluate this statement, and consider if tuis is in fact the rationale for
lowering these operational stages. If it is not, this may not be an appropriate cite for this
document. It is also in conflict with recent statements made by the Corps in litigation.
Definitely needs clarification.

FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS GENERAL RE-EVALUATION REPORT

Section 5.2.1 Restoration of Historic Hydrologic Conditions, 2nd sentence: should address
why water quality is not considered in this report.

Section 5.2.3: No information is included in this section. We’ve recommended some
(reference Section 3.8, 3rd paragraph above).

Section 5.5.1(a) Omit the word "natural". Staff asserts this statement may be true some of
the time (during the wet season), but cannot be used as a general statement.

Section 5.5.1: We question whether the criteria suggested equate to “operational flexibility".
We interpret that phase to mean the ability to balance all priorities for this plan, including
the need to maintain flood protection. There is no mention of any flood protection features
in items a-h. Better to define this section as "environmental factors".
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Section 5.5.3 Environmental Benefits: typo, p.5-7, first sentence: "demonstration” should
be "demonstrate”.

Section 5.6 Alternatives: recommend moving this section into the Appendix.

Section 5.6.4.8 Alternative 6, last full paragraph: pump station designated S-332C should be
S-332E.

Section 5.6.4.10, Alternative 9, 2nd paragraph: need to relook at environmental effects of
curtain wall, and potential impacts on the aquifer and timing & distribution of flows along
Everglades eastern wetland area.

Section 5.6.4.11 Alternative 6A: next to last sentence states that “project objectives of
restoring natural timing, location...would be addressed by these features." We could find no
evidence in your subsequent analyses that the timing of water deliveries was analyzed.
Although the modeling runs indicate anticipated water levels and durations, they do not
indicate the seasonal distribution of water. This is an issue of equal importance to the
amount of water.” There is no detailed analysis of the water quality effects of this plan.
Presumably operational details will be developed and made explicit during the PED process.
Without such details, it is not possible to make a full evaluation of the various alternatives.
Second paragraph, last sentence: please reword to the following.

"A concrete lined canal will be connected to the outlet side and discharge 1/2
mile west through the new S-332D tieback levee into the detention/retention
zone."

Figure 5-23 indicates that a new, 1000 foot bridge will be required to replace the existing
bridge across Taylor Slough. There is no basis for determining this bridge length. Where
did the 1000 foot length come from? Is it necessary to be that long?

{We need additional detail regarding S-332 D pump station discharge: how will it work;
general design concept}.

Section 5.10.1 Marl Soil Ecosystem Criteria: on pp. 5-51 and following, we agree that these
are suitable conditions for the formation of marl soils, based on Tabb’s work, and thus
represent a reasonable performance measure. From that point on, the analysis was not very
clear. Most of the marl model discussion on the bottom of p. 5-51 and the top of p. 5-53
was very awkward and hard to follow. Likewise, the continuing discussion on pp. 5-53 and
5-55 of Hydrohabitat Index was very confusing. Perhaps it would be clearer if the report
included sample calculations showing how some of the actual numbers in Table 56 were
derived. pg. 5-53 1st sentence: Section 2.5 is supposed to be marl measurements. Section
2.5 is actually population. Need to find it (we couldn’t) and rename appropriate section, or
delete that reference. '
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Section 5.14 Evaluation of Alternative Plans: this paragraph references Section 5.5. Section
5.2 names a separate group of objectives. How do these fit together? Which objectives are
driving this process? This needs to be clarified. Recommend clarifying first sentence of
Section 5.5 so the reader can better understand how the two sets of objectives are aligned.
The two tables (5.8 and 5.9) do not help. Which of the two tables drove the process of
choosing the best alternative? We recommend additional words to clarify and answer this
question.

Results of hydrological assessment model runs (Figs. 5-26 to 5-36 and Tables 5-10 and 5-11)
appear to be based on only one year of data (1976 - 1977). Given the wide variability of S.
Florida rainfall, it seems risky to extrapolate very far from this result. Is this an average
year?

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF RECOMMENDED PLAN

Section 6.6 Water Quality. Again, concerns regarding water quality exist, and we think they
should be addressed in this document in much more detail than what is covered in this
paragraph. N

Section 6.10, p. 6-7, 4th paragraph: Question re: calculation on Rocky Glades population.
How do we get from 15 to 50, if 5 households contain 3.2 persons per? Either go with
macro estimate, or change number to 16.

RECOMMENDED PLAN

Section 7.1.2 Pump Stations: there is no basis defined for sizing of the pumps (4 @300 cfs
= 1200 cfs). Please define the process used to size these pumps.

Section 7.1.2.4, S-332D: Staff needs to understand how pump station discharges flow
through the levee "toward" ENP. Is it through the retention/detention area, or directly to the
Park? How wide is the top of §-332D? (Operations & Maintenance staff need to have this
information to effectively comment from their perspective).

Section 7.1.2.5, S-332E: there is no definition of the basis for selecting 50 cfs capacity of
S-332E.

Section 7.1.3.1 Levee 31-W tieback: L-31W tieback goes north to S-332B instead of S-
332D (typo on page 7-5). L-31W indicates a levee crown width of 15 feet. District
requires at least 18 feet of levee crown width for maintenance purposes (vehicle and
equipment access needs). As it pertains to the section of the tieback north of S-176: there is
no specific functionl criteria defined for the retention/detention area. It would appear that
the retention/detention area is unlikely to have any real influence over the timing of flows
into ENP, given its size, and hydraulic gradients involved. With respect to the section of the
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tieback from S-176 south to S-175: its function appears to be to define a buffer zone, in
this case about 1 mile in width. It would appear to have a sole benefit in reduction of
seepage inflows, in this case to the C-111 canal. Is this its purpose? If so, is this the most
cost effective means to accomplish that end?

Section 7.1.3.2 S-332D Tieback Levee: The function of the levee appears to serve as a
"buffer” between the retention/detention area and L-31N. Staff is concemned that seepage
rates in the L-31N borrow canal will be significantly impacted by this tieback levee. To that
end, this report does not quantitatively address either absolute or differential seepage rates of
inflow to L-3IN. '

Section 7.1.3.7 Eastern Spreader Canal (C-111N): construction of C-111N includes
placement of the spoil as a mound on the north bank of the spreader canal. This would
appear to interrupt drainage from areas north of C-111N. What will be the impact on
upstream properties? This is a question must be addressed.  Extension of C-111N across
U.S. 1 to provide water supply to "Model Lands" between US 1 & Card Sound road would
appear reasonable, but is not included in the project as it is "outside authorization”. It would
seem reasonable to consider this for the future. Culverts across US 1 are still an issue,
requiring additional discussion with DOT prior to implementation of either project.

Section 7.2.1, p.7-7: Need to replace or delete the last sentence of the first paragraph with
new text. This sentence seems to contradict the preceding sentences in the paragraph,
regarding the interest that needs to be acquired. We assume that the "buffer lands" referred
to in the last sentence are the eastern portion of the Rocky Glades, but this is not totally
clear.

Section 7.2.2, p. 7-8: There is no discussion of the moving cost payments that may be
payable to the residents within the acquisition area. This should be addressed along with
some discussion about the obligation to pay for any business relocation moving costs (i.e.
moving fruit trees and irrigation system components from tropical fruit groves).

-Section 7.3 Monitoring: the overall monitoring plan is very cursory in nature. This needs to
be enhanced. The District will cooperate as part of this enhancement effort. Gathering data
will be important for future project iterations.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, REVIEW AND CONSULTATION

Section 8.5 Summary of Compliance with Environmental Regulations: Fish & Wildlife
Coordination Act, as amended, #8, last sentence. "These subjects are discussed in Section
7.4." They are not discussed in Section 7.4. Should be Section 7.3.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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LIST OF PREPARERS
Appendix C, section 7-b, p. C-5: Need to capitalize word "total" in next to last sentence.

Appendix C, section 9. Need to add discussion of residential and business moving costs.

Appendix C, section 10: We are required to do two appraisals when the subject property is
valued at more than $500 k. Thus, the number of appraisals that the District will have to do
to acquire 300 parcels will be more than 300, given that some portion of the parcels will be
valued in excess of $500 k. The Corps should be able to make a reasonable guess as to how
many parcels are large enough to require two appraisals. There should also be a discussion
about the costs associated with doing title work/obtaining title insurance and environmental
audits.
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The BEverglades Coalitiom

160 NW 176th Street
Suite 202
Miami, FL 33169
(305) 653-1136
(305) 653-0453 fax

April 15, 1994

Colonel Terrence Salt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

re: Draft Integrated GRR and EIS for C-111
Dear Colonel Salt:

By way, of this letter, the Everglades Coalition submits its comments on the
February 1994 Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report and
Environmental Impact Statement for Canal 111. We consider this project to
be a cornerstone in the effort to restore the Everglades system to its former
health, recreating a functioning ecosystem containing the same key
components and processes which once characterized its pre-project condition.
By reference we wish to restate the comments contained in National
Audubon Society's January 24, 1994, letter on the same subject.

We wish to congratulate the Corps for making significant improvements in
the proposal from when we last saw it. Your proposed retention/detention
areas will provide clean water, flood protection and a water barrier between
developed lands and the natural Everglades system. Your proposal goes a
long way towards restoring sheetflow in this area. We also applaud your
proposed acquisition of sensitive lands bordering Everglades National Park.
While this draft GRR represents a significant improvement over current
operating conditions we believe that further ecological improvements will be
achieved with the changes indicated below. We strongly support moving this
project forward on its current fast track.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT

The economic analysis for this project is flawed because it does not
incorporate the cost of the collapse of Florida Bay versus the benefits of
restoring it. The degradation of Florida Bay has endangered the economy of
the entire Florida Keys which is based in large part on fishing and diving.
Scientists agree restoration of freshwater flows is one essential ingredient to
the restoration of the Bay. Since a primary objective of the C-111 GRR is to
restore natural flows through Taylor Slough into the Bay, the economic
benefits of environmental recovery to these industries should be quantified
and will provide additional economic justification for this project.

ACHIEVING FULL RESTORATION

As described in the Ogden et al (1993) Report, "Environmental evaluation for the
structural alternative plans for the C-111 draft GRR, submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, December 1993", extensive ecological degradation of the
Taylor Slough and C-111 basins has occurred. This degradation has occurred
primarily as a result of changes in hydrological conditions caused by structural
and operational water management practices in the South Dade Conveyance
System (SDCS). Water levels in the marshes of Taylor Slough, Rocky Glades and
the C-111 basin have been significantly lowered. Depths during the wet season
now are.as much as 2 feet lower in some areas (Johnson and Fennema 1989,
Loftus et al 1992, Van Lent et al 1993, and Van Lent and Johnson 1993). Further,
the distribution and timing of water deliveries has been significantly altered.

These reductions in water depths have reduced hydroperiods basinwide,
resulting in changes in periphyton communities affecting the rest of the food
chain. This hydrologic disruption adversely affects the number of fish present
which affects the use of the area by predators such as birds (Bancroft 1993;
Affidavit, South Dade Land Corp. v. Sullivan). This has apparently led to the
widespread reduction in the use of this area by a suite of wetland dependent
species including Wood Storks, American Alligators, Wading Birds, Roseate
Spoonbills and fish.

The Congressional mandate for this General Reevaluation Report (GRR), is to
make structural modifications to the C-111 basin canal system which are capable
of imparting "restoration of the ecosystem in Taylor Slough and the eastern
panhandle of Everglades National Park (ENP) ... ." To meet this goal, these and
future modifications, as well as the establishment of operational criteria must be
designed to achieve hydrologic and ecological restoration. Ogden et al (1993) list
four important restoration objectives for these basins which we support:

?ﬁ
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a. The recovery of keystone/indicator species, including pre-
drainage wading bird nesting colony patterns, alligator
reproductive patterns, and freshwater fish population
movement and survival patterns;

b.  The recovery of viable populations for all endangered and
threatened species;

¢.  Reestablish the upland freshwater source to mangroves and
coastal wetland communities to restore their natural
productivity and ecological important detrital export to
estuaries;

d. The re-establishment of more natural spatial and temporal
patterns of salinities in coastal estuaries.

Achieving the goal of ecological restoration will require changing the works
and operations of the system in such a way that sufficient water will be placed
in the correct places at correct time to achieve hydrologic restoration.

Flexibility is essential to the development of a delivery system that mimics
historic hydrologic conditions in the marshes. The project must also be done in
a manner that the flood control obligations of the Corps are maintained in the
developed areas.

To ensure that this ultimate goal of ecological restoration is met, we recommend
that the Corps immediately take the following actions aimed at more precisely
refining the process and goals of restoration:

1. Undertake a complete review and evaluation of all historical and current
information to better define natural ecological functions for the affected
area (with particular attention given to pre-SDCS information).

2. Begin development of a fine scale natural systems model capable of
providing an estimate of pre-project hydrologic conditions. This is vital to
measuring the success of the project.

3. Create a comprehensive hydrologic and biologic monitoring program
capable of providing the quality, quantity, breadth and scope of
information necessary to fully evaluate the relative success of initial
structural and operational modifications. These data will be important for
designing future improvements and modifications to system operations if
ecological restoration is not achieved by initial structural and operational
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changes under this GRR. The critical parameters outlined in the Ogden et
al (1993) report on biological assessment should be included in the
monitoring program. The program should utilize other information
necessary to evaluate the success of the project gathered by

Everglades National Park, National Biological Survey, Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary and other natural resource managers.

PROPOSED STRUCTURAL MODIFICATIONS

We believe the preferred alternative (6A) makes significant progress towards
providing the general structural modifications needed to recreate natural
hydrologic conditions in northern Taylor Slough. We feel strongly that the
.process of achieving full ecological restoration of this area will be an iterative
one. As the operations plan for this revised system is developed and tested, we
expect some structural details to change to accommodate optimal operation. We
support efforts to build a system capable of flexibly meeting the entire range of
natural water delivery conditions.

Changes to the preferred alternative are required to more likely provide full
ecological restoration of the southern portion of the C-111 basin and the

southern portion of Taylor Slough. We recommend the following modifications
be made to the preferred alternative:

1. The size of the proposed retention/detention basins are insufficient to
meet the ecological restoration goals of the project. Therefore, we need to expand
the two cell retention/detention area north to Tamiami Trail as suggested in
Alternative 8 and south along C-111 through the Frog Pond past the entrance
road to the Park to the end of the farmlands as suggested in Technical Report
SFNRC 93-4. This larger strip or series of cells will provide more capacity for
capturing runoff from the developed areas to the east, providing flood

' protection, accommodating supplemental deliveries from the north, cleansing
water, and providing the flexibility to correctly time the release of water into
Everglades National Park. Furthermore, a water barrier in this area is essential
to reducing the seepage of water out of Northeast Shark Slough in Everglades
National Park. This integrated approach will also allow the maximum flexibility
to coordinate water deliveries between Northeast Shark Slough and the C-111
basin.

2. The placement and size of the 5-332 pumps and associated culverts must
be designed to achieve full ecological restoration of the Rocky Glades and
headwaters of Taylor Slough. In a restored system we don't believe the current
5-332 will allow the western portion of the Frog Pond to receive natural patterns
of water deliveries. By replacing the present 5-332 with a conversion of the
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northernmost east-west section of the L-31W canal into an open ended spreader
canal, the system will be capable of recreating sheetflow across the historic
headwaters of Taylor Slough. Sheetflow can also be enhanced by using a
continuous series of culverts along the western side of the retention/detention
basins from Tamiami Trail south. This is preferable to the proposed alternative
for two reasons. First, water delivered via this canal will be capable of restoring
hydroperiods in northern Taylor Slough, particularly through its historic
headwaters, rather than bypassing them to be injected at S-332. Second, a
spreader canal will recreate more natural distribution than use of 5-332 as a point
source discharge.

3. To achieve restoration of the southern part of the system , historic patterns
of flow must be recreated. To achieve this the following should become part of
the GRR. ‘

¢ The C-111N canal should become one side of a retention/detention area
extending from the south end of the Frog Pond ranging east through a gated
structure under Card Sound Road.

* The C-111N canal should be placed as far north as possible, south of the
upland contour line and linked with the retention/detention area to the
north. This northern placement is critical for restoring flows in this area and -
for spreading flood waters over a larger area.

* Two-way pumping capacity between the Rocky Glades/Frog Pond
retention/detention area and this extension should provide maximum
operational flexibility. Larger pumping capacity (at least 500 cfs) will provide
the flexibility to remove flood waters from the C-111 basin and discharge
them into the retention/detention area along the C-111N canal.

e Removal of the C-111 south of S-18C as an active canal is critical for the
restoration of sheet flow across this area of the Everglades and to prevent
pulse discharges into Manatee Bay and Barnes Sound.

These changes are necessary for three primary reasons.

First, the proposed location of C-111N severs hundreds of acres of high quality
wetland marsh from the rest of the basin. This severance will result in further
degradation of habitat as well as preclude recreation of natural ecological
conditions.
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Sécond, the proposed spreader canal is incapable of improving the timing of
flows to the area -- a critical component of ecological restoration. Unless flows
are extended over time in a way that matches historic natural delivery patterns
(something a spreader canal cannot do), natural ecological conditions cannot be
recreated. By substituting an extension of the retention-detention areas, the
ability to control timing as well as distribution of flows is enhanced.

Furthermore, by adding this new retention-detention area, flood control
obligations can be met while allowing the land south of this area to be used
solely for restoration objectives. We must eliminate the possibility of further
pulse damage to Barnes Sound and Manatee Bay as well as prevent sheetflow
disruption by the lower extent of C-111. Even without flushes from C-111,
unnatural releases of freshwater may unbalance Manatee Bay's estuarine
environment. These goals may be accomplished through filling C-111 south of
S-18C, or if cheaper and fully effective, through a series of closely spaced plugs.

We look forward to your revised GRR with great anticipation.

Sincerely,

e
Thomas D. Martin
Co-chair

1

&
Joseph Browder

Co-chair

7,
‘:_/,/ /4 ‘_‘,Zj—’/ /’\/

Theresa Woody
Vice-chair

cc: Tilford Creel
Richard Ring




Members of the Coalition include:

American Rivers

Audubon Society of the Everglades
Biodiversity Benefits

Center for Marine Conservation
Clean Water Action

Defenders of Wildlife

Dunlop & Browder
Environmental Defense Fund

Fishermen Against Destruction of
the Environment

Florida Audubon Society
Florida Bay Initiative, Inc.

Florida Defenders of the
Environment

Florida Keys Audubon Society
Florida Lake Management Society
Florida PIRG

Florida Wildlife Federation
Friends of the Everglades

Izaak Walton League

League of Women Voters of
Florida

National Audubon Society

National Parks and Conservation
Association

Everglades Outward Bound Center
1000 Friends of Florida

Reef Relief

Save Our Everglades, Inc.

Royal Palm Audubon Society

Sierra Club

SCLDF
Tropical Audubon Society
The Wilderness Society

Florida Conservation Association
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United States Forest Southern 1720 Peachtree Road, NW

Department of Service Region Atlanta, Georgia 30367
Agriculture

Reply to: 1950-4

Date: March 16, 1994

Mr. A. J. Salem

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0018

Dear Mr. Salem:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Integrated General
Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement on the Canal 111
Project. As this will have no impact on National Forest lands, we have no
comments.

Please continue to provide us with the opportunity to review other Corps of
Engineers environmental documents.

Sincerely,

Ll

Acting Regional Forester

CcC:
P&B
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AUDUBON
SOCIETY, INC.

5530 Sunset Dr., Miami, FL 33143
Phone (305) 666-5111

THE VOICE OF CONSERVATION IN SOUTH FLORIDA

March 11, 19%4

Colonel Terrence C. Salt, District Engineer
Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL. 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Salt:

Thank you for your response to my. letter of January 3, 1993,
which reached me through the office of Senator Graham. We
certainly have great hopes for the comprehensive review study of
the C&SF project. However at this time we are very concerned
about the GRR for the C-111 basin. We are keenly aware that the
solutions which the draft GRR proposes ultimately have to fit
into the larger picture of the comprehensive review study and of
Everglades restoration.

We find that alternative 6A, the preferred alternative, maintaius
the southern reach of canal C-111 and structure S-197. Everglades
National Park shows C-111 filled or plugged and structure S-197
deleted in their alternative #4 and their later alternative #8.
We concur. The only reason for keeping C-111 and S-197
operational 1is to use them for the purpose of draining £flood
waters from the C-111 basin into Barnes Sound. This is an
unacceptable use.

The draft GRR describes on pages 4-2 and 4-3 the damage caused by
the release of flood waters when the plug was removed at the end
of the C-111 canal in 1988. With S-197 in place the impact would
likely be less severe. However, we believe that such flood waters
could have a significant positive impact on Florida Bay if we
provided a means to get them there.

We surmise that the Corps' engineers felt that it was necessary
to keep C-111 and S-197 operational to assure flood protecticn
for South Dade farms and residences.

We would like to recommend a different structural solution to
achieve flood protection for South Dade. Alternative 6A shows




a buffer zone/treatment area west of L-31N. The same kind of
buffer should be established south of the areas under cultivation
in the (C-111 basin. Such a buffer is also shown in National
Audubon's "Report on Water Supply Preserves". (C-111 would be
plugged or filled.

If we experience heavy rains and South Dade is threatened with
flooding, drainage would be achieved by pumping water out of the
northern boundary canal over the levee into the treatment area.
From there the water wouid sheet flow south and ultimately reach
Florida Bay.

This design has three significant benefits over alternative 6A:
1) No destructive discharges of water into Barnes Sound.

2) All fresh water potentially available for Florida Bay will
reach the Bay.

3) Water quality issues which might exist now or which might
result from future land use decisions can be dealt with by an
appropriate design of these treatment a.eas.

More importantly this design concept will solve some of the
longstanding conflicts over water management between the
requirements of residentg and farmers in South Dade and the needs
of Everglades/Florida Bay restoration. The C-111 project must
ultimately be successful in the political arena to attract the
necessary funding for its implementation. The proposed design
will help to achieve this end. Because of these important
advantages we urge the Corps to model the alternative described
above.

We are also concerned about the significant differences between
Everglades National Park's alternative 8 and alternative 6A north
of the proposed structure S332A. If the 8 1/2 square mile area
should come into public ownership, then the area north of S332A
should look more like it is shown in alternative 8. The levee
design of alternative 6A south of S332A should be extended to the
north to provide flocd protection for residents and agriculture
to the east while making it possible to raise water levels in the
Park. If L-31 N remains the only dividing structure then water
management will continue to face the dilemma of either flooding




agricultural areas because of high canal stages or of draining
everglades wetlands because of low canal stages.

Our 1last comment relates to alternative 9. The consultants
employed by the South Dade Land Corporation estimated the cost of
their proposed solution to be about 1.4 million dollars per mile
at their upper limit. The Corps' engineers computed 6.6 dollars
per mile. The difference between the two estimates is too large
to be ignored and deserves a full explanation.

Sincerely,

bontlen, & Vs~

Karsten A. Rist
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) FLORIDA

Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences 18905 SW 280 Street
Tropical Research and Education Center Homestead FL 33031
Tel. (305) 246-6340

- Fax (305) 246-7003

Department of the Army

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers

P.0O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 April 1, 1994

. Dear Colonel Salt:

| recently attended the Public Meeting on the C-111 Basin held on 29 March
1994 at Homestead Senior High School. Unfortunately, | had to leave at 11:00
pm and did not get a chance to address you and the SFWMD representatives. |
will therefore submit written comments concerning the Central and Southern
Florida Project - DRAFT - Integrated General Reevaluation Report and
Environmental Impact Statement - CANAL 111 (C-111) SOUTH DADE COUNTY,
FLORIDA.

1. All Project Partners need to remember the original flood control [egisiation
(Flood Control Acts of 1948 and 1968) was intended for drainage, flood control,
and flood prevention and that subsequent legislation mandates that flood control
and prevention be given equal weight and consideration in any attempts to
reestablish more natural water flow and hydroperiods in Everglades National
Park. In general, this document tries to minimize and gloss over this fact.

2. Agricultural representatives from South Dade County should have been
Project Partners from the beginning of the development of this plan. Agricultural
representatives should be included in any further planning and decision making.

3. Alternative Pian #9 was given very inadequate and cursory treatment in the
document and should be looked at in much more depth and perhaps tested.

Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Institution
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4. There is a lack of any scientific data concerning water quality and the
agricuitural practices in South Dade County and any insinuations (found
throughout the text and in tables) that agriculture is poliuting the fresh water
should_be taken out.

5. Section 6.8 contains inaccurate agricultural statistics which tends to minimize
the scope, diversity, and economic vaiue of the agriculture in the Rocky Glades
area. Fruit crops grown in that area include mangos, ‘Tahiti’ limes, lychees,
carambolas, guavas, and longans.

6. Filood control and protection is missing from the Operational Control Section
(6.5.1). Flood control and protection for agricultural lands west (i.e., Frog Pond,
Rocky Glades) and east of L-31N and the C-111 canals should be a part of the

evaluation criteria for each proposed alternative plan.

7. Under Evaluation Criteria and Tables:

Table 5-2

in the row on Community Cohesion you indicate no change (0) for any of the
plans. This is not the case for those ptans where agricultural land (e.g., Rocky
Glades, Frog Pond) is taken out of production. There will be a definite
economic, social, and economic impact on the land owners, their families,
accessory businesses, and the community.

In the rows on Displacement of Business and Displacement of Farms you
indicate no change and negative changes (loss) due to most of the plans,
respectively. However, in reality farming is a business and so are ihe
businesses that serve farming (e.g., packinghouses, fertilizer companies, tractor
companies, etc.), therefore the Displacement of Business row should aisoc show
negative changes (losses) due to most of the plans.

Table 5-3
The information on the economic impact to agriculture, the community, the
county and state are missing.

Table 5-4: _

This table on economic evaluation of the various plans neglects the negative
economic impact on the loss of farm fand and accessory industries in the Annual
Benefits row.

Other commentis

1. Why has there not been an agricultural economic impact study conducted on
the effect of the various plans? Dade County is number five in agricultural
receipts in the State of Florida (Annon, 1993) and a recent study by the
University of Florida indicates sales of agricultural products contributed $910




million dollars to Dade county output (Mosely, 1990). In addition, the annual
value of the vegetable crop is over $293 million and the-tropical fruit crops
industry $74 million.

All of the proposed plans except perhaps Alt. #9 will greatly affect agriculture
and the accessory industries that serve it. The Central and Southern Florida
Project - DRAFT - Integrated General Reevaluation Report and Environmental
Impact Statement - CANAL 111 (C-111) SOUTH DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
document does not objectively nor thoroughly access the true ramifications of
the various plans on Dade County, Florida.

2. The fresh surface water and Biscayne aquifer from Lake Okeechobee south |
is connected and water levels in the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades area are
affected by water levels to the northeast and northwest. Therefore, the effect of
pumping water from the mainland to the Keys, of surface obstructions such as
the Tamiami Trail and roadways that protrude into the Everglades (e.g., road to
Flamingo and Shark River Slough), and the proposed development and pumping
from the West Wellfield should all be studied and factored in with respect to the
various pians proposed for the C-111 Basin.

3. None of the plans, including 6A appear to adequately address water levels,
flood control, and flood prevention east of L-31N and C-111.

4. Hydrologists from outside the Army Corp and SFWMD should be given the
opportunity to officially and objectively evaluate the proposed plans contained in
this document. Furthermore, outside review by hydrologists of the entire water
management problem for Everglades National Park and agriculture should be
seriously considered.

In closing, it does not appear that the Central and Southern Florida Project -
DRAFT - Integrated General Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact
Statement - CANAL 111 (C-111) SOUTH DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA plan was
objectively written, nor were the various plans investigated or objectively
analyzed. Any proposed plan that has such economic impact on the lives of
thousands of people, affects so much iand and productive agriculture, and that
will potentially cost millions of dollars necessitates careful, objective, planning.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

W#W

Jonathan H. Crane, Tropical
Fruit Crop Specialist




Citations

Annon. 1993. Touring Florida Agriculture. FL. Dept. of Agric. and Consumer
Services, Bob Crawford, Commissioner, 545 E. Tennessee St., Tallahassee, FL
32308

Moseley, A.E., 1980. Economic Impact of Agriculture and Agribusiness in Dade
County, Fiorida. Industry Report 90-4. Food and Resource Economics Dept,,
Univ. of FL, Gainesville, FL.




MicHAEL F. CHENOWETH
ATTORNEY AT LAW
31 GARDEN COVE DRIVE
KEY LARGO, FLORIDA

(30S5) 451-0993

MAILING ADDRESS
April 6, 1994 POST OFFICE BOX 236
HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 3309C

Colonel Terrence Salt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-~0019

RE: Central and Southern Florida Project
C-111 Plan

Dear COL Salt:

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the
Florida Division of the Izaak Walton League of America, Inc. with
regard to the above issue.

As I reviewed the District's Draft Integrated General
Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement, it struck
me that much of the problems we are having is due to the attitude
of our culture that we can take a natural place and change it to
suit us, without regard for the consequences of our actions.
South Florida would not be habitable for most of the residents
without artificial drainage and air conditioning, but the
drainage which has been forced on the land is now showing its
inevitable results in the pollution of the Everglades and the
death of Florida Bay. I was forced to wonder how many more
engineering-based plumbing solutions we can implement before we
realize that the protection of our water supply, our fisheries,
and the other amenities which made Florida attractive and useful
in the first place depend on real restoration of the historic
wetlands and drainage regimes.

The Florida Division supports the efforts of the Corps of
Engineers to remediate the problems of Flarida Bay. We strongly
endorse the proposal to acquire the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades.

It is unfortunate that the proposal does not include
immediate acquisition of the 8.5 square mile area. The problems
which these three areas present are reflections of the District's
and Dade County's lack of effective wetlands protection and use
of after the fact permitting to allow activities which were known
at the time to be damaging to the system. The problems which
exist now were predictable results of making political
compromises at that time, instead of acting to protect the
resource,

The proposal for the C-111 canal is insufficient to address




‘the continuing threat it poses to disruption of the water quality
and distribution in Florida Bay, Barnes Sound and Card Sound. As
you are certainly aware, a few years ago, these areas were
profoundly damaged by the unchecked release of billions of cubic
feet of fresh water into a system which had adapted to hyper-
saline conditions, in order to appease a few Homestead farmers
who might have had wet tomatoes. Residents of Blackwater Sound
reported massive kills of all sorts of marine organisms,
including fish, lobsters, and seagrasses. The damage to the
natural system which occurred cannot be overemphasized. Friends
reported at least one eight pound spiny lobster killed by the
fresh water. 1 belive that the current algae bloom condition of
Florida Bay was either triggered or reinforced by the
irresponsible release of that fresh water.

Now, the Corps' proposal is to remove the spoil along the C-
111, which should be used to refill and permanently close that
canal, and use it instead for fill for the L-31-W tieback levee.
This proposal is unacceptable. C-111 south of at least S5-18-C
must be permanently brought back to grade, and sheet-flow
throughout the Southern Glades must be reestablished west of US-
1. This should include the refilling of C-109 and C-110 as well.
Any incidental flooding which might occur as a result probably
would have occurred anyway had not the Corps and the State of
Florida meddled in the original natural drainage system.

It is not credible that the Corps must use spoil from C-111
as fill for L-31-W when the National Park is proposing, in a
permit submitted to your office, to place 9.5 million yards of
fill in wetlands elsewhere in the Everglades. It was originally
proposed to be put in the Frog Pond, and now I am told it is
being proposed to be put somewhere in Everglades National Park.
To the extent that fill is required for L-31-W, it should be
taken from the Hole-in-the-Doughnut spoil, and not from fill
which could be used to refill and restore the site of C-111.

It is obvious that the Corps' proposal is too little, too
late, and that much more, such as acquiring the 8.5 square miles,
and elimination of canal-directed drainage-motivated discharges
to the sea between Vero Beach and Miami, around to Fort Myers,
remains to be done. What vour staff has proposed, however, is an
important first step, and with the reservations outlined above,
we endorse the effort.

Very sincerely yours,

Michael F. Chenoweth, Vice President
The Florida Division of the Izaaak
Walton League of America, Inc.

cc: Dr. Carl Keeler, President




South
Florida
Regional
Planning
Coauncil

March 24, 1994

Mr. A ]. Salem
Department of the Army
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

RE: SFRPC #94-0303 - Review of the Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report and
Environmental Impact Statement on the Canal IIl Project; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
South Dade County, FL.

Dear Mr. Salem:

In response to the Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact
Statement on the C-111 Project, Council staff has recognized key regional issues, findings, and
recommendations germane to the project. Regional issues addressed in the draft reevaluation
report include the following:

Flood Control

Freshwater Flows to Florida Bay

Environmental resource protection and management
Water Resources Management

Urban growth and development

Wellfield protection

Flood Damage

Florida Bay Restoration
Surface Water Management
Infrastructure Cost

Many positive impacts on wetlands and water resource issues will potentially result from
proposed alternative project. However, Coundil staff recommends that project reviewers make use
of specific technical studies prepared by federal, state, regional, and local government agencies on
the comprehensive impacts of the proposed alternatives. The following goals and policies of the
Regional Plan for South Florida should also be used as reference and directional tools to address the
project’s regional issues.

Policy 8.1.1 Developments proposed for large undeveloped recharge areas of the aquifer
will ensure that the recharge potentiai of the property is not significantly
altered from the pre-development rate by leaving the greatest possible amount
of the property permeable and by retaining and filtering runoff.

Policy 8.1.11  The impact on wetlands will be analyzed as part of planning and development
of future wellfields to ensure that hydrologically sensitive habitats will not be
adversely affected.

Policy 8.1.12  Water system planning and development programs shall be consistent with
water availability, use, allocation, and management plans and coordinated with
the South Florida Water Management District.

Policy 8.1.17  Encourage and assist in increasing coordination among ail agen(;ies in the
development of hydrologic studies on the groundwater resources of the
Region.

3440 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 140, Hollywood, Florida 33021
Broward (305) 961-2898, Dade and Monroe (305) 620-4266, FAX (305) 961-0322
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Policy 8.1.18

Policy 8.1.19

Policy 8.1.22

Policy 8.1.27

GOALGB&.2

Policy 8.2.1

Policy 8.2.2

Policy 8.2.6

Policy 8.2.12

Policy 8.3.2

Local and regional agencies should encourage and assist in the development
and implementation of comprehensive water management plans and programs
for the Region that are consistent with state and South Florida Water
Management District plans. These plans should include water use guidelines
for urban development.

Encourage and assist in increasing coordination between water management
programs and land use planning efforts to ensure the long-range maintenance,
allocation, and enhancement of the Region's water resources.

The state, South Florida Water Management District and local governments
shall protect the water supply for the Everglades National Park, state park
lands, and other environmentally significant areas.

A definitive examination of historical water level data should be undertaken in
conjunction with computer modeling of the interaction of the groundwater
and surface water systems. At a minimum, the objectives should include:

a) the effect of surface water management systems on groundwater;

b} a determination of the elevation at which groundwater and surface water
will stabilize;

c) the effect of the determined water level on potable water supply and salt
water intrusion; and

d) the effect of projected sea level rise on groundwater quality and quantity.

To protect groundwater quality and quantity and where feasible, improve
water quality.

Discourage water management and development projects that may alter the
natural wet and dry cycles or cause functional disruption of wetlands and
aquifer recharge areas.

Encourage the maintenance, restoration or creation of wetland areas to provide
natural cleansing of surface water runoff and to aid in aquifer recharge.

Regquire the use of generally accepted best management practices to reduce or
prevent groundwater pollution particularly in aquifer recharge areas.

Prior to allowing any modifications to existing groundwater control elevations
in the Region, the South Florida Water Management District should evaluate.
the following:

a) the effect on water quality in the Region;

b) the effect on salt water intrusion in the Region;
c) the effect on the Region's water supply; and

d) the effect on marine resources.

Wellfield protection programs, including appropriate ordinances, shall be
developed and implemented which address as a minimum, condemnation or
elimination of existing inappropriate land uses, prohibitions, structural
containment safeguards, monitoring, emergency reporting and clean up,
personnel training, inventory, and financiai responsibility.
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GOAL B84

" Policy 8.4.1

Policy 8.4.9

Policy 8.4.13

Policy 8.4.14

GOALS8S

Policy 8.5.2

Policy 8.5.13

Policy 8.5.14

To provide adequate flood protection while maintaining surfacial water
quality, protecting natural ecosystems, and providing for adequate aquifer
recharge.

Surface water management systems should be designed, at a minimum, to
meet level of service standard "C" as shown in Figure Policy 8.3 of the
background statement, unless natural resource, water supply or related factors
preclude this.

All project lakes of new developments should be designed so as to prevent the
direct discharge of stormwater runoff in these lakes.

Encourage the establishment of natural vegetation buffer zones and gradually
sloping berms away from artificial waterways in order to increase safety
around the lakes and prevent the direction of contaminants into adjacent water

bodies.

A vegetated and functional littoral zone shall be established as part of any new
surface water management system of lakes greater than or equal to 0.5 acres in
size. Prior to construction of the surface water management system for any
phase of a project, the developer shall prepare a design and management plan
of the wetland/littoral zone that will be established as part of these systems.
The littoral zone established shall consist entirely of native vegetation and shall
be maintained permanently as part of the water management system. At a
minimum, 10 square feet of vegetated littoral zone per linear foot of lake
shoreline shall be established as part of the surface water management system.
This vegetated littoral zone habitat shall be located such that no less than 50
percent of the total shoreline is buffered by a minimum width of 10 feet of
vegetated littoral zone habitat.

Eliminate the net loss of functional values of wetland systems in the Region
and protect remaining wetland systems.

Degradation or destruction of functional wetlands and deep water habitats will
occur in the Region only if:

a) the activity is necessary to prevent or eliminate a public hazard, and

b) the activity is in the public interest and no other reasonable alternaiive
exists; and

c) the habitat functions and values are significantly less than those typically
associated with such habitats and the habitat cannot be reasonably
restored, and

d) the activity is water dependent, but in no case shall the activity be allowed
for obtaining fill; and

e) the activity does not destroy the habitat of threatened or endangered
species.

As a site is developed, invasive exotic plants will be removed from areas to be
developed as well as areas to be left in a natural state or as part of the
landscaping.

Coordinated efforts among local, regional, state and federal agencies to indicate
invasjve exotic plants should be implemented.
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Policy 8.5.15

Policy 8.5.16

GOAL 10.1

Policy 10.1.1
Policy 10.1.2

GOAL 10.2

Policy 103.1

Policy 103.8

GOAL 10.5

Policy 10.5.7

Policy 12.1.5

For those projects located in areas that were historically wetlands,
development review and approval shall include consideration of the mitigation
of historical wetland loss in addition to any wetland loss as a result of the
proposed project. If the site has no wetlands at the time of review, and if
appropriate, the applicant shall create and maintain a minimum of one percent
of the total site acreage as wetlands. If the site has wetlands, those wetlands
shall be preserved, or if appropriate, their loss mitigated consistent with
Regional Policies 8.5.3 and 85.4. Mitigation banking and off-site mitigation
may be considered under either scenario.

Project lakes for new development will be constructed with at least a 4:1
(horizontal to vertical) side slopes to a depth of at least two feet below the
water contro] elevation. These areas will be planted with vegetation acceptable
to the reviewing agency and maintained until an appropriate annual survival
rate is maintained.

Beginning in 1991, maintain or increase the percentage of the area of natural
systems in the Region based on the area documented in local government
comprehensive plans.

As a site is developed, invasive exotic plant species shall be removed.
Discourage the introduction and spread of invasive exotic plants in the Region.

By 1995, increase the effectiveness of regulations designed to protect and
enhance the long-term productivity of natural systems.

Discourage activity reducing or adversely altering the habitat of an endangered
or threatened species or species of special concern.

In the review process, developments which contain potentially significant
habitat or species shall, at a minimum, be required to:

a) inventory the site with an approved methodology and provide the results
of the survey to reviewing agencies; and

b} either preserve the habitat of the species with appropriate buffers or
relocate the species and habitat if determined acceptable by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife - Service and the Floridza (lame and Fresliwater Fish
Commission. -

All inventories must occur during the time of year that the anticipated species
or plant community may be observed.

By 1995, identify lands and develop land acquisition and management practices
in the Region which integrate and provide a sufficient water supply and
protect wildlife and natural resources.

Encourage the use of tax incentives, transfer of development rights, and other
means to protect flood plains, floodways, and significant wetlands.

Increase participation in recycling program and the use of recycled goods on all
levels.
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GOAL 14.1
_ Policy 14.1.1
Policy 14.1.6
GOAL 14.2
Policy 14.2.1

Policy 14.2.2

Policy 14.2.3

Policy 14.2.4

GOAL 16.1

Policy 16.3.7

Sincerely,

Senior Planner

JHG/ke

Beginning in 1991, minimize the impacts of mining on the health of the citizens
of South Florida.

Utilize methods to prevent permanent groundwater and surface water
contamination during mining operations.

Department of Environmental Regulation regulations for mining shall be met
to reduce point of source pollution.

Return all mined areas to natural or other productive use upon completion of
mining activities.

All companies planning to commerdially mine resources in the Region will file a
reclamation plan prior to commencement of mining activity.

Reclamation plans will include guidelines for final use and design of completed
mines. These guidelines will include, but not be limited to:

a) use of the land, depending on location (urban, residential, etc.);

b) desired natural function, (wildlife habitat, wetland enhancement, etc.);

c) slopes for littoral zones; and

d) a stated reasonable and practical time period in which restoration is to
occur.

Coordinate current state and local mining regulations and reclamation plans to
ensure that financial means are available to obtain sufficient reclamation.

Prepare an inventory and reclamation plan for abandoned mining areas.

Establish a planning framework for regional land use with a planning horizon
of at least 20 years by 1995.

Existing natural wetlands which are pristine or of high quality will be
incorporated into the site plans of developments in the Region, or preserved in
such a way that they are not adversely impacted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please call, if you have any questions.

YO/ Py

James H. Graham, Ir.
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Marathon Government Annex
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490 63rd Street, Ocean
Marathon, FL 33050
Telephone: (305) 289-6000
FAX: (305) 289-6013

April 4, 1994

COL Terrence Salt
Jacksonville District

Army Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear COL Salt:

Thank you for being at the public hearings regarding the
plans to restore fresh water to the Everglades, held in
Homestead, March 29, 1994. I thought you personally handled the
crowd just right. Unfortunately, the same cannot be said for
your assistant.

When I was a Lieutenant in the Corps thirty years ago, we
had better sound systems than the one that was used at the
hearing. I am disappointed that a better system was not
available.

Although I signed up to speak, I was not allowed the
opportunity prior to my departure on the bus which brought us to
the hearing.

The "T" shirt I presented to you is a statement of our
concerns. You saw many of us wearing those shirts, although
there were not enough for all of us from the Keys. Those with
shirts accounted for only about half of the people from the
Keys. 1If you were to hold hearings in the middle of the Keys,
there would be many many more people in attendance.

To briefly summarize Mayor London's message, which
contained many important statistics, "Our environment is our
economy". The problems in Florida Bay may effect 80,000 Monroe
County residents, in some way. Obviously directly effected are
the fishermen and guides, and as the pea green mess approaches
the inhabited Keys, property values drop, visitors are fewer
which in turn effects all businesses in the Keys. The problems
in the Everglades and Florida Bay obviously has a greater impact
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on Monroe County residents than to the farmers whose numbers by
their owri admission, only account for a high of 6,000.

One gentleman from the Farm Bureau mentioned his concern
that the elected officials were not doing anything to resolve
the issue. 1 served on the South Florida Regional Planning
Council last year and during that time, there never was a
Commissioner from Dade County in attendance. I have at
several Florida Bay meetings held by the South Florida Water
Management District and the Corps of Engineers, and have never
seen a Dade County Commissioner in attendance. Apparently
they have little interest in this problem.

I have not studied the proposed plan 6A in detail so I
don't offer any technical solutions. I only request that your
efforts be to restore the Everglades and Florida Bay to its
natural condition as much as possible and in the most cost
effective manner.

Thanks again for your attendance at the public hearing.

Sincerely,

& o X ol

A. EARL CHEAL, DBA
Mayor Pro Tem

AEC:mkn

cc: Monroe County Board Of County Commissioners

salt0055.68/PEO
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BRANCH OFFICE CLERK QF THE CIRCUIT COURT BRANCH OFFICE
3117 OVERSEAS HIGHWAY MONROE COUNTY 88820 OVERSEAS HIGHWAY
MARATHON, FLORIDA 33050 500 WHITEHEAD STREET PLANTATION KEY, FLORIDA 33070
TEL. (305) 289-6027 KEY WEST, FLORIDA 33040 TEL. (305) 852-7145

TEL. (305) 292-3550

May 4, 1994

Colonel Terrence C. Salt

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Salt:

Please be advised that at a Special Meeting in formal
session on April 12, 1994, the Board of County Commissioners of
Monroe County adopted Resolution No. 121-1994, authorizing the
Mayor of Monroe County to provide the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers with written comments on the Draft General Reevaluatlon
Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
reconstruction of the C-111 Canal.

Enclosed please find a certified copy of this
Resolution for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Danny L. Kolhage

Clerk of Circuit Court

and ex officio Clerk to the
Board of County Commissioners

oy ol €. Qo andie

Isabel C. DeSantis,
Deputy Clerk

cc: Mayor of Monroe County
County Attorney
File




Mayor Jack London

RESOLUTION NO. 121-1994

" A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR OF
MONROE COUNTY TO PROVIDE THE U. S. ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS WITH WRITTEN
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GENERAL
REEVALUATION REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE PROPOSED
RECONSTRUCTION OF THE C-111 CANAL

OZ I8 b= A bs,
INIINERINTERIERIE

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has developed a Draft General
Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
reconstruction of the C-111 Canal near Homestead and Florida City, Florida; and’

WHEREAS, the proposed changes to the C-111 canal basin are being designed to
significantly alter the amount of fresh water currently entering the Taylor Slough
drainage basin within Everglades National Park; and

WHEREAs; reduction in the historic flow of fresh water through Taylor Slough,
which flows into Florida Bay, is a significant component of the current ecological
degradation being witnessed in Florida Bay, and

WHEREAS, the health of Florida Bay plays a critical role in the continued health
of tourist and commercial fishing economies in Monroe County, Florida; and

"WHEREAS, the health of Florida Bay also plays a significant part in defining the
character of the Keys' quality of life for its citizens whose lives are so integrally
intertwined with the ambient waters and marine life of the Keys; and

WHEREAS, the decline of Florida Bay is currently having a significant impact on
the tourism and commercial fishing economies and the general quality of life in

Monroe County, Florida.




BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF

'MONROE COUNTY, FLORIDA, that: 1

« the Mayor of the Board of Commissioners is authorized to provide the attached
letter as the official comments of the Board regarding the C-111
Reconstruction Project; and

o this letter reflects the Board's vital interest in the appropriate and expeditious
completion of this project; and

« this letter also reflects the Board's strong commitment to the revitalization of
the County's tourist and commercial fishing economies and general quality of
life through the restoration of heaith to Florida Bay.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of County Commissioners of Monroe
County, Florida at a snecial meeting held on the 12th day of April, A. D. 1994.

Mayor London ves

Mayor Pro Tem Cheal yes "
Commissioner Freeman absent

Commissioner Harvey yes

Commissioner Reich yes

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
MONROE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Gl s

JAC ONDON, MAYOR

(SEAL)
Attest: DANNY L. KOLHAGE, Clerk

Goalel, 0. Duplontic

CLERK OF THE COURT

G/W/DC/BC042412 . APPROVED B3 1u ..
Aﬂﬂ\ FFi C\
. B -
F‘rnmav'c nee
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MAYOR, Jack London, District 2
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COUNTY of MONROE

KEY WEST FLORIDA 33040

12 April 1994

Colonel Terrence C. Salt

District Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

P. O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

MONROE COUNTY COMMISSION'S COMMENTS: DRAFT GENERAL
REEVALUATATION REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE C-llI CANAL.

Dear Colonel Salt:

The paramount concern and commitment of the Board of Commissioners
and citizens of Monroe County to the issues surrounding the demise and
resurrection of Florida Bay was evident at the recent public hearings held by the
Army Corps of Engineers in Homestead. Monroe County represents a small
fraction of the population of south Florida, a mere 78,000 residents, and yet more

half of those in attendance wore the orange Tee Shirts pronouncing, "No
Bay.....No Jobs!"

We thank the Corps of Engineers for its current intensified effort and shared
commitment to the restoration of the Everglades Ecosystem and, particularly,
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Florida Bay. We equally appreciate your continued efforts to restore flows to
Taylor Slough and Florida Bay and the opportunity to comment on your current
plans to do so.

L. Monroe County has the following concerns and objectives regarding
Florida Bay and the C-1ll canal:

1. Florida Bay is a critical economic and environmental resource for Monroe
County. A vast segment of the County's $2 Billion annual tourist economy and
$90+ million annual fishing economy depend upon the ecological health of
Florida Bay. In addition, real estate values and tax revenues in Monroe County
depend upon environmental health, which is what draws people to the Keys.

Tourism
« Over 6.2 million tourists visited the Keys in 1990.
+ Tourists spent over $787 million in 1991 in Monroe County.

« The tourist economy, which depends on clean marine waters, healthy reefs, and
abundant fish life, employed 18,000 people in 1990.

« In 1992 the Hotel/Motel industry generated $314 million in gross sales.

« In 1992 the Hotel/Motel industry generated over $18 million in yearly sales
taxes in Monroe County.

Commercial Fishing

« The commercial fishing industry represents an important source of revenue for
Monroe County; in 1990, commercial fisherman landed 19.7 million pounds of
finfish, shellfish, and other aquatic organisms.

« 1990 dockside landings were valued at over $48.4 million. This corresponded
to over $90 million in total economic activity generated by the industry.

« The commercial fishing industry produces over 20% of the statewide total for
at least 12 economically important species.




o There are 3,550 commercial vessels, 3,294 saltwater products licenses, 83
wholesale seafood dealers, 155 retail seafood dealers in Monroe County.

« The 1991 pink shrimp landings in Monroe County dropped by almost 80%
from 1981 levels (from 15,773,173 pounds landed in 1981 to 3,267,315 landed
in 1991) resulting in the collapse of the pink shrimp industry. The nursery
grounds for pink shrimp lie within Florida Bay. '

Real Estate

« The Real Estate Industry, which depends on a healthy Florida Bay and Reef
System to sell properties, in 1990 generated over $150 million in purchase
loans.

« The current volume of real estate sales in Monroe County exceeds $250 million
annually.

« Mortgage loan closings presently exceed $400 million per year.

« Public revenue, in the form of state intangible taxes and documentary stamps,
generated annually from real estate closings presently exceeds $2.5 million.

2.  Florida Bay is undergoing an ecological collapse.

« At least 83,000 acres of seagrasses, which provide food and shelter for fish and
shellfish, have died in the past 6 to 7 years.

» Algae blooms fueled by the seagrass die-off, have clouded the Bay's clear
waters and have extended as far as the Florida Keys coral reef tract,
compounding the damage and affecting fishing and diving interests there.

« Millions of sponges have died recently, as a result of algae blooms, eliminating
habitat for commercially valuable spiny lobsters, other invertebrates, and
juvenile fish.

» Sediments underlying the currently denuded sea bottom are re-suspended
continuously under virtually all wind conditions, not just during storm events.

« Salinities and temperatures have become uncharacteristically high and exhibit
less seasonal fluctuation than is typical, an unhealthy circumstance.




« Oxygen levels frequently plummet and are, now, typically lower than average.
This forces respiration in normally photosynthetic algae and remaining
seagrasses. The condition also promotes more and more frequent fish kills.

Among other causes, a lack of historical fresh water inputs to Florida Bay ranks
prominently in the demise of this formerly rich ecosystem.

3. The restoration of Florida Bay must be a paramount objective for the Army
Corps Engineers in their management of fresh water and the network of
conveyance canals on the mainland. Monroe County's economic health and
quality of life depend on it.

4. There is a scientific consensus that the restoration of clean, nutrient and
pesticide free, fresh water flows to Florida Bay is an action that can be taken NOW
to help restore vitality to Florida Bay. Until recently, flows have been
systematically reduced by as much as 80% over the past fifty years as the result of
the Army Corps' construction and management of the South Florida water
conveyance system. As a result of these past actions, Florida Bay has been
changed from an estuary into a hypersaline lagoon.

S. The C-111 canal system is a critical part of the canal system that now
controls flows to Florida Bay. This canal system has been utilized to divert fresh
water away from Taylor Slough where it historically contributed to the Bay's fresh
water inputs. The Corps has taken this action without considering the harm to
Monroe County, simply to benefit a few land owners in south Dade County. This
policy and action must be reversed.

6. In addition, the C-111 has been used to release huge quantities of fresh
water into Manatee Bay and Bames Sound during periods of intense rainfall. The
unnatural slugs of fresh water have resulted in fish kills, destruction of benthic
resources, and have resulted in significant harm to the residents of Monroe
County. Once again, the Corps has taken these actions to provide drainage to a
few landowners in south Dade County.

7. New plans for the C-111 canal system must reverse these damages to
Monroe County. The new plans must advance the restoration of fresh water flows
to Florida Bay, eliminate the harmful discharges to Manatee Bay, and must be
formulated to account for their impacts to the economy of Monroe County.




II. Specific comments on the Army Corps' preferred alternative for
reconstruction of the C-111 canal System.

1. The economic impacts of the C-111 reconstruction plan on the future
economy and environmental health of Monroe County have not been taken into
consideration. This is a serious short coming in the Corps' planning. The Corps'
actions regarding the C-111 canal have seriously impacted the economy of
Monroe County in the past and the plan is woefully incomplete without this
analysis.

2. The preferred alternative, Plan 6A, is a step in the right direction, but it does
not go far enough in satisfying the preceding concerns and objectives. The
analyses and computer models from Everglades National Park, as well as, from the
Corps itself, indicate that the preferred plan will make modest advances only in
restoring fresh water levels in Taylor Slough, and thus, Florida Bay. It will not
return historic levels of flow to the Bay.

3. Monroe County supports the following specific components of Plan 6A:

« Acquisition of the lands west of the L-31/C-111 canals, known as the "Frog
Pond" and the "Rocky Glades Agricultural Area." Keeping these lands dry
enough to farm causes huge losses of fresh water from Taylor Slough and
Florida Bay, causing damage to the interests of Monroe County.

» Establishment of the retention/detention areas west of L-31, with pumps and
structures to deliver water westward into Taylor Slough.

. Backfilling of the C-109 and C-110 canals with 9-10 plugs in each.

o Building a 1,000 foot bridge across State Road 9336 (the road leading to
Flamingo) at the Taylor Slough crossing, to replace the current inadequate
bridge and culverts.

These structural and land use changes will benefit Florida Bay by increasing water
levels and flows in Taylor Slough, and thus, fresh water flows to Florida Bay.




4. Monroe County requests that the following changes in the preferred plan (6A)
be evaluated and implemented if deemed to be effective in improving conditions
in Florida Bay:

« Replace the proposed C-111N spreader canal with a water detention/retention
area running east-west at the head of the C-111 basin. The detention/retention
area must be located further north than the proposed spreader canal, in order to
reestablish fresh water flows and deliver maximum benefits to these coastal
wetlands. The retention/detention area must extend across US-1 in order to re-
establish fresh water flows into the impounded wetlands between US-1 and
Card Sound roads. Construct a 500 cfs pump at the S-332E location to
accommodate both normal and high rainfall periods.

« Plug and backfill the existing C-111 canal below the S-18C structure and
eliminate the S-197 structure. The C-111 canal must NEVER AGAIN be used
to discharge flood waters to Manatee Bay. Construction of the
retention/detention area described above, and the larger pump, will give
operational flexibility to manage high rainfall periods.

» In the long-term and with a look to the Big Picture, the retention/detention area
west of the L-31 canal and levee must be extended northward to the Tamiami
Trail. The productivity and health of Florida Bay will be completely restored
only if more fresh water is delivered to Everglades National Park as a whole,
and therefore, Taylor and Shark River Sloughs, from Water Conservation Area
3 (WCA 3). Currently we "rob Peter to pay Paul" within Everglades National
Park and south of the Tamiami Trail, when delivering more water to Taylor
Slough. The coordinated rise in water levels within both Sloughs, with a
consideration of quantity, quality, and hydro-period, is ultimately essential to

- the restoration of health to Florida Bay.

« These changes to the preferred plan will help to eliminate the adverse impacts
that Monroe County currently feels in the administration of water conveyance
and management in the C-111 basin.

5. Finally, Monroe County requests that the Army Corps of Engineers
accelerate the schedule for the implementation of the preferred plan. The crisis in
Florida Bay is too urgent, a compressed schedule must be developed and
implemented. The Corps must request funds from Congress for Fiscal Year 1995
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to begin implementation of the preferred plan, inclusive of the modification
requested above. '

On behalf of the citizens of Monroe County, whose livelihoods are so
integrally tied to the health of Florida Bay, the Board of Commissioners is
heartened to see the strength of the Corps' current efforts to restore the Everglades
Ecosystem, and Florida Bay as a part of it. We implore the Corps to look more
closely at the down stream impacts created from its past actions in the Everglades.
These impacts are felt most strongly in the Keys. We appreciate the opportunity
to address our concerns both for the impacts of Florida Bays' demise on our
economy and on your efforts in the C-111 basin to resurrect Florida Bay. We look
forward to future participation in this vital process.

ayor Jack London
onroe County Board of Commissioners

G/W/DC/BC042411




Working for the Nature of Tomorrow,

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Southeastern Natural Resources Center (404) 876-8733
1401 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 240, Atlanta, GA 30309 FAX (404) 892-1744

April 14, 1994

Colonel Terrence Salt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0018

Dear Colonel Salt:

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) appreciates your leadership in
helping to restore the Everglades ecosystem. As you know, NWF is the
nation’s largest conservation education organization. Founded in
1936, the Federation works to comnserve natural resources and to
protect the Earth’s environment. NWF has approximately 48,000
Florida members committed to the protection and management of
wildlife habitat. The Corps’ Canal 111 proposals, put forth in the
Febr -3 4 r r val i R r n
Environmental Impact Statement (GRR/EIS), represent a significant
step towards restoring sheetflow in the Everglades, an essential
component of any Everglades restoration plan.

The Draft GRR/EIS offers a significant improvement over both present
conditions in the area and previous Corps proposals. The proposed
retention/detention area will significantlv contribute toward
improving flood protection, creating a water barrier between the
Everglades and developed lands, and providing clean water. While we
agree with your recommendation to support Alternative 6A, we believe
Alternative 6A could be improved in several ways:

1. The Corps should expand the retention/detention area north to
Tamiami Trail (as suggested in Alternative 8) and south along
C-111 through Frecg Pond and past the Park entrance road (as
suggested in Technical Report SFNRC 93-4). This would
offer better flood protection, create more capacity for
capturing runoff from developed areas, and allow for better
timing of released water into Everglades National Park, while




NWF Comments, Corps Canal 111 Project
April 14, 1994
Page Two of Three

reducing seepage out of the Park through Northeast Shark
Slough.

2. In order to maximize ecological restoration of the Rocky
Glades area and the headwaters of Taylor Slough, the Corps
must create an open-ended spreader canal between C-111 and
§-332. This would re-create zheetflow across the headwaters
of Taylor Slough in a manner most consistent with historic
flow.

3. We recommend the addition of the following measures to re-

create historic flow patterns in the southern part of the
system:

» Place the C-111N canal as far north as possible and link
it with the retention/detention area. This is important
for restoring flows and spreading flood waters.

* Use a pumping capacity of at least 500 cfs between the
Rocky Glades/Frog Pond retention/detention area and the
C-111N extension, in order to provide operational
flexibility to remove flood waters from the C-~111 basin.

e Remove the portion of C-=111 south of S-18C as an active
canal to restore. sheetflow into Florida Bay and to
eliminate the risk of fish kills from pulse discharges
into Barnes Sound and Manatee Bay following heavy rains.

We also recommend that you consider the opportunity cost of the “No
action” Alternative in order to obtain a more accurate assessment of
the economic impact of the Canal 111 project. The economy of South
Florida is dependant upon the environment. Commercial and
recreational fishing, and diving are multi-million dollar industries
that could not survive the further degradation of Florida Bay. The
value-added to Florida’s ecconomy by these business ventures provides
further economic justification for this project.



http:S-':l.32

NWF Comments, Corps Canal 111 Project
Aapril 14, 1994
Page Three of Three

The acquisition of the Rocky Glades and Frog Pond areas are crucial
to the restoration of freshwater flows into the Everglades ecosystem
and Florida Bay. NWF supports the Corps’ proposal to secure these
sensitive areas.

Achieving hydrologic restoration of this ecosystem will require the
delivery of a sufficient amount of water at the proper times to the
appropriate places. To ensure.that we achieve tlie uitimate goal ot
ecological restoration, the Corps’ meets its flood protection
obligations, and to provide project flexibility, we recommend that
the Corps take these specific actions:

« Undertake a complete review and evaluation of all historical
and current information, to better define natural ecological
functions for the affected area;

+ Develop a fine-scale natural systems model capable of
providing an estimate of pre-project hydrologic conditions,
to measure the success of the Canal 111 Project; and

+ Create a comprehensive hydrologic and biologic monitoring
program, to fully evaluate the relative success of initial
structural and operational modifications.

Thank vyou for taking this major step forward to restore ihe
Everglades/Florida Bay. We look forward to your continued leadershlp

regarding this unigue and important ecosystem.

Sincerely,

Caroly aldron
Director
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ENVIRONMENTAL
DEFENSE FUND

California Office
Rockridge Markct Hall
5655 College Ave.
Oakland, CA 94618
{510) 658-8008

Fax: 510-658-0630

COMMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND
CONCERNING
THE DRAFT INTEGRATED GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR

CANAL 111 (C-11]1), SOUTH DADE COUNTY, FIL.ORIDA

Submitted by:
Rodney M. Fujita, Ph.D
Scnior Scientist
April 14, 1994

The Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) is a non-profit, non-governmental
organization that uses science, law, and economics to solve environmental problems. EDF
has 6 offices and 250,000 members nationwide. Rodney M. Fujita is a marine ecologist with
special expertise in water quality assessment and protection. Dr. Fujita has led EDF's efforts
to protect the marine ecosystems of the Florida Keys since 1988.

EDF has a deep interest in protecting and restoring the integrated ecosystems of South
Florida, a biologically rich and productive system extending from the Caesium Basin to the
barrier reefs of the Florida Keys. EDF attomeys have played an important role in developing
solutions to the problem of nutrient poliution originating from agriculture in the Everglades.
EDF staff have aiso been actively stiroulating ecosystem restoration efforts focused on the
restoration of a more natural pattern of water flow through the integrated landscapc and
seascape of South Flonda. EDF has also long been active m efforts to protcct and restore the

Natranal Headdqaaricry
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coral reefs (and associated marine ecosystems) of the Florida Kcys. EDF helped draft
legislation establishing the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, and has been active in
the development of the Sanctuary's comprehensive management plan. Because the restoration
of good water quality is key to the restoration of the ecosystem as a whole, EDF has focused
on the development of a meaningful and enforceable water quality protection plan.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON DRAFT THE INTEGRATED GENERAL REEVALUATION
REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

EDF concurs with the regional goals and success criteria established in the Science
SubGroup Report (pp. 30-31): reinstatement throughout the system of natural hydroperiods
and sheet flow as approximated by natural system models; reestablishment of predrainage
wading bird nesting colony locations and timing of nesting; no further wetland losses;
restoration of degraded wetlands; wetland use permits stipulating requirements for enhanced
hydrologic connectivity, water quality, and water storage; improved recruitment of fishery and
nonfishery species: increased fish abundance and reinstatement of species in pre-disturbance
locations; reduction in mercury body burdens in top carpivores; reduction of contaminants in
sediments; increases in native faunal diversity; reduction in deformed fish in estuaries;
reappearance of missing vegetative landscapes; elimination of nutrient tolerant and exotic
plant species; a periphyton community characteristic of oligotrophic, natural hydroperiod
syslems; and increases in the populations of threatened and endangered species. More
specific obj. . 1ves and strategies for achieving these goals are sketched out in the Science
SubGroup K- ort. Changes in the structure and functioning of the C-111 project have
important implications for Florida Bay and the marine ecosystems of the Keys. EDF supports
the hydrologic and ecological restoration objectives and strategies for coastal areas, Florida
Bay, the Florida Reef Tract, and the Florida Keys to the Dry Tortugas described in the
Science SubGroup Report (pp. 63-71). EDF believes that these goals and strategies to
achieve them are consistent with the replacement of unsustainable, damaging economic
activity (farming in foriner wetlands subject to flooding) with sustainable, high-value,
environmentally responsible economic activities (commercial and sport fishing, tourism, etc.).

EDF supports the general intent of the proposed C-111 project modifications: to
restore the bydrology of the C-111 basin and Taylor Slough to a more natural pattern of
freshwater input, depth, and timing. However, while it seems clear that Alternative 6A (the
recommended alternative) will provide the greatest ecological benefits, EDF cannot
recommend adoption of any of the alternatives for the C~111 project at this time becausc
changes in operational criteria to be associated with these criteria have pot yet been specified.

EDF concludes that all of the alternatives described in the Integrated General
Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement (IGRR/EIS) are likely to fail
to achieve important goals set out by the Science SubGroup for the region (pp. 57-71).
Impacts of the alternatives, both positive and negative, on listed and endangered species are
expected to be insignificant; hence, the goal of expanded populations of these species will
probably not be achieved. The goal of restoring natural fire regimes will not be met under

{2
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any of the proposed alternatives. Beneficial impacts on water quality are only speculated
upon in the IGRR/EIS. Because increased flows of nutrient-enriched water to Florida
Bay have the potential to be very damaging, it is imperative that the factors that have
been contributing to noncompliance with water quality standards in the region be
established and controlled to ensure that nutrient (and other poliutant) concentrations in
all water released into the Bay are close to pristine levels.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 2-11. Phosphorus levels at S-332, S§-175, and $-18C are low but have been increasing
in recent years, frequently exceeding target levels. Best management practices to reduce
nutrient loadings from known anthropogenic sources that discharge to Outstanding Florida
Waters and other oligotrophic aquatic systems should be implemented immediately, preferably
in a way that achieves water quality goals while allowing dischargers the flexibility to choose
cost-effective measures to reduce pollution. If a nutrient budget analysis of the Taylor Slough
Watershed (and of the entire region that contributes water, or is expected to contribute water
as ecological restoration proceeds, to Florida Bay) indicates that agriculture and other
anthropogenic sources ar¢ not contributing excess nutrients or other pollutants to the
ecosystem, then requirements to reduce loadings may be relaxed.

2-22. The IGRR/EIS states that regional climate is controlled by latitude, proximity to
Atlantic and Gulf, and numerous inland lakes. Is it known that the regional climate has not
responded to changes in vegetation and hydrologic changes? In other tropical ecosystems,
massive loss of vegetation and the resulting decrease in evapotranspiration is thought to alter
rainfall quanitity and patterns.

3-1 to 3-7. While reference is made (p. 3-6) to the fact that freshwater deliveries to Manatce
Bay, Barnes Sound, and Florida Bay would continue in their reduced-from-historica) state
under the "Without Project”, or base, condition, the environmental and economic implications
are not adequately described. Boesch et gl. (Deterioration of the Flonda Bay ecosystem: An
Evaluation of the Scientific Evidence, Report to the Interagency Working Group on Florida
Bay, sponsored by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, the National Park Service, and
the South Florida Water Management District, 1993) conclude that disruption of the natural
timing and quantity of freshwater flow has resulted in the destruction of wetlands and other
types of fish and wildlife habitat in the transition zone between the Everglades and Florida
Bay. Furthermore, the base condition would include a continuation of the drainage of large
volumes of water away from Shark River Slough, a major source of freshwater to Florida
Bay. Therefore, the "Without Project” condition would be expected to result in the continued
degradation of transition zone habitats and perhaps of the Bay as a whole, along with greatly
reduced fish recruitment and wildlife abundance. Since Florida Bay habitats are crucial in the
life cycles of the species that support most of the region's commercial fisheries, the “Without
Project” conditions would also result iz continued ecopomic harm to fishermen, the
sportfishing industry, and the tourism industry, and would seem likely to increase harm, as
the ecological collapse of Florida Bay and the integrated coastal ecosystems of the Bay and
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the Keys decpens. Continued seagrass dieoff and/or lack of seagrass recolonization, with
associated algal blooms and turbidity, will likely result in continued loss of coral cover,
sponge die-offs, and other adverse changes in the integrated estuarine and marine ecosystems
of the region,

5-6. Lvaluation factors for alternative plans should include, in addition to environmental
benefits, economic benefits associated with the restoration of natural ecosystem structure and
function -- e.g., commercial and sport fisheries, tourism, quality of life associated with clear
waters in Florida Bay and the Keys, etc.

5-7. The environmental benefits of mangroves, fringing marshes, seagrass meadows, and
other componpents of the integrated estuarine and marine ecosystems of Florida Bay and the
Keys are not included in the evaluation criteria.

8-13. The IGRR/EIS states that "to compare total benefit-to-cost ratios without including
enviropmental benefits would be misleading”. We concur, and believe that the IGRR/EIS
leads the reader to make such misleading comparisons because it lacks an adequate discussion
of the environmental and economic costs of no action and of the environmental and economic
benefits of restoration.

5-49-50. Table 5-4 indicates that the three alternatives that have the greatest potential to
provide large ecological improvements (4, 6, and 6A) would be all be associated with a major
negative effect on regional income due to the loss of apricultural lands. When analyzing the
costs and benefits of alternatives, it must be recognized that current practices, vhile resulting
i agricultural revenues, also result in a much larger but unquantified amount of economic
and biological hann represented by the loss of biological diversity, the loss of valuable soil
(and hence, the loss of sustainable agricultural use), the loss of potential fisheries yield, the
loss of sportfishing revenue, the loss of tourism income, and reductions in property value,
These costs, if quantified and incorporated into the NED (National Economic Development)
account, would surely outweigh the costs of ecological restoration.

Some of the economic impacts of the preferred alternative (6A) would be offset by restoration
as a result of increased income from sustainable agriculture, sustainable and enhanced
commercial and sport fishing, environmentally responsible tourism, and other economic
activities that can occur in harmony with natural ecosystem structure and function.
Continuation of the base condition (i.e., the "no action” alternative) would likely result in the
collapse of the valuable commercial and sport fishing industries of Florida Bay and the Keys,
adverse effects on tourism and quality of life, and incalculable harm to the Everglades and
marine ecosystems of the region. According to the Science SubGroup Report (p. 2), tourisin
is 2 major industry n the region, and recreational fishing and diving are significant in the
overall economy. Recreational activities and tourism account for about half of the total
employment in Mooroe County (the Keys). Sportfishing contributes about $77 million and
diving contributes about $354 million to the Keys economy each year. These critical
economic sectors are highly dependent upon the protection and restoration of biological
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diversity, ecosystem integrity, and water quality. While a rigorous comparison of the net
economic benefits of the preferred alternative is not possible at this time, the more natural
ecosystems and sustainable economic activities associated with ecological restoration are
highly preferable to the continued catastrophic loss of natural resources and unsustainable
agriculture that would be associated with no action.

6-2 to 6-4. The preferred alternative (and indeed all of the alternatives) are expected to have
little or no effect on threatened and endangered species. Restoration should result in
increased abundance of such species.

7-9. Prescribed buming will continue in the lands acquired for restoration. LEDF concurs
with the conclusions of the Science SubGroup Report (p. 13) that the replacement of the
patural fire regime with prescribed burning which dampens variation can lead to thc loss of
biological diversity. Species tend to be adapted to natural variations. Dampening these
variations would be expected 1o result in selection for certain species and elimination of
others.
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111 N.W. 1st STREET
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33128-1994
(305) 3755311

Colonel Terrence Salt

United States Army

Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-001%

Dear Colonel Salt:

On April 19, 1994, the Dade County Commission will act on a proposal to
spend $25 million to acguire land in the upper Southern Glades area of
the C-111 kasin and in the Model Lands Basin. The South Florida Water
Management District has already acquired more than 28,000 acres in the
Southern Glades and has pledged an additional $25 million for land
acquisition in these areas (see attached map). Because of these
commitments, we are especially concerned that the acgquisition areas may
become drier if the preferred alternative 6A described in the February
1984 draft Integrated General Reevaluation  Report {GRR) and
Environmental Impact Statement for Canal 111 in South Dade County,
Florida is implemented.

We are also very concerned that the GRR does not thoroughly evaluate all
of the proposed alternatives in the context of the entire C&SF Project
and that no modeling was presented for the preferred alternative. The
modeling results presented in the draft overstate the benefits to be
derived and understate negative impacts that may occur elsewhere in the
southern Everglades system, because the model assumed that the system
would be operated at design stages even though the system has rarely
been operated to maintain the authorized design stages. -

Dade County believes that any effective solution teo water shortages in
Taylor Slough, the eastern panhandle and coastal estuaries must invelve
the reintroduction of more water into the southern Everglades from Lake
Okeechobee and 1its outlets. Without such assurances, engineering
solutions such as the preferred alternative, will merely redistribute
artificially deficient water resources during periods of water shortages
to the potential peril of other important natural resources such as
Biscayne National Park and the possible detriment of domestic and
agricultural users in south Dade County.




Dade County requests that: (1) a binding commitment be made to divert
more water from Lake Okeechobee and the northern Everglades to the
gsouthern Everglades to ensure that the potentially detrimental effects
of this project do not materialize; (2) Dade County become an active
participant in the development of operational criteria for all of the
structures in the C-111 Basin; (3) the alignment of C-111N be moved as
far north as possible in the Southern Glades acgquisition area with a
culvert connection to the Model Lands area; and (4) C-111N be supplied
through a 500 cfs pump rather than the 50 cfs pump shown in alternative
64.

Please refer to the attached report for additional information regarding
these comments and recommendations. If you have any guestions about this
letter or the attachment, please contact Ms. Jean Evoy at (305)
375-2835.

Sincerely,

=73

in G. Avino, P.E., P.L.S.
County Manager

Attachments

CC: Chairman and Members, Board of County Commissioners
.Chairman and Members, South Florida Water Management District Board
Mr. Richard Ring, Superintendent, Everglades National Park







Biscayne National Park and the possible detriment of domestic and
agricultural users of the Biscayne Aquifer in Dade and Monroe Counties.
We also concur with the statement made'by Everglades National Park in
its Technical Report SFNRC 93-4, "Operational criteria must be locked in
as part of the entire process, otherwise the preferred alternative may
not work for most of its intended purpose (viz. the L-31W canal)."

Dade County is also concerned about projected decline in hydroperieds
and water levels that are shown for the Upper Eastern Panhandle under
alternative 6. We assume that the impacts of the preferred alternative
6A would be similarly negative. Over 28,000 acres of this area has been
acquired by the South Florida Water Management District for the purposes
of restoring sheetflow to SE Everglades National Park and NE Florida Bay
and contributing to the survival of freshwater and marine communities.
The Metro-Dade Board of County Commissioners has pledged to share the
cost of purchasing lands in the northern portion of this area and in the
Model Lands Basin east of US 1 through its Environmentally Endangered
Lands Program. The total acquisition cost is estimated to be $50
million.

The preferred alternative includes a canal that would sever the lands
that are being purchased and a 50 cfs pump that would divert only a
small fraction of the water that is projected to flow south through
c-111. Under the preferred alternative, lands north of the proposed
canal and levee would become drier and the already serious problem of
exotic vegetation control would be exacerbated. Dade County concurs
with the National Audubon Society and other members of the Everglades
Coalition that it would be preferable to divert floodwaters further to
the north into the exotics dominated area. The County also supports the
National Park's and the Coalition's recommendation that a 500 cfs pump
be installed to divert floodwaters east from C-111 and to make the
portion of C-111 south of S~332E essentially inoperable.

Since the C~111 GRR sStudy Area includes the triangle between US 1 and
Card Sound Road, Dade County requests that the Corps reconsider
extending the C-111N canal through a culvert, or series of culverts,
under US 1 into the Model Lands Area. This would begin the process of
reconnecting the lands that sparn the gsouthern Everglades. Thig portion
of the Model Lands functions as a recharge area for maintaining the salt
barrier line and for the discharge of freshwater into Barnes Sound and
Manatee Bay which are directly contiguous to NE Florida Bay.

Dade County could support the highly engineered approach to enhancing
water deliveries to the upper Taylor Slough described in the preferred
alternative, if we could be assured that the authorized canal levels
will be maintained in the L-31N and C-111 canals and that hydroperiods
and water levels will not be decreased in the Southern Glades SOR Lands
and North C-111 acquisition areas.

Dade County requests that: {1) a binding commitment be made to divert
more water from Lake Okeechobee and the northern Everglades to the
southern Everglades to ensure that the potentially detrimental effects
of this project do not materialize; (2) Dade County become an active
participant in the development of operational criteria for all of




METRO-DADE COUNTY COMMENTS ON THE C-111 GRR

Metro-Dade County staff have reviewed the February 1994 draft Integrated
General Reevaluation Report and Environmental Impact Statement for Canal
111 in South Dade County, Florida. Dade County has gone on record on
several occasions in support of Everglades restoration efforts, however,
we have several concerns about the preferred alternative presented in
this draft document.

It is unfortunate that the limited timeframe and scope of this GRR do
not allow for thorough evaluation of all proposed alternatives,
especially the preferred alternative, in the context of the entire C&SF
Project. No modeling of the preferred alternative 6A or Everglades
National Park's alternative 8 is included in the February draft.
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 were modeled using authorized project design
stages while alternatives 4 through 6 were modeled using a rating curve
for S-176, based on flow in lieu of actual stage data, and authorized
stages for structures S-174, 175 and 332 where they were included in the
alternative. The hydroperiod and water depth differences between each
of the alternatives and the base condition assumed that the structures
in the base condition were operated at their authorized design stages.
This is cause for skepticism, because the South Dade Conveyance has
rarely been operated as it was designed. In fact, the headwater at
§-176 was actually at the authorized design stage on only two days in
the entire four year period between January 1990 and March 1994.

The modeling results included in the draft may substantially overstate
the -benefits to be derived and understate potentially negative impacts
elsewhere in the system, if canal stages are not be maintained at
optimal levels. This concern is heightened by the fact that §-332 B, C
and D in the preferred alternative are designed to pump when water
levels in L-31N range from 3.0 to 6.5 feet. Before Dade County can
support this project, we need to know how often canal stages can be
expected to drop below the 5.5 optimum design stage in the segment of
L-31N Dbetween §-331 and $S-176 if the preferred alternative |is
implemented, the assumptions on which this estimate is based and how
these proposed pump stations will be operated when canal stages fall
below 5.5 feet.

In Appendix A, the draft document acknowledges that "Water availability
was limited to basin rainfall, existing S-331 water supply releases and
seepage inflows from Shark River Slough restoration of Modified
Deliveries to Everglades National Park. Lack of available water severely
limited the alternatives from reaching their full restoration
capabilities"”.

Dade County believes that any effective solution to water shortages in
Taylor Slough, the eastern panhandle and coastal estuaries must involve
the reintroduction of more water into the southern Everglades from Lake
Okeechobee and its outlets. Without such assurances, engineering
solutions such as the preferred alternative, will merely redistribute
artificially deficient water resources during periods of water shortages
to the potential peril of other important natural resources such as
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the structures in the €C-111 Basin; (3) adequate sheetflow be provided
across the eastern panhandle area by diverting floodwaters into C-111N,
which should be constructed in the exotics dominated areas in the upper
portion of the Southern Glades acquisition area rather than the
aligﬁment shown in alternative 6A; and (4) C-111N be supplied with a 500
cfs pump rather than the 50 cfs pump included in alternative 6A.

i -
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y .
Coldnel Texrrance A, Salt
District Englneer, Jacksonville
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232

Attn: Mr. Stephen Sutterfield
Planning Division

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Canal
111 (C-111), Bouth Dade County (Central and Southern
Florida Project for Flood Contrel and Other Purposes)

Dear Colonel Salt:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102
(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), EPA,
Region IV has reviewed the subject document which discusses the
environmental conseqguences of an array of structural and non-
structural modifications to existing works in the C-111 basin.

The former measures include the construction or modification
of ten canals, building the L-31/85-332D tieback levees, upgrading
the $-332D bridge which connects Taylor Slough (T8&) with the
Everglades National Park (BNP), installing five 300 c¢fs pumps,
and removal/reuse of excavated material aleng the southerly leg
of C-111. Non-structural componente of the plan include
acquisition of over 11,000 acres of land in the Frog Pond and
Rocky Glades and relocation of some residential structures which
would be adversely impacted by project implementation.

These actions will be accomplished in an attempt to restore
certain functional elements of the TS and eastern ENP ecosystems
which have been negatively affected by the ongoing construction
of numerous flood control projects in the C-111 Basin. Critical
to TS restoration is the reconstitution of the seasonal overflow
of water from Shark River Slough (SRS). Additionally, the
project works should remove 40% of the standard flood runoff from
the subject drainage area, reduce depth/duration of larger
floods, provide water control to prevent overdrainage, preveat
saltwater intrusion, and provide facilities to convey up to 500
cfs to ENP when normal runoff is available.

While certain of the comstruction activities, e.g., tie-back
levees, necessary to accomplish these ends will create some
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significant localized environmental impacts, we agree that the
long~term benefits justify the short-term losses. Eventually it
is anticipated that a compromise solution will evolve which will
provide both flood protection and a means te increase management
options to benefit the natural environment. !

Alternatives 4, 6, and 6A will all raise water in SRS to a
degree; however, this objective can only be achieved when
rainfall is adequate and judicious water management is
undexrtaken. Only then will a somewhat natural overflow condition
result. Among these alternatives EPA strongly supports 6A since
it has the greatest flexibility to restore natural timing,
location, and volume of water to the major TS subdivisions.
Moreover, it achieves these results with no significant increase
in comparative cost over project life, \

The interposing buffer areas are a significant beneficial
aspect of 6A. They should physically lessen seepage back into
the canals as well as assimilate some of the phosphorous which
has created a significant problem in the basin. Appropriate
management of these buffer areas, therefore, will be very
important. Of course, the other major design elements of 62 will
alter the water budget in the Rocky Glades and Frog Pond to an
important extent. This change will adversely affect agricultural
endeavors located there which is one of the forcing functions for
the legislation authorizing their purchase, -

On the busis of our review we would like to commend all the
parties which assisted in developing the overall plan and the
supporting documents. The use of ongoing scoping throughout the
planning phase was an innovative way to insure that all the
important lssues in thies complicated project were included.
Nonetheless, the amount of effort required to compile all this
information, meke a cogent assesement of how all the pieces mesh
together, and present the data in a coherent fashion was
obviouely a major undertaking. We appreciate that mahy of the
project goala will only be realized after a period of time and
‘may differ somewhat from initial projections. 3

Thorefore, we have assigned a rating of EC-1 to the
document, per se. That is, we have a degree of environmental
concern about how all the project elements will ultimately
function and more importantly the number of refinemente that will
be necessary to accomplish all the desired purposes.  However, we
are fully supportive of 6A‘’s objectives and the overall concept
of the project. As additional details become available, it
should be shared with the involved parties. A brief list of
information which we believe would benefit and/or should be
included in the final document is attached.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thié action. If
we can be of further assistance in this matter, Dr. Gerald Miller
(404-347-3776) will serve as initial point of contact.

Sincerely,

Rl
:f ‘ Beinz J. Mueller, Chief

Environmental Policy Section
ngaral Activities Branch

i

Attachment
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Specific Comments

o The recommended plan is a compromise which everyone hopes will
accomplish the often independent objectives of €lood control and
environmental enhancement. The scope of the project matches the
magnitude of the goals. While these environmental aims are
laudable, construction of structural measures will result in some
important, if localigzed adverse impacts. For example, borrow
material for the $-332D Tieback Levee could come from existing
dispgsal mounds along C~-111 or an adjacent potential borrow
canal. Disregarding cost, the former option appears ‘to be much
better than the latter, i.e., wetland enhancement is obviously
preferable to wetland habitat converaion to open water.

Therefore, we suggest that during the final stage just prior to
actual construction every effort be taken to make any necessary
adjustments/design changes to keep these unavoidable 'losses to a
minimum. In a related matter we urge that the astaging of
construction, e.g,, temporary £ill for access, £ill pade for
construction materials, etc., be carefully considered to avoid
unnecessary adverse environmental impacts. '

¢ In fact, given the scale of this proposal, we offer that
wherever possible existing mounds of material from previous
construction be excavated to ground level and relict borrow
refilled. However, care will have to be taken in this regard to
avoid providing habltat favorable for penetration of exotics.

o Best Management Practices (BMP) will be required during all
construction phases for this type of project. Given the
sensitive nature of the subject area, we suggest the contracts
for all construction components contain substantive financial
penalties for non~performance of critical BMPs. As npted,
follow-up monitoring will be accomplished to insure that the
agreed upon success criteria for sediment control, etc. occur and
where necessary work repeated until satisfactory resulte are
obtained.

o The five pumping stations will be powered by diesel engines to
ensure reliability during electric power outages. Given the high
water table and biclogical seneitivity of the environment around
these stations, the operation/maintenance plan for the pumps and
fuel systems should be carefully reviewed to insure compliance
with all reasonable contingencies. :

© Low berms will be created in a number of locations to satisfy
hydraulic design requirements and to provide access for
maintenance. These areas will have to be managed in a number of
ways for vegetation control. Mowing would not be a major problem
from an environmental perspective; however, the use of
herbicides, especially via aerial application could be
problematical. We suggest that the use of herbicides be kept to
a minimum because of their unintended consequences.
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o While we appreciate that cost is an important factor in
decision-making relative to this project, we suggest ithat the
acquisition of land interests in the detention/retention area be
purchased in fee simple rather than just encumbered by flowage
easements. The former would give greater operational flexibility
in their immediate use and preclude potential renegotiation with
land owners regarding future changes in value/use.,

o A brief site reconnaissance will need to be conducted for the
five properties which will be required for operation ©of the
recogmended alternative to insure the absence of any '
hazardous/toxic wastes.
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(_ GraIOTO & ASSOCIATES 4 Rodney D. Ghioto, PE.
/1 Water Resources and Civtl Engineering Owner
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April 18, 1994 Transmitted by FAX
- (Hard copy to follow)

Mr. A. ]. Salem

Chief, Planning Division

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Subject: Comments on the Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report
and Environmental Impact Statement, Canal 111 (C-111) South
Dade County, Florida.

Dear Mr. Salem:

Enclosed for your consideration is a copy of our comments regarding the February 1994
draft document. I am submitting these comments on behalf of the Florida Lime and
Avocado Administration Committees and South Dade Land Corp, who together
represent a very large segment of the agricultural lands affected by this project.

I hereby request that you evaluate the comments and our proposed plan in detail before:
sending this document to higher levels of authority. We feel that the Recommended
Plan will be damaging to agriculture both east and west of the canals. We also feel that
the curtain wall alternative will provide better environmental benefits while improving
agricultural conditions in the area.

Sincerely,

3

GHIOTO & ASSOCIATES .
Owner

cc:  Mr. James Humble, South Dade Land Corporation
FLAAC
Ms. Silvia Alderman, Katz, Kutter, Haigler, Alderman, Davis, Marks &
Rutledge
Mr. Brad Waller, Hydrologic Associates USA, Inc.

Mr. Pete Rhoads, SFWMD
PO. Box 690758 * Orlando, Florida 33869-0758 * Phone (#07)345-5234 » FAX (407)353-6670
7548 Municipal Drive o Orlando, Florida 32819
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Part A

Curtain Wall Alternative

We feel that a more passive approach to reduction of water losses from the ENP
and, therefore hydroperiod extension, is appropriate and potentially much more
cost effective than the Recommended Plan (Alternative 6A). In fact, because we
feel that the Selected Plan will cause additional damage to farm lands east of the
canals, we believe acquisition of much more land or construction of a curtain
wall (in addition to the Selected Plan) will need to be accomplished to ultimately
resolve this problem. Our proposal relies upon the construction of a vertical
flow-retarding barrier wall, fabricated from plastic, along the western edge of
developed areas in South Dade County. Its purpose would be to reduce ground
water losses from Northeast Shark River Slough, the Rocky Glades and the
northern Taylor Slough Basin. This technology is not new and has been
successfully applied all over the world, especially for the containment of
hazardous materials in ground water as well as surface water bodies. It has also
been used in the rehabilitation of failing flood control levees.

It has become obvious to us that this alternative is the only feasible way to
achieve restoration goals. Itis also the only alternative proposed that would not
risk irreparable harm to up to 35 square miles of existing and unique agricultural
lands. It is the only alternative that is a "win - win" scenario for all who are
genuinely concerned about the health of the southern Everglades, Florida Bay
and preservation of the endangered American Farmer.

The Construction Concept

Figure 1 shows a vertical section of the proposed concept. It consists of a vertical
trench through the limestone with a plastic liner inserted along the eastern side
of the trench face. After placement of the material, the trench would be
backfilled with trench cuttings. The liner material could consist of 120 mil
plastic liner material with interlocking joints. For areas where this material is
not appropriate, due to small to medium sized solution cavities, a plastic sheet
pile can be used instead and interlocked with the liner material if necessary. In
situations where neither is appropriate, it may be necessary to leave a local gap
in the curtain wall. It should be remembered that the concept consists of
reducing regional flow and leakage associated with localized openings is not
considered to be significant.

The liner material would extend upward into a small cap levee that would be
constructed to protect areas to the east from surface flow during wet periods.
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The footprint of this levee would probably be less than that necessary under
other alternatives because it wound contain an impermeable insert. Structural
integrity is needed but seepage through the cap levee itself is prevented by the
liner material. Structural integrity below natural land surface is provided by the
rock itself.

The section in Figure 1 shows the liner fully penetrating to the less permeable
Tamiami Formation, which varies in depth from about 40 to 55 feet along the
proposed alignment. However, this need not be the case because its purpose is
to reduce, not stop, leakage from the park. If the concept works too well and
additional easterly flow is desired, then gated culverts through the cap levee
could be used to move water from west o east. In addition, it would be possible
to remove panels from the curtain wall if more flow is required.

Proposed Alignment

The proposed route for this facility is shown in Figure 2. It would begin at the
southern boundary of the Frog Pond and be placed along the western bank of
the L-31W borrow canal. North of the Frog Pond, it would follow the same
alignment as the western levee proposed in the Corps' Alternative 6. It would
also follow the proposed western levee alignment around the 8.5 Square-Mile
residential area to the existing the L-31N levee. Structure G-211 would be
moved north of C-1W to form a new delivery location for L-31N borrow canal
and to make C-1W available for flood control use. The alignment would cross L-
51N at G-211 and then follow the eastern bank of the canal (northward) to a
point immediately south of the remnant wetlands of the Bird Drive area. From
that point, it would skirt the southern side of the wetland area in a northeastern
sweep to be terminated at Tamiami Trail.

In the northern portion of the system, the remnant wetland portions of the Bird
Drive area can then be re-connected to NESRS via degradation or gapping that
portion of the L-31N levee, north of the relocated G-211. In addition, the restored
Bird Drive area wetlands could possibly be connected to the proposed lake belt
system farther north providing additional water supply to NESRS and/or to the
L-31N canal to the south.

Structure $-336 can be moved eastward to coincide with the point where the
curtain wall ties into Tamiami Trail. The proposed S-356 and S-357 pump
stations, as well as modifications to 5-334, would be eliminated from the 1992
plan for NESRS.

Pump stations can be located along the curtain wall at strategic locations to back
pump under-seepage and to provide additional water supply to the ENP where
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and when appropriate. Through selection of the proper vertical length of the
curtain wall, eastward seepage would potentially be a small fraction of what it
would be with all of the other proposed plans. Therefore, the size of the
proposed pump stations could probably be significantly reduced or even
eliminated.

By movement of G-211 farther north, meaningful flood protection for the 8.5
Square-Mile residential area, and other areas between G-211 and $-331, could be
provided via efficient use of the C-1W canal.

S-331 and the South Dade Conveyance System could be used as originally
intended, to supply water during droughts to the L-31N and C-111 basins as
well as to ENP at S-332 and S-18C. However, with drastically reduced losses
from the ENP, water supply at these locations could be limited to the
rainfall/runoff equivalent of historic Taylor Slough areas originally removed
from the basin by the project. It is also possible that, if much higher levels are
obtained to the north (in NESRS), large quantities of supplemental flows directly
to Taylor Slough from the east could be reduced or eliminated. The overflow
from Shark River Slough would be more effective in holding up water levels.

Hydrologic Function

The primary case for restoration of Taylor Slough has been predicated on the fact
that ground water outflows to the east have been increased by drainage of
developed areas resulting from the C&SF Project and earlier activities of man.
There is no reason to deny this because that was the original intent of the C&SF
Project and it worked. The ENP has contended that this increased ground water
outflow has made it impossible to maintain historic hydroperiods (i.e. higher
water levels for longer periods of time) in the upper Taylor Slough area.

Water levels west of the curtain wall can be manipulated to almost any desirable
elevations, over any desired locations, and for any desired period of time. This
will only be constrained by the availability of water from the north (across
Tamiami Trail) and local rainfall over ENP. Recent (preliminary) two
dimensional modeling by the SFWMD, in the vicinity of the Frog Pond, indicates
that the curtain wall would be effective in reducing outflow at that location by
up to 96 percent if installed to a depth of 41 feet. These results indicate that
water losses from the ENT could be controlled to a significant degree, maybe to
the point where pumping to the west would not be required. It should be
remembered that reducing losses of water is the same as adding more water if
the goal is to maintain hydroperiod.
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If westward pumping could be eliminated or significantly reduced, then
implementation costs would decrease and there would be less concern over the
quality of water along and within the borders of the ENP.

With the curtain wall, the agencies will be free to experiment with the
restoration of NESRS and Taylor Slough at will. In addition, water levels east of
the curtain wall can be maintained in a lower range so that agricultural
productivity of this region can be maximized rather than stifled. The residential
area would be provided with real flood protection (above the differential
damages level contained in the 1992 GDM). The only land required is right of
way acquisition for the cap levee and maybe a small borrow canal to the east for
collection of under seepage.

One of the problems with the current thinking regarding higher water levels in
canals to reduce losses from the ENP is that the steeper ground water gradients
still exist to the east. As with the current test, the gradient is simply shifted from
the L-31IN and C-111 canals to the ridge structures, where it then steepens to the
east coast. This requires additional pumping into the region to maintain that
gradient, and these subsurface flows are then lost from the system. Lower water
levels east of the curtain wall will flatten the eastern gradient and require much
less volumetric input, via the South Dade Conveyance System (SDCS), to
maintain the system.

Water -Supply Function

The SDCS can function as originally intended to supply that region's well fields
and irrigation needs, additional needs in the lower part of the ENP, and needs
associated with the prevention of salinity intrusion. We do not need a 5.5 foot
elevation at the S-176 headwater or 4.5 feet at S-177 for salinity intrusion
prevention. It is emphasized that we are not proposing lowering water levels
(east of the wall) to the point where there would be a salinity intrusion problem.
That would be self defeating because agriculture needs fresh water for irrigation.
Rather, we are proposing lower water levels that would be commensurate with
farming in the area without fear of flooding that would adversely impact
planting, growing or harvesting.

With generally higher water levels to the north of G-211 (relocated), higher
water levels to the west, and with the institution of a rainfall based delivery
schedule to the lower ENP, it may also be determined that the S-331 pump
station would hardly ever need to be operated at its design capacity. Most SDCS
deliveries will likely be possible by gravity via 5-173 and/or siphoning at 5-331.
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Water Quality Function

We believe that South Dade Agriculture is not adversely impacting water quality
in the C-111 Basin as has been claimed by others. However, by reducing or
eliminating the need for inputs of water to the ENP from the L-31N and L-31W
canals, water quality would be a much lesser question with respect to the Taylor
Slough Basin. It should also be emphasized that there is much less likelihood
that a gradient would occur for significant periods from the canal system
westward to the upper Taylor Slough Basin.

Delivery of high quality water to the southeast ENP will be accomplished
through use of the area south of the proposed C-111N canal. Non fiood
discharges from S-197 should be made in a manner commensurate with the
maintenance of estuarine conditions in Barnes Sound and Manatee Bay.
Through maintenance of base flows through this facility and sheet flow over the
southern bank of C-111, storage availability in the above area can be maintained
so that a repeat of the 1988 event might be avoided.

it should be noted that historic water quality in the C-111 Basin has been
excellent when compared to that produced in the northern Everglades area. We
believe that the slight trend toward higher phosphorous levels in the lower C-
111 Basin is as much (or more) related to water management activities over the
past decade as it is to increased agricultural activity, as alluded to but not flatly
stated in the draft GRR. High water levels in Northeast Shark River Slough have
significantly increased ground water levels (for extended periods of time) in the
8.5 Square Mile Residential Area. We believe that this activity has potentially
resulted in increased nutrient loads from septic tanks to L-31N, upstream of S-
331. Itis also possible that the reflooding of NESRS is producing nutrient loads
through seepage flows into the northern end of L-31N. Flooding of farm lands
could also be a factor. If they are not flooded, water quality will improve. All of
the above notential pollution sources will be reduced or eliminated through
implemen :uon of the curtain wall in concert with lower water levels east of the
facility.

Benefits to Florida Bay

Although we feel that the jury is still out with respect to the actual causes of and
solutions to Florida Bay problems, the reduction of eastward groundwater
outflows from the Taylor Slough basin and the coincident ability to maintain
higher water levels (better than all other alternatives) will increase the southerly
groundwater gradients toward the bay. This water will be more available and of
a better quality than that which would occur under all other alternatives.




A plan that can be supported by all of the affected parties is more likely to be
constructed in a timely fashion. Execution of Alternative 6A, will be delayed if
the government has to obtain farm lands by condemnation and then construct all
of the physical works that will occupy those lands. Execution of the curtain wall
can be "fast tracked" because it will receive a great deal of support from adjacent
agricultural land owners and because there is mutual benefit from speedy
implementation. Having made the decision to construct this facility, attention
can then become more focused on determination of what the actual problems are
with the bay and what appropriate actions are necessary to optimize its bio-
diversity.

Flood Control Function

As we have indicated on numerous occasions in the past, holding antecedent
water table levels high under agricultural areas will result in a demand for
higher discharges from smaller, more frequent, rainfall events. This happens
because there is no below grade storage available and even small rainfalls can
create flooding conditions in root zones. These frequent and higher discharges
have been a point of contention between the farmers and those who wish to
eliminate farming from the area. For some reason, people have been given the
impression that holding lower antecedent water levels results in the release of
larger water volumes over long periods of time. This conclusion is
scientifically incorrect.

With lower water levels east of the curtain wall, more buffer storage will be
available in the aquifer for the smaller storm events. This will reduce the
pressure to discharge because the agricultural and residential areas will not be
held on the brink of destruction, as will be the case with all other alternatives.
Runoff volumes from normal rainfall events can therefore be discharged at a
slower rate.

Operational Flexibility
Operational flexibility can be easily maintained with the curtain wall through

installation of periodic gated culverts (probably at the proposed pumping station
locations) to bleed water out of the ENP if desired.
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Reversibility

This project is reversible because the curtain wall material can be fabricated in a
manner that allow for partial or total extraction. However, it is unlikely that
extraction would be required either for water supply or for environmental
reasons.

Construction Costs

Ghioto & Associates has been in contact with manufacturers of these materials
who have provided examples of similar installations. For a project of this size,
fabrication would probably be done on site. They have contacted a Florida
contractor who has equipment to construct the trench more efficiently than the
methods proposed by the USACE. The equipment has the ability to cut through
solid rock with a rectangular footprint. This eliminates the need to split out rock
between circular drilled holes as proposed by the Corps. The contractor's
installation estimates for the curtain wall range from $3.0 Million per mile for a
40-foot cut to $4.2 Million per mile for a 60-foot cut. Based on modeling done by
the SFWMD, we feel that it is likely that the trench will not have to be anchored
well into the Tamiami Formation, as assumed by the Corps. Therefore, the
actual trench depth should fall somewhere between 40 feet and 60 feet.
Assuming an average of 50 feet for depth, a linear interpolation of cost leads to
$3.6 Million per mile.

Using the above unit cost, the total curtain wall cost over 16.3 miles would be
$58.7 Million. The Corps removed this alternative from consideration because its
estimated cost of $108 Million was too far in excess of its estimated land cost for
Alternative 6A of $58.9 Million, a figure which we feel is unrealistically low.
The above estimates therefore place Alternative 6A and Alternative 9 at roughly
the same cost in terms of capital expenditures. And, given that the Alternative
6A land cost is unrealistically low, Alternative 9 becomes the only economically
feasible alternative. In addition, it is anticipated that the estimated costs for land
acquisition will rise significantly from those included in the document
Conversely, the unit costs for curtain wall construction will likely decrease as a
result of competitive bidding for contracts and as experience is gained in its
construction.

In addition to the above, construction of this facility would greatly reduce capital
costs of other facilities and lands under the C-111 GRR, as well as, the 1992
GDM. This would result from the ability to downsize or eliminate major
pumping stations. Operational costs of using 5-331 would decrease significantly
because it would not be needed except in times of major droughts.
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It must be emphasized that the curtain wall eliminates the need to purchase
land. Therefore, it will result in annual economic contributions to the local
economy over the 50-year life of the project. These annual contributions far
outweigh even large differences in the capital costs that are presented in the
Draft C-111 GRR. It must also be emphasized that the State of Florida is a
partner in this project and should be sensitive economic impacts on the state and
local levels. Florida did not enter into the C&SFFCP in order to benefit someone
in another state or perhaps outside of the United States.

Section 122 Effects

"Effects of the alternatives on air, noise and water pollution, natural resources,
and other types of resources listed in Section 122 of the 1970 River and Harbors
and Flood Control Act..."

Table 5-2 qualitatively lists these effects for all of the alternatives. These are
interpreted on the following page, using the table legend provided, for historic
conditions, existing conditions, Alternative 6A (the Corps' Recommended Plan)
and Alternative 9 (Curtain Wall Concept).

This table, as compiled by the USACE, clearly indicates that Alternative 9
(Curtain Wall) is far superior to Alternative 6A (Recommended Plan). While the
Recommended Plan Very Adversely Affects Man-made resources, employment
and displacement of people, the Curtain Wall Concept has no adverse effects
upon these categories. While the Recommended Plan adversely displaces
(removes) farms, the Curtain Wall Concept has no adverse effects.

In addition to the above, it can be seen that there are a number of ratings in the
table with which we take exception. For example, the table indicates that a
Beneficial Change will occur to Natural Resources with both plans. Under the
criteria used to model the alternatives (all except the Curtain Wall which was not
. modeled), there is only a small positive effect on natural resources. This is
evident from the environmental evaluations provided in the Draft C-111 GRR.
However, these could be increased if more water is injected into the C-111 Basin
at S-331 (putting the farmers at even greater risk than indicated in the GRR). The
Curtain Wall Concept will result in higher and more natural hydroperiods in the
ENP without hurting agriculture. Therefore, is should be concluded that the
Recommended Plan has much less benefit to Natural Resources than does the
Curtain Wall.
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IMPORTANT PARTS OF TABLE 5-2

CATEGORY OF HISTORIC EXISTING ALT9 ALT 6A
EFFECTS CONDITION CONDITION
Air Pollution Low Low No Change | No Change
Noise Pollution Low Low-Medium No Change | No Change
Water Pollution Low Medium- Beneficial | Beneficial
Change Change
Man-made Resources | Low Medium No Change | Very
Adverse
Change
Natural Resources High Medium Beneficial | Beneficial
Change Change **
Aesthetic Resources High Medium Beneficial | Beneficial
Change Change
Community Cohesion | Low Medium No Change | No
Change **
Public Facilities and Low Medium No Change | No
Services Change **
Employment Low Medium No Change | Very
Adverse
. Change
Tax Values Low Medium No Change | Beneficial
Change **
Property Values Low Medium No Change | Beneficial
Change **
Displacement of NA NA No Change | Very
People Adverse
Change **
Displacement of NA NA No Change | No
Businesses Change**
Displacement of NA NA No Change | Adverse
Farms Change**
Desirable Community | NA NA No Change | No
Growth Change**
Desirable Regional NA NA No Change | No
Growth Change**

%
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The table states that there will be a beneficial change to tax values and property
values under the Recommended Plan and no change with the Curtain Wall. In
fact, as will be discussed elsewhere in this response, the change will be very
adverse for the Recommended Plan because of the way that the Base Condition
was developed. If one can make the base condition perform poorly, then it is
possible to show some benefit. However, the Base Condition is not a reflection
of Existing Conditions in South Dade. It is not even a reflection of Historic
Conditions in South Dade. It is a reflection of how difficult the Corps can make
farming in South Dade under its most stringent interpretation of its operational
discretion and under the inclusion of all previously implemented policies and
structural modifications that may have already adversely impacted agriculture.

The table also states that there would be no change to tax values and property
values under the Curtain Wall Concept. We disagree with these findings
because implementation of this plan will result in meaningful flood protection
for the region and a much higher certainty that "protected lands" will actually be
protected.

In addition to the above, we take exception to the No Change entries under the
Recommended Plan for Public Faciliies and Services, Displacement of
Businesses, Desirable Community Growth and Desirable Regional Growth. One
should make a close comparison of the effects of the Dairy Rule and Dairy
Buyout Program on all of these areas. Removal of farm lands and the increase of
flood risk that will be brought about by the Recommended Plan will
undoubtedly have similar effects on the South Dade County.

Based on the foregoing, we feel strongly that the Curtain Wall Concept gets a
far superior rating than the Recommended Plan under Section 122.

Alternative Plan Evaluation Matrix (Table 5-9, Pg. 5-65)

This table provides a basis for determination of whether or not a given
alternative meets the operational flexibility, environmental effectiveness, cost
effectiveness and flood control goals of the project. The table provided below
provides the USACE evaluations of Alternative 6A ( the Selected Plan) and
Alternative 9 (Curtain Wall Concept). In addition, we have included our own
evaluation of these factors. The differences between the two are discussed in the
following.
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IMPORTANT PARTS OF TABLE 5-9

Evaluation Factors
OPERATIONAL FLEXIBILITY ALT 6A ALT 9
a. Maintain natural water levels along boundary of Y N
headwaters and upper Taylor Slough
b. Contro} location of flows into:

- Taylor Slough headwaters/upper Y Y

- Taylor Slough middle portion Y Y
c. Control timing of flows into:

- Taylor Siough headwaters/upper Y N

- Taylor Slough middle portion Y N
d. Control flows to east-west spreader canal lands Y Y
e. Minimize flows to Manatee Bay/Barnes Sound Y Y
f. Uniform sheet flow to lower Taylor Slough Y Y
g- Increase hydroperiods in headwaters and upper Y Y
Taylor Slough
h. Increase average depths in headwaters and upper Y Y
Taylor Slough
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
a. Increase hydrohabitat units 332 NA
b. Increase species compatibility indices NA NA
COST EFFECTIVENESS
Total Annual Cost ($ Million) 11.9 14.0
FLOOD CONTROL IMPACTS
Annual flood damage reduction ($ Million} 3.4 NC

Operational Flexibility is first defined in terms of holding higher stages around
only the perimeter of northern Taylor Slough. With the Curtain Wall Concept,
this criterion for success is Not Applicable, because higher perimeter stages are
not needed to make the plan function properly.

All other measures of flexibility relate solely to the provision of properly timed
external flows to the Slough. These criteria are also Not Applicable because the
real purpose of the project is to maintain higher stages in the Northern Taylor
Slough Area. The timing of stages (as well as magnitude) will be far superior to
Alt. 6A because it will be more natural than we could make it through artificial

pumping.

The last flexibility criterion, increasing average depths in the headwaters and
Upper Taylor Slough, will be far better with the Curtain Wall, because higher
depths can be accomplished with less water than with the Recommended Plan.
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Environmental Benefits will also be greater with the Curtain Wall. It does not
take modeling, although we would like to see it, to conclude that hydrohabitat
units will probably be an order of magnitude higher than the very weak
showing provided by the Recommended Plan.

Cost Effectiveness is about the same as discussed previously. The numbers in
the table should therefore be revised.

Flood Control Impacts are placed at $3.4 Million/year for the Recommended
Plan and were not computed for the Curtain Wall Concept. We feel that a
properly executed flood damage assessment along with proper hydrologic
analyses will produce flood control benefits for the Curtain Wall that will far out
strip those indicated for the Recommended Plan.

Again, it is obvious to us that the Curtain Wall Concept is by far the better of the
two plans in all respects.

Concluding Remarks

South Dade agriculture is willing to work with the Corps, the District and the
Park to further develop this conceptual plan through analysis of hydraulic
performance and the development of design strategies. We are flexible with
respect to design details, construction materials and construction methodology.
We are also willing to support a demonstration project on the concept to
determine actual effectiveness as well as to develop optimized designs and
construction methodologies. It is our sincere belief that this type of plan is the
answer to perceived coexistence problems between agriculture and the
environment. It is also much more responsible in terms of public expenditures
and economic benefit to the region than are all other proposed alternatives.
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PART B
OTHER QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

The following contains our comments on the subject draft GRR and a number of
questions regarding technical aspects of the Recommended Plan and associated
analyses. I request that the questions posed in this letter be individually
reproduced and answered in writing within the next edition of the GRR
document.

1.6.7 Hole in the Donut Restoration

We find it interesting that the park wants to build the east side of the Frog Pond
up by 2 to 3 feet and then purchase it for buffer. Why not continue to farm it?

224 Modified Water Deliveries GDM

The Everglades Protection and Expansion Act also provided for flood protection
for the 8.5 square mile residential area and adjacent agricultural areas.

23 WATER QUALITY

"The recent die-off of vast areas of seagrass in Florida Bay and the persistence
there of a very damaging algae bloom is considered by some to be a result of
nutrient pollution.”

"Some" also believe that some nutrient pollution is coming from septic tanks and
urban runoff in the Keys. "Some" also believe that nutrients are being imported
from the west via littoral currents bringing Shark River Slough waters into the
Bay. "Some" also believe that the algae blooms are related to temperature in the
Gulf of Mexico. This litany can go on. The point, however, is that we still do not
know what the problems are.

What is the Corps' definition of "some"? These kinds of statements should be
qualified so that they do not, by inference, place blame where it should not be
placed.

"Phosphorous levels at S-332, S-175 and S-18C are low but have been
increasing in recent years, and now frequently exceed target levels. This is




believed to be a result of increasing agricultural use and changes in land use
in the Taylor Slough Watershed.”

Who "believes" this is true, the Corps? Is this statement an act of faith or a
statement of fact? Where are the data that support this "belief"?

Do the 5-12 structures and the L-28 Borrow Canal currently meet target levels?
If not, then could some of these nutrients be reaching L-31N through seepage?

Ghioto & Associates has analyzed Total Phosphorous data provided by SFWMD
for the period between 10/5/1983 and 5/25/1993 at S-176, S-177 and S-332.
These data were screened so that only information available at all three sites on
the same days was considered. In general, where higher levels persist for more
thian one sampling, Total P at 5-176 exceeds values at S5-332 and S-177. This
indicates that the Frog Pond is not a significant day to day contributor of
phosphorous to the system.

Any statement about the source(s) of elevated phosphorous levels is sheer
speculation at this time because there is no long term monitoring station between
Tamiami Trail and S-176. Samplings taken by Hydrologic Associates on behalf
of South Dade Land Corporation indicate that these contributions could be
entering the C-111 basin via S-331. The "belief" that higher levels are due to local
contributions is pure supposition and does not belong in a document produced
by a public agency.

If water quality is to become an issue in South Dade, it is recommended that
additional sampling stations be established at Tamiami Trail, G-211 and 5-331 so
that people can deal with data rather than speculation.

3.7 WATER QUALITY

"Agricultural and urban areas in the northern Everglades are expected to
continue to influence water quality in the study area and Everglades National
Park if no further action is taken."

Is this paragraph addressing areas north or south of Tamiami Trail? If the
answer is north, then this statement only has meaning in terms of water
imported into South Dade County by the Corps' project, the South Dade
Conveyance System and the NESRS restoration.

The discussion on Mercury levels is totally irrelevant to this project.
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24 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

This section indicates that Shark Slough spills over to Taylor Slough at Elevation
6.5 feet{measured at P-33).

Is this conclusion drawn from surveyed topographic data?
Is it appropriately included in the model(s), or a\-zeraged over two miles?

Was this potentially adverse impact to private lands to the east considered or
even mentioned in the Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades National Park,
June 1992?

Did the Corps incorporate the Grossman Road Borrow Canal into the model(s)
and evaluate its impacts as indicated on page F-62 of Modified Water Deliveries
to Everglades National Park, June 1992?

What effect do all of the above considerations have on the Base Condition used
to evaluate alternatives and assess damages? Please provide a numerical
analysis of these effects.

2.9.8 Storms of June 1988

"The question arises why flooding occurred when design stages were not
exceeded. First, the design stages in L-31N are close to the natural ground
elevation and secondly, there is an almost complete lack of a secondary
drainage system in the area."

How can one expect secondary drainage systems to perform if canal stages are
kept at ground level during a flood? The design stages for the canals should be
lowered so that drainage from uplands can occur.

2.9.9 Storms of August1988

S-331 was used to accumulate storage of waters in the lower C-111 Basin which
were pumped into the Basin via S-331. This water was pumped to offset the
negative impacts of flooding NESRS on the East Everglades. The Water
Deliveries Testing Program is responsible for this problem. The problems in
Manatee Bay/Barnes Sound would have been much less catastrophic if this
accumulation had not occurred. Termination of S-333 discharges had little effect
because use of S-331 is related to rainfall over the Slough that adds elevation on
top of the higher water levels induced by use of S-333 over long periods of time.




3.3.2 Flood Control

"Unless lands are taken out of production for future environmental
acquisitions, the flood damage susceptibility will remain the same."

We take exception to this conclusion at this location in the report because that it
is factually incorrect. There are alternatives that will provide flood protection to
all of the agricultural lands and that will accomplish environmental
(hydroperiod) goals of the ENP without taking lands out of production.

3.8 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

(Note: Page 3.6 was not in our copy of the document. Therefore, the following
comment is from the previous draft.)

"In 1969-1970, coincidentally with a drop in water level in the northern part of
Taylor Slough, abrupt changes in timing of nest initiation occurred in wood
stork colonies; the change adversely affected nesting success. From 1981 to
1993, Cape Sable sparrow nesting attempts declined by 75 percent; sparrow
habitat had been invaded by woody vegetation. Roseate spoonbill colonies
have diminished since the early 1980s."

Are you sure that the decline in sparrow nesting and the diminishing of Roseate
Spoonbills in recent years is a not a result of too much water in their habitat? For
all of the species listed above, the collected data should be presented and
references of sources of the data cited.

"Reversal of this trend of desiccation is regarded as a Federal responsibility."
There is also a Federal responsibility to the homeowners, workers and
businesses of the region which comprise the "human environment" under NEPA.
SECTION 5 FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS

Most of our discussion of this subject is contained in Part A where we compare

the Curtain Wall Concept to the Recommended Plan. Therefore, our comments
here are of a general nature.
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This section describes the methodology for evaluation of the various alternatives.
Because the Corps removed the Curtain Wall from consideration as a result of
disputable cost data, it was not included in the environmental analyses and
comparisons. We feel that the Curtain Wall should be objectively analyzed
(through modeling) with appropriate consideration given to design
optimization. If this is done, it is our opinion that this alternative will provide
superior environmental enhancements over the Recommended Plan. We hereby
request that this be done.

51 FEDERAL OBJECTIVE

It appears that the federal objective for this project has been changed from one of
economic development to one of environmental restoration without economic
considerations related to improving the NED (National Economic Development),
the OSE (Other Social Effects) or the RED (Regional Economic Development)
accounts. In fact, the report assumes that, if flood damage prevention remains
the same as in the original project, then there are no negative effects on the
economic and social accounts. In our opinion, this assumption is wrong and the
Corps should include negative impacts on the NED, OSE, and (in particular)
RED accounts in its Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA. The reason
why this assumption is wrong, is that over 5,000 acres of extremely productive
farm lands (the Frog Pond), which were originally envisioned to have flood
protection under all previous plans, are being removed from the NED and the
RED accounts by the preferred plan. In addition, the OSE is being negatively
affected as a result of impacts to people in terms of employment and general
economic dislocation.

In addition to the above, it is our opinion that economic and environmental
objectives are not mutually exclusive if the Corps, the ENP and the SFWMD are
willing to consider potentially less costly alternatives to the preferred plan.

"Because of the environmental nature of this reevaluation report, the
determination of an NED plan which is normally required for a flood damage
prevention project, will not be accomplished within this report.”

The environmental nature of the report is not grounds for ignoring the NED
aspects of the plan. In fact, there should be an effort on the part of the Federal
and State governments to attempt to improve the economic and human
environments as well as the natural environment. Instead, the Recommended
Plan attempts to remove the idea of flood protection for the area through
erroneous technical assumptions and inappropriate modeling.




6.3 PLANNING CONSTRAINTS

It is our opinion that scope and time requirements for study completion should
not be a study constraint if it leads to a plan which negatively impacts the region
and does not produce the desired degree of hydroperiod changes thought to be
necessary by ENP staff. The "do something now" attitude that has been driving
the restoration process for the past decade has resulted in the degradation of
Barnes Sound in 1988 and has potentially negatively impacted Florida Bay and
Taylor Slough by the instantaneous shifting of huge volumes of water from one
location to another.

Experimentation with hvdroperiods in the Everglades can be accomplished by
less costly methods; can be unconstrained with respect to water elevations; and,
can _begin much more quickly if our proposed alternative were to be
implemented.

We feel that the separation of operations from structural elements is a mistake
because it limits the economic viability of the final plan. Italso introduces a high
degree of uncertainty into the process on the part of affected parties. While it is
agreed that the plan should provide a range of variability in water levels within
the ENP for biological ehancement, we feel that a range of operations to the east,
including lowered optimum levels, would provide for more agricultural
certainty. The farmers of the region are sincerely concerned that a plan will be
formulated which will, in the end, be operated to their detriment on the grounds
that "environmental optimization" is necessary. Again, these two goals are not
mutually exclusive. In addition, lowered water levels to the east are not
necessarily inconsistent with water supply needs associated with well fields,
salinity intrusion control, or the estuarine needs of the east coast.

5.5 EVALUATION FACTORS

This list of evaluation factors should have included negative effects on the NED,
OSE and RED accounts as previously indicated. These should be conducted
after a realistic approach to determination of flood damages has been executed.
5.6.1 Background

"However, these studies would have extended the study duration by more
than 1 year."

As stated previously, the study time line is not a valid excuse for ignoring
important data and information deficiencies. This project should go through one




more iteration, which includes an appropriate evaluation of the Curtain Wall
Alternative before a Recommended Plan is proposed.

5.6.4 Final Alternatives

We feel that the use of an uncalibrated, unverified 1x1 version of the SFWMM is
totally inappropriate for evaluation of flood prevention performance as well as
flood damage assessment. This will be discussed in more detail later in this
response.

Table 5-2 Effects Evaluation, Section 122

Please provide the rationale and numbers supporting the "no change" ratings
given to Displacement of People, Displacement of Businesses, Displacement of
Farms, Desirable Community Growth, and Desirable Regional Growth. The
table shows that there will be "very negative" effects on Man Made Resources,

Employment, Tax Values and Property Values. Why are these not quantified in
phvsical and economic terms and discussed in detail as "human environment"

impacts?

Table 5-12  Preliminary Analysis of Annual Benefits and Costs

An additional row should be added to this table to show Benefit to Cost Ratios
of all of the alternatives.

B/C Ratio
ALT1 0.80
ALT 1A 1.03
ALT?2 0.87
ALT3 0.52
ALT4 0.32 )
ALTS5 0.70
ALT6 0.34

These numbers indicate that the public is expected to be willing to receive a
return of 34 cents on the dollar to achieve the minor environmental benefits
offered by the preferred plan (ALT 6, ALT 6A). Would it not be wise to attempt
to achieve higher environmental benefits and a higher return on investment?




ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF SELECTED PLAN
6.1 PHYSICAL FORM

This paragraph, extolling the bounteous results of this project, is totally
inconsistent with the rest of this section which indicates that the environmental
benefits are minimal. This is discussed more fully below.

6.2 HYDROLOGY

"The impact of having an extended area of pumped discharges in Plan 6A
causes higher groundwater levels along the eastern border of the Park with
resultant loss of hydraulic slope away from Shark River Slough and an
increase in total volume remaining in the slough.”

Is there enough pumping capacity proposed to completely handle all of the
seepage that will cross under the levee? Do we run the risk of having to
continuously discharge from the C-111 system to make up differences? If so, has
the Corps considered the environmental consequences of a continuous discharge
from the system?

The above statement, as well as all others related to the "environmental benefits"
of the selected plan, is derived from the hydraulic provision of a head along the
eastern side of the park so that water losses are reduced and hydroperiods
extended. This goal can be attained without acquisition of the "buffer area". As
a matter of fact it can be attained while lowering operating ranges to the east.
The fact that this can be accomplished with physical facilities leads to a question
of why must the lands be purchased at all? Aesthetics?

In addition to the above, it would seem logical that a more passive method could
possibly be employed to retard easterly water losses from ENP without the
requirement of land and with much less pumping capacity than 1200 cfs.

"Soil moisture storage in the initial 1.5 feet of unsaturated ground above the
water table provides about 3.6 inches of rainfall storage."

This statement assumes that there is no antecedent rainfall prior to the storm
event (based on a storativity of 0.2 ft/ft). Recent experience in the eastern
portion of the Frog Pond indicates that once the water table rises above the level
of native rock, capillary action becomes important. The soils in this area have a
high marl content and have been vertically well mixed from the surface to the
top of native rock. How does this behavior and antecedent rainfalls prior to the
storm event affect the proposed plan's performance?
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"The remaining volume of the 10-year, 5-day storm is removed by project
structures."

This statement implies that the water stored in the upper 1.5 feet will remain
there for the duration of the storm, which would kill most vegetable crops. Was
this factored into the flood damage computations? If this volume (3.6 inches) is
considered to be buffer, then it should only be counted when it occurs at depths
of 1.5 to 3.0 feet.

6.3 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

In this paragraph and in paragraph 6.4, the environmental report card on the
selected plan is presented. Excerpts are as follows:

Cape Sable Sparrow (No Difference) - "These criteria are met fairly well
under the existing condition, and none of the evaluated alternatives would
change this very much........None of the considered alternative actions would
adversely affect the sparrow." '

Snail Kite (No Difference) - . the snail kite will be essentially
unaffected by the considered project”

Wood Stork (Marginal Benefit) - "Although the habitat improvement is
marginal, the considered alternatives will not adversely affect the wood stork"

Bald Eagle (No Difference) - "There would be no effect on bald eagles
from implementation of any of the alternatives."

Indigo Snake (No Difference) - "No effect will occur to the eastern indigo
snake.."

Florida Panther (No Difference) - "Considered alternative actions would not
adversely modify habitat for panthers, and the considered project would have
no effect."

American Crocodile - *..we have determined that the alternative actions
would not adversely affect the American crocodile.”

We have two concerns with this section and the selected plan's performance.
The first is related to the justification for spending 121.7 Million Dollars of
taxpayer's money for this result.
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The second concern is the indication that the proposed hardware may give better
results under "a different water control schedule'. What type of schedule is
meant here? Is the Corps suggesting that facilities and operation can not be
separated as stated earlier in the report? Does this mean that 5-331 will be used
to divert water from the north into the C-111 Basin via 5-331?

6.6 WATER QUALITY

"As discussed in section 2.3, nutrient enrichment resulting primarily from
agricultural runoff is the major water quality problem in the Everglades.
Although nutrient levels are low in the Taylor Slough drainage [basin,] they
frequently exceed targets established for the input points at S-332, S-175 and
S-18C. The water delivery systems discussed in this report are not specifically
designed to address nutrients; however those that incorporate retention areas
or flow-ways will have a beneficial water quality impact.”

This section attempts to lump South Dade agriculture into a broader group
having much different farming methods, crops, soils and water management
techniques. The target exceedences discussed may not be the result of South
Dade agriculture at all (see our pervious discussion).

The use of retention areas or flow-ways in South Dade would be much harder to
achieve than in the northern Everglades because of the extremely high
permeabilities and transmissivities encountered within the Biscuyne Aquifer
area.

68 AGRICULTURE

The conclusions presented here are predicated upon the operational strategies
assumed in the modeling. If modifications to operations are necessary to achieve
desired environmental benefits, then there is a genuine concern to agriculture as
to how the system will perform under flood conditions. "Optimization® of
environmental benefits could easily be translated to increased flood risk for the
protected region as has happened over the past several years.

Flooding concerns to agriculture are related to the smaller storm events as much
as to the larger. There has been a tendency to reduce discharges from the system
(operationally) and at the same time maximize water table levels. This leads to
loss of natural buffer storage and increased demands to operate the system in a
flood control mode.
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If water levels west of the proposed levee are increased, what effect do they have
on required pump station design capacities?

"The effect of land purchases is to remove cropland from production and
therefore reduce damage susceptibility in the study area.”

This concept fails to consider the negative permanent loss of agricultural lands in
the area. In addition, it should not be used to imply that purchase of agricultural
lands in this manner is necessarily the most cost effective means of achieving
flood control.

In addition, to the "profit" loss indicated in the report, there will be a ripple
effect throughout the entire local economy. Profit by the producer is not the only
benefit of having farming in the area.

6.10 DISPLACEMENT OF PEOPLE, BUSINESSES AND FARMS

What are the numerical economic effects in terms of loss of jobs and loss of
business with the removal of agricultural lands from the area?

6.18.1 MODIFIED WATER DELIVERIES TO ENP

"During non-flood conditions, excess seepage water from Shark River Slough
collected in L-31N borrow canal could be passed to the C-111 system for
enhanced hydrologic restoration of Taylor Slough.”

This statement is in direct conflict with the statement made in Section 8.5.1.t
regarding S-331 Operation. If S-331 is not going to be used for this purpose, then
how will it be accomplished? Will you wait till water levels drop and then
pump them up for some undetermined period of time?

South Dade agriculture has been concerned about pumping seepage waters at S-
331 for nearly a decade. The huge volumes of water sent to the south have been
responsible for the environmental damage to Barnes Sound in 1988 and may
now be partially responsible for conditions in Florida Bay. When G-211 was
constructed, we were told that it would reduce the need to discharge seepage
waters to the south. Although the annual flows have decreased, the Corps and
the SFWMD are using seepage from this system to artificially extend wet season
hydroperiods on agricultural lands to the south of S-331. The farmers are
opposed to this becoming a design feature of the plan.
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On page F-60 of the 1992 GDM, the Corps responded to our questions regarding
modeled seepage to L-31N from NESRS and our concern, under flood
conditions, that the anticipated pressure that increased seepage would place on
downstream systems. Excerpts from the Corps' response are provided below.

"In calculating seepage into L-31(N) south of Tamiami Trail, it is assumed that
the layer of silt and organic marl overlying the highly permeable limestone
retards seepage into the canal during flood stages....... During the FDM design
phase, the continuity and permeability of the organic upper layer will be
investigated. The investigation will include percolation tests, pump tests,
and a possible canal drawdown test."

Have these tests been done and a conclusion reached? If seepage rates to the L-
31N canal increase dramatically, what will the Corps do about it? If seepage
rates are higher, how will this affect forward pumping at S-331 to the south?
Will there be rules of operation that prohibit moving this water to the south?

APPENDIX A HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS
Use of the 1x1 Model

We take exception to the technical adequacy of the 1x1 model for determination
of flood stages, and therefore flood damage assessments, in the agricultural
areas. This model is probably adequate for determination of refative
environmental merits of plans within the ENP. However, it is inadequate for
flood assessments because it does not have the required absolute accuracy.
Model characteristics that must be considered are as follows.

Average land elevations over a 1x1 square mile area are not adequate to
determine the point at which crop damage or surface flooding begins. This is
especially true when one considers the level of accuracy possible in the
developed areas.

In addition to the averaging over space, the 1x1 model uses daily values of
rainfall to compute stages and discharges. It also produces average daily stage
as an output. How can you use average daily peak stage to predict whether
there will be damage to crops with a 12 hour susceptibility.

Modeling of Channels
In older versions of the model, a single channel reach was used between

structures, regardless of the number of grids that it intercepted. Is this the case
for the 1x1 Model also?

B-12
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If the answer to the above question is yes, then how can one expect to obtain an
accurate estimation of stage gradients between the structures? How can one
have confidence in evaluation of the effects of a canal with a flat pool
(numerically) on seepage from surrounding grids with varying water table
elevations? '

If the 1x1 model does have the capability to model channel reaches at a grid
resolution, then how can we rely on calibrations from an inherently different

model?

Physical Model Input Data

How were average land elevations assigned to grids east of L-31N and C-111?
What was the density of known land elevation points per square mile?

What is the computed confidence interval for average land elevations assigned
in feet? Does this input data limitation vary spatially throughout the area and, if
so, by how much?

Because the model uses average land elevations, one can expect that half of the

land is below the stated average and half is above the average. What is the
deviation on a grid by grid basis east of the L-31N and C-111 canals?

Boundary Conditions

What boundary conditions were used along the eastern and southern perimeter
of the model grid?

What would be the effects of hurricane and tropical storm surge on computed

elevations in the C-111 Basin? Was a sensitivity analysis to boundary condition
water elevations conducted for storm event runs? If not, why not?

Calibration and Verification

Please provide the calibration and verification run results for the 1x1 model as
used in this GRR.

B-13
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Seasonal Flood Occurrence

The report states that the "2-year 5-day rainfall total of 7.2 inches was used to
represent the beginning of flood damages". However, it does not provide the
justification for making this selection. This is important because this assumption
leads to the elimination of all potential damages to row crops between
November 1 and March 31 of all years. Based on our experience in the area, we
feel that damaging rainfalls of lesser volume are probable.

Please provide your justification for this very important assumption.

Please provide an updated analysis of % Chance based on up to date rainfall
records. Why was the analysis stopped at 1977? There are at least another 15
years of record that could be used. Iknow of problem years since that date.

Optimum Water Levels

Table A-5 provides the structure operation levels used in the model. Why are
these numbers different (higher) from project optimums at S-176 and S-174? Is
the Corps refining the optimum water levels or just boosting them to be
conservative? Or are they higher to account for some average stage condition
between the structures? The answers to these questions are very important.

Base Condition Used

The Base Condition is used to establish a benchmark for determination of
benefits and impacts that would result from alteration of the system from that
condition. The base condition consists of a set of assumptions regarding existing
structures, their configuration and their operations. The degree to which a
project affects the environment (including the human environment) can be
altered through alteration of the assumed base condition. For example, if the
base condition can be made to look very bad, then almost anything will appear
to be an improvement. The C-111 Uraft GRR does an incredible but elegant job
of manipulating the base condition, and thus the outcome of the alternatives
evaluations.

a. Inclusion of the 1992 Water Deliveries GDM
Indirect impacts on the agricultural areas west of L-31N are effectively ignored
with inclusion of this design into the base condition.
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b. Inclusion of the C-111 Interim Plan

We have repeatedly asked the Corps to evaluate the Interim Plan for C-111 with
respect to adverse impacts on South Dade agriculture. Since 1989, our requests
have been ignored. At this time, this unevaluated plan is being included into the
Base Condition and its impacts are being ignored here also. Why?

In our opinion, the lands east of C-111 have never seen the Base Condition as
defined in the GRR.

Flood Profiles

The flood profiles contained in Plates A-10, A-11 and A-12 are from the
Supplement 37, September 12, 1963. Please update these to show how plan
performance has affected them. Perhaps peak canal discharges could be used
along with HEC-II for this purpose. This effort should not take more than a few
days of labor and would shed a great deal of light on our ability to evaluate this
plan. We do not feel that stage results directly from the 1x1 model are
appropriate for this purpose. We assume that you feel the same way since a
similar analysis was used to test tailwater effects on structures discharging to the
ENP.

APPENDIX E SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

We feel that the flood damage assessments presented in this appendix are
flawed as a result of hydrologic assumptions made, the model used and the
quality of topographic data in relation to sensitivity of crops to high water
conditions.

The hydrologic assumptions with respect to initiation of flood damages totally
remove any damages that might occur between November 1 and March 31 of
each growing season for row crops.

The model, as discussed previously, is inappropriate mostly because of the
spatial averaging over a square mile and the temporal averaging of peak stages
for crops with less than one day of susceptibility.

In addition to the above, it is assumed that all row crops will have roots
extending only 0.17 foot below natural ground and that water levels must reach
that level before damage can begin. Vegetable crops are planted in rock plowed
areas where the overlying marl soils are mixed with rock to a much greater
depth than 0.17 foot. As a result, when water levels are within the rock plowed
depth, the soils absorb water upward (via capillarity) and become saturated.

B-15
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When the water table stays in this zone for an extended period of time (even
below the roots by measurement in a well), the soil column will stay saturated to
the top of the bed. Therefore, crops will become susceptible to flood damage
with lower water levels than indicated in this appendix. In addition, it will take
much longer to drain the soils and crops will be damaged worse than
anticipated. '

We feel that these factors are not properly handled in the analyses and that there
will be far greater agricultural damages (east of the canals) than are indicated by
the GRR. We also feel that the design parameters in the GRR as well as
anticipated operational strategies will contribute to these damages.

B-16
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TRE_C_—.L—.!l:]l"iES'I',EF]D,_b TEL :305-246~-7003 Apr 11 94 10:03 No.002 P.0O2
2 UNIVERSITY OF
Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences 18905 SW 280 Street
Tropical Research and Education Center Homestead FL 33031
, Tel. (305) 246-6340
April 8, 1994 _ Fax (305) 246-7003

Mr. Stephen Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-1104
Attn: CESAJ-PD-PF

Re: Public Meeting on a Study for Structural and
Non-structural Modifications to The C-111
Basin, South Dade County, Florida

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

The plan proposed for purchase of private lands west of C-111 known as the Frog Pond
and Rocky Glades agricultural area is taking of personal property against the will of
{andowners.

Alternate 9 to install a 60 f. deep curtain wall js estimated to cost $108 million. It is not
known if the curtain wall needs to be 60 feet deep. Assuming a 30 foot depth (and
perhaps even a 20 foot depth may be adequate) would be adequate to reduce ground
water movement sufficiently to develop a head of water west of the curtain in the
Bverglades National Park (ENP) the cost of the curtain would be similar to your estimated
cost of purchasing the land.

I propose you develop testing to determine the depth required for the curtain to give the
necessary head to provide water to the ENP and to the Bay, Then private citizens can
maintain their property, growers can continue to farm, the park and bay can have the
water they need.

Thanks for this opportunity to reply regarding the study on THE C-111 BASIN in
addition to speaking at the public meeting.

Sincerely yours,

%ﬁ%gﬂv,

Herbert H. Bryan

Professor & Acting Center Director
MEFOOCILIBAS

Equal Opportunity / Afftrmative Action Institution
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\ MIAMI-DADE WATER AND SEWER DEPARTMENT
4200 Salzedo Street, Coral Gables, Florida 33146 « Tel: 305-66%-3700 « Fax: 669-3788

N

"SERVE » CONSERVE

April 18, 1994

Col. Terrence Salt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-00189

Re: Draft Integrated General Reevaluacion Report (GRR) and
Environmental Impact Statement (C-111)

Dear Colonel Salt:

We have reviewed the subject document and, in concept, find
conclusions supportable. Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Department
(WASD) has two points to make, that go beyond the general goals of
the GRR as follows:

WASD is currently in the process of evaluating treated wastewater
re-use alternatives. While the concept of land application to golf
courses and other public areas may be the easiest to permit, we
welieve that returning this resource to Western Dade County may
constitute a higher use. WASD would urge that the GRR, and the
stance of the USCOE in general, would lend support to the concept
of returning treated wastewater to Western Dade County.

Secondly, use of our water resources must be balanced between
environmental, agricultural and domestic requirements. We are
concerned about the lack of consideration given to domestic users.
Major well fields operated by Homestead, Florida City, Florida Keys
Aqueduct Authority and WASD may be impacted by the redistribution
of water within the C-111. As it appears that the recommended
alternative 6A has not been modeled in detail and that strict
operating parameters have not been established, the use of existing
well fields and planning of future well fields will be very
difficult. WASD strongly suggest detailed modeling to be done and
strict operating parameters be established to predict the impacts
on exisiting and future well fields.

Sincerely,

Anthony J. Clemente
Director

Jc/gy
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APRIL 18,1994

COlL. TERRANCE SALT

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

44¥ W. BAY ST.,ROOM 939

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIOA 32232-0019 .

RE: C(-111 REEVALUATION REPORT (FEB 1994)
DEAR UCOLONEL T. SALT,

YOU SHOULD BE FAMILIAR WITH THE PHOT10S OF OUR MATURE
TROPICAL FRUIT GROVES LOCATED IN THE ROCKY GLADES FARM LANDS,
WEST OF 1L31~N. THESE VARY LANDS HAVE BEEN FARMED SINCE THE
195@'S. SINCE YOU HAVE ALSO MADE 1T IMPOSSIBLE FOR US TO €O~
EXIST WITH OUR NEIGHEBORS, EVERGLADES NATIONAL PARK AND SOUTH
FLORIOA WATER MANAGEMENT, SOMETHING MUST BE DONE.

1T IS NOT A QUESTION AS TO WHETHER WE AGREE WITH THE
ORAFT OR NOT. THE FACT IS THAT YOU HAVE BEEN VERY SUCCESSFUL
IN TAKING OUR LANDO, WITH NO REGARDS TO OUR PRIVATE PROPERTY
RIGHTS.

THEREFORE, WE THINK THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE RESPUNSIBLE
FOR PURCHASING THE PROPERTY AT A FAIR PRILE. WE ALSO THINK
WE ARE ENTITLED TO COMPENSATION FOR THE ECONOMIC IMPACT UPON
OUR BUSINESS. FARMING IS OUR ONLY LIVELIHOOD AND UAY OF
MAKING A LIVING. WE WILL SUFFER A GREAT LOSS OF INCDME AND
SHOULD BE COMPENSATED FOR SAME ANO MADE WHOLE,

IT IS URGENT FOR ALL INVOLVED THAT YOU TAKE DECISIVE
MEASURES.

SINCERELY YOURS,
' G

Gro-ini 7 M P

BARNEY W. TZKE 3R, ARON D, AUT2

-

sy e Avoncadon » Tomatoes . M.'m(u)s + Carambola (S'af F'Uil) « Callle
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A PAf (LT T
ATTORKHLYS

Allan Milletge

Bruos Franktin fden

Cary M. eki, P. A.

Dana J. MoRiroy (X

AT LaAw

—
OF COUNSEL;

fFlorence Snydar Rivas
John M. Milladge, P. A,

March 30, 1994

Terrence C. Salt

Colonel, U.S. Army

District Engineer

Department of the Army .
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 4970

Jackaonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Salt:

Just a note to thank you for the dignity your presence
gave to the hearing last night in Homestead. We all appreciate
your efforts.

The proposed plan, 6A, is an excellent one which I
support. The buffer design will work, I believe, and in various
configurations can be extended along most of the east side of the
Park and Conservation Areas.

I would also support filling in the C-111, not because
I'm worried about it being umed for flood contreol or because I'm
worried about Barnes Sound, but I do believe that restoring sheet
flow to the area west of US1 is difficult when a canal intercepts
the flow.

Thanks again.
Sincaraly, .
Allan Milledge

AM/ip

3UITE 600 + 2100 PONCE DE LEON BOULEVARD « MIAML, FLORIDA 33134 « TELEPMONE (303) 445 1300 « Fax [303) 4468-0972
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l-iYDROLOGIC ASSOCIATES U.S.A., INC.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

MIAMI ORLANDO
8925 5. W. 148th Street, Suite 212, 109 Bayberry Road
Miami, Florida 33176 Altamaonite Springs. Florida 32714

wone: {305) 252-7118 + Fax: {305) 264-0874

April 18, 1994

Mr. Ed. Salem

US Army Corps of Engineers
Federa! Building

P.0. Box 4570

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: Canal 111 GRR
Review Comments - February 1994 Version

" Dear Mr. Salem,

The following comments are presented for your review and consideration in
preparation of the final GRR for Canal 111. These comments, presented in no
particular order, should be considered in addition to my comments addressed to you in
J;nuaq 1994, Most of these comments bave been presented at public hearings over the
last few weeks,

The restoration goals for the Park can be accomplished by both plans 6A and 9,
as stated in the GRR. The primary difference between the two plans is how to handle
the increased seepage from additionai water in the l:urk. Plan 6A requires the
condemnation of 11,000 plus acres of farmiand (about 1/3 of the farmed acreage in the
basin); plan 9 requires very little condemnation of land but involves application of
existing geotechnical technology to retard seepage from the Park to the developed areas

in the east.

Phone: (407) 788-1355 » Fax: (407) 788-1135

The aquifer in south Dade County is highly permeable and literally does not hold
water. Since drainage has occurred in south Dade in the 1960’s, there is no longer the R
hydraulic pressure in the east to retard scepage coming from what s now the Everglades
National Park. An eél'ecﬁve seepage control measure has lo‘bc included iz the C-111
GRR because there is no longer the hydraulic pressure to prevent flow to the east. The
selected plan 6A provides for a series of pumps to supply water to upper Taylor Slough
and provide flood protection to the upper C-111 basin. These pumps will be
recirculating a considerable amount of seepage water as is now the case with 8§-332.

Because there are no operational criteria in the GRR, it is impossible to analyze the
flood protection capabilities of the 6A design. If the pumps do not work effectively in
restoring target water levels in the Park the only option is to raise water jevels in the
Levee 31N borrow canal which would jeopardize the developed areas east of the levee,
thus condemning even more land by removing flood protection capacity. Effective
aeepage control has to be part of the C-111 GRR if restoration and flood protection
needs are to be met. Plan 9 provides for a solution to both goals. The curtain wall that
is proposed will solve both problems.

The economics of plan 9 will justify its implementation when a more realistic cost
is placed on the construction of the curtain wall and the long term maintenance of
11,000 plus acres of abandoned farm Jand. [ utge you to consider different geotechnical
methods that are more cost effective and reversible. [ could not find in the GRR the

long le}m costs of maintalning abandoned farmiands nor who would be responsible for

this cost and allocation of work, Could you please provide me with this.

[44



in the GRR it is stated that the maintenance of water levels through the South

Dade Conveyance System (SDCS) is for water supply and retarding saltwater intrusion.
There is no evaluation of the saltwater intrusion extent since the SDCS became
operable. These data should be available from the US Geol.ogical Survey and be
presented, if the operation of the C-111 system is to retard saltwater intrusion.

It is stated in the GRR that there may not be enough water in the basin to meet
the restoration goals of the Park and that water may need to be importéd (probably via
$-331). A solution that was not addressed in this GRR is backpumping the adjacent
coastal canals: C-102 and C-103. The water in the western reaches of these canals
historically provided base flow to Taylor Slough, but is now discharged to tide. Rather
than import water through an interbasin transfer at $-331, it would be worth a strong
consideration to backpump excess water that historically did go to Taylor Slough.
Capturing of excess water in the western C-102 and C-103 would solve both quantity and
quality problems in the Taylor Slough/C-111 basins.

In summary there are three areas that need further consideration in the
development of the GRR: Seepage control, backpumping local basins, and the
economics of implementing the plan. By controlling seepage losses, the restoration of
the Park and Florida Bay can proceed in a timely manner and the eastern areas of the
basin can be provided adequate flood protection. ’I:his is a definite win-win situation,
Backpumping of local runoff can provide an ample source of high quality water that was
historically part of the Taylor Slough Basin. This would eliminate the need for an
interbasin transfer transfer of water and reduce the loss of a valuable water resource to

tide. These basins are now out of the scope of the C-111 GRR but should be brought

into the plan to incorporate a much needed change in the water management in South
Dade, Finally, the economics of a curtain wall must be re-cvaluated based on existing -
technologies. Once this re-evaluatipn is made you will find it to be a more cost effective
alternative for the restoration of the Park and the protection.of the eastern, developed
areas as opposed to condemning agricultural lands and maintaining them in the long
term.

I would be pleased to discuss any of my comments with you at yo\ur convenience.
Thank you for giving me the opportunity 1o provide the Corps with my comments.

If you have any questions or comments, please give me a cali at our Miami office.

Sincerely,

gt

Bradley G. Waller,
Principal Hydrologist

BGW:na
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Brisa and Rosalyn Scherl
1060 Tyler Street
Hollywood, FL 33015
(305) 922-5318

April 13, 1994

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers
P Q. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Sir,

Enclosed are supplementary comments on the proposed modification of C-111
canal network 1o enhance water flows into Taylor Slough and Florida Bay.

BACKGROUND

The construction of the Central and South Florida Project by the Corps is regarded
as the principle factor in the destruction of the Everglades ecosystem. Decades of
ditching, draining, and pollution have taken their toll. Florida Bay at the southern most
end of the system has seen the dramatic degradation. Some estimates state that freshwater
flows into the Bay have declined by 90% from historic fevels, There can be no doubt that
Florida Bay is critically ill. Among the symptoms;

s An estimated 100,000 acres of scagrass have died.

¢ Virtually all the sponges in Everglades National Park have died.

¢ Fish, shrimp, and crab populations have crashed.

s large algae blooms and sedimentation cloud the once clear water.

*  Water salinity has risen to levels much higher than the surrounding ocean.

¢ The health of the offshore resf is declining, imperiling the whole economy of the
Floride Keys.

¢ Mangroves and other shoreline vegetation are dying.

L]

Wading bird populations have dramatically declined from historic levels.

Even in it's compartmentalized and degraded condition the Everglades is regarded
as'a priceless ecological treasure by the international commmmity. The Everglades has
been honored by designations as &8 Wetland of International Significance, »+ World Herltage
Site, and an Internetional Biosphere Reserve. This unique ecosystem, aiready classified by

scientists as being near ecological eollapse must undergo an u.gg;rasiive and visionary
restoration program if it is to survive.

Congress has mandated that the Corps undertake studies to restore the Everglades
by modifying the Central and South Florida Project. Last November the Science sub-
group Issued it's report stating the scientific foundation for restoration. This document
should serve as the starting point for restoration activities.

OPTION 9

The farmers alternative for the “curtain wall” thould be rejected for the following
reasons: :

* Itistoo expensive at 180 milfion.
* Construction of the wall may contaminate underground aquifers with sediment.
* Construction would cause more salt water intrusion comprontising well fields.

* Construction would limit restorstion options as new ecological data becomes
svailable.

LAND ACQUISITION

Acconding the science subgroup report the “Rocky Glades, the 8.5 square mile
area, and Frog Pond® must be purchasad under the minimum restoration scenaro. These
hard choices must be made. Further, additional farm lands in excess of the 11,000 acres
may be needed to adequately provide a buffer to restore water flows into Taylor slough.

WATER QUANTITY

A key problem svoided in the draft report is where the additiona? water will come
from. Recent estimates state that at least 500,000 acre feet of water will be needed. A
minirmum flows and levels study should be included, Water flows should attempt to come
close to historic levels, distribution, and timing. The western flow way concept advocated
by the Nationa! Audubon Soclety and endorsed by the Everglades Coalition should be
implemented. Besides additionat finks to the C&SFFCP, water conservation measures
thould be mandated along with & prokibition of further welly in the sudy area.

9¢
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The C-111 canal should be filled. It was not originally part of the C&SFFCP and . . S - . -
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Yvonne & Fred Harper
P.0. Box 759 :
long Key, F1 33001-0759

March 21, 1994

Mr, Steven Sutterfieid *

U.s, Corps of Engineers

P.Q. Box 4970

Jackscnville, F1, 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

We may not be able to attend the March 29th. hearing concerning Florida Bay,
but wish to volce our concerns. We are 60 and 62 years of age, respectively, and have
been diving in the Middle keys for 30 yeara. Since 1971, on a part time basis, and
then since 1986 cn a full time {seasonal) basis, we've made part of our income frem
Commarcial Lobster Diving. Our activities are concentrated in the Middle Keys near
Channel Two, Channel Five and Long Key Bridges.

During the last two seasons, we've been unable to work on many days because
of visibility of less than one foot. In scme cases, this was a direct result of
the Algae Bloom, and in other cases was a result of turbidity being worse, and
‘longer lasting than usual. The die-off of sea grasses in Florida Bay has freed up
previously trapped silt so that, after a storm, more silt is suspended in the water,
and remains for several days loagsr.

Our situation may be unique, but many other Commercisl FPishermen are alsc
being affected by the Algae Bloom, sea grass and sponge die offs; and conse-
quently adverse conditions. Wa're afraid we've only seen the beginning of problems
as reduced nursery habitat causes continued reduction in available Lobster, Crabe
and Finfishes.

While there may be some differing opinions amongst scientists as to the IDEAL
methods of restoring the Bay, there seems to be NO DOUBT that improved Fresh Water
flow to Florida Bay will be beneficial. Apparently 1t only took Humans a few
decades to create the present unhealthy, unbalanced situAtion in Florida Bay.
let's hope we've gained the wisdom to START NOW to un-do the mess we've created.

There's no time for more studies. Do whatever it takes to start restoring
Florida Bay NOGW.

Sincerely, ? .
w T Fred Harper
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—_— Pearson Associates

Public Relations and Marketing Consunariz

March 26, 1994

MEMORANDUM
TO: Steven Sutterfi
FROM: Davld Pearson

SUBJ: Florida Bay

As a native of Miaml and a member of a pioneer Miaml family (my
father, Dr. Colguitt Pearsen was the first anasthesioclogist in
south Florida}, I would like to go on record on the following:

1. Supporting The Corps’ "Alternative 6A"™ plan to restore frash
water toc Florida Bay.

2. Expand the economic analysis for the project to include the
cost of the degradation of Florlda Bay viz a viz fishing, diving,
and tourlism.

Thank you for making this a part of the raecord.

DP/cs

carpe.pa

1450 Madruga Avenua, Suile 408, Cornl Gables. Fiita 13146-3163
Telephone (305) 565-5430 I'nx {3051 665- G495
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April 14, 1854
Steven Sutterfield
U.5, Army Corps ot Engineers
P,0, Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0018
Dear Hr. Sutterfield,

Wwith great concern [ have watched the gradual destruction of
the East Everglades eco-systen and the fisheriea of Florida Bay.
I see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option B6A
as proposed by the Carps of Engineers.

I welcome the proposed purchase of the landa adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond" and the "Rooky Glades." The
proposed retention/detention area on these landa is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South Rast Glades.

May 1 suggest that proper control of storm water run-off frem
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of §00cfs capacity
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at 8-332B. Purther an expanded
reservolr area along the west side of L-31N will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Tayler Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the pecple

of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a

practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay.

Sincerely,

&2,,.,,.) /O)wu
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April 14, 1994
Steven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corps of Englineers
P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr., Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of
the East Everglades eco-system and the fisheries of Florida Bay.
1 see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 6A
as proposed by the Corpa of Engineers.

I welcome the proposed purchase of the landas adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond” and the "Rocky Glades." The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades.

May I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homeatead and Florida City will require a pump of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 80 cfs pump proposed at 5-332B. Further an expanded
reservolir ares along the wast side of L-31N will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

1 have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Flerida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a

practical plan for restoratien of the South Eaat Everglades and

Florida Bay.

) ‘ Sincerely,
Gmk‘w"
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Aprll 14, 1894
Steven Sutterfiald ’
U.S. Army Corps of Enginesrs
P.O, Box 48970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 "
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern [ have watched the gradual dastruction of
the East Everglade; eco-syatem and the fisheries of Florida Bay.
1 see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 8A
a8 proposed by the Corps ol'hnginenrs.

I welcome the prepoesed purchase of the lande adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond™ and the "Roocky Glades." The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands ie esmential to
the restoration of water quality in the South Eaat Gladea.

Hay I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will raqﬁire a pump of §00cfs capaclity
rather than the 50 cfs pump propesed at §-332D, Further an expanded
reservoir area aleong the west side of L-3IN will do namuch to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Yalley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the GCorpa of Engineera will develop and implement a

practical plan fer restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay.

Sincerely,

ne C.(,(/L(;(;fu{
jS583 S W. S
Lot Eaen, L 33432

April 14, 1994

Steven Sutterfield

U,S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O., Box 4870

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Mr, Suttsrfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual qestruction of

the Bast Everglades eco-system and the tisheries of Florids Bay.

1 see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 6A
as proposed by the Corpa of Engineers.

1 weleome the propesed purchase of the lands sdjecent to the
Park, known as the TFrog Pond” and the "Rocky Glades.” The
proposed reatention/datention area on theme lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South Eeszt Glades.

May I auggest that proper econtrol of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 500cfs capscity
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at §-332B. Further an expanded
raservolr area along the west side of L=31N will de much to
guarantees clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River anier in Everglades National Park.

1 have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corpm of Englneers will davelep and implement a
practical plan for rastoration of the §outh Fast Everglades and

Florida Bay.

ZE



April 14, 1594
Steven Sutterfield
U.S, Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual deetruction of
the East Everglades eco-system and the fisheries of Florida Bay.
1 see hope for the restoration of the East Evergladea in option 6A
&8 proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

I welcome tha proposed purchase of the landa adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond” and the "Rocky Glades.” The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the Seuth East Glades.

Mey I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 600cfe capacity
tather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at $-332B. Further an expanded
reservolr area along the west alde of L-31N will do much teo
guarantee clean water under timely control to Tayior Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with tha support of thas people
of Florida, the Corps of Enginsers will develop and implement a
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Flortda Bay.

Sincerely,

gmwﬁ pLe e &
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April 14, 1984
Steven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corps of Engineera
P.0, Box 4870
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Pear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great oconcern I have watched the gradual destruction of

.the East Everglades eco-syatem and the fisheries of Florlda Bay.

I see hope for the reatoration of the East Evergiades in option SA
as proposed by the Corps of Enginears.

I weloome the propomed purchase of the landa adjacent to the
Park; known as the "Frog Pond" and the "Rocky Glades." The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essentisl to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades.

I Hay I suggeat that proper control of storm water run-off from
Hénantend and Plorida City will require a pump of 500cf{s capscity
rather than the 50 ofa pump proposed at S~332B. Further an expanded
raservoir area along the west aide of L-31N will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidenoce that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a
practical plan for restoration of the Scouth Eaat Everglades and

Florida Bay.

Sincarely,

<
AR Mg

nil~ .,
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Aprit 14, 1894

Steven Sutterfield )
U.;‘ army Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern { have watched the gradual destruction of

the East Everglaées eca-syatem and the tisherles of Florida Bay.
e

1 hope for the restoration of the Eest Everglades in option 6A
aee

as oropoéed by the Corpe of Englneers.

1 welcome the proposed purchase of the jands adjacent to the

L] - h
Park, known as the “Frog Pond"” and the Rocky Glades. The
4 ]

propoR etentio detention arsa on [.1.1.] ll!ldl is ellelltlll to
I ed r n/ thes

des.
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades

Hay I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Y

acity
Homestead and Florida City wil)l require a puasp of §00cfa cap

ded
rather than the 50 cts pump proposed at §-332B. Further an eXxpan

- much to
reservoir area aleng the west side of L-31N will do '

d the
guarantee clean water under timely contrel to Taylor Slough an

Shark River valley in Everglades Natienal Park.

1 have great confidence that, with the support of the people

of Florida the Corps af En!i“eera will de\’elop and implument &
]

des and
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglade

Florida Bay.

Sincarely,

stz [ o

Muaries §v Forrén sl
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April 14, 19984
éteven Butterfield
U.8. Army Corps of Engineers
P.C. Box 4370
Jacksonviile, FL 32232-0019

Dear Hr, Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of
.the East Everglades eco-system and the fisherien of;Flarida Bay.
I see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 6A
as proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

I walcome the propozsed purchasa of the lands adjacent to the

Park; known as the "Frog Pond” and the "Racky Glades." The

proposed retention/detention area on these lands is esmential to
the restoration of water quality in the Scuth East Glades.

May I suggeat that proper control of storm water run-off from

Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 500cfs capacity

rather than the 50 cfa pump proposed at S-332B. Further an expanded
reservoir area aleng the weast side of L-3IN will do much to
guarantee clean water undar timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades Netional Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a

practical plan for reatoration of the South East Everglades and
Florida Bay,

Sincerely,

Lt it s
167 % Eslpspoat T
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April 14, 1994
Steven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.D. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern [ have watched the gradual destruction of
the Esst Everglades eco-system and the tisheries of Florida Bay.
I see hope for the reatoration of the East Everglades in option BA
as proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

{ welcame the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
park, known as the "Frog PFond" and the "Rocky Glades.”  The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands le essential te
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades,

Hay I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homectead and Florida City will require a& pump of $00cfa capacity
rather than the 50 ¢ts pump propcsed at §-~332B, Further an expanded
reservolir area along the west alde of L-318 will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Tayler Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

1 have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corps of Engineera will develop and implement a
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Floride Bay.

‘81ncere17,
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April 14, 1894
Steven Sutterfleld
U.S8. Army Corps of Englneers
P.0., Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of

‘the East Everglades eco-system and the fisheries of Florida Bay.

1 ses hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 6A
as proposed by thd'Corpl of Engineers,

1 welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond" and the “Rocky Glades." The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands 1s esaential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades.

May I suggest that proper contrel of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 50Q0cfs capacity
rather than the B0 ofs pump proposed at $-~332B. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west side of L-31K will dec much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Plorida, the Corps of® Engineers will develop and i{mplement a

practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bar.

Sts7 W bben~(inh ﬁg
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April 14, 1994

Steven Sutterfield

U.5. Army Corps of Englneers
p.0. Box 4970

Jecksonville, FL 32232-0019 _
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual deatruction of
the East Everglnde; eco-system and the tinherles of Florida Bay.
{ see hope for the restoration of the Eamt Everglades in option BA
as proposed by the Corps of Englneersa.

t welcome the proposed purchase of tha lands adjacent to the
Park, known as the “Frog Pond" and the “Rocky @Glades.” The
proposaed cetention/detention area on these lands ls essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East 0Olades.

May I suggest that propsr control of storm water run~off from
Hopestead and Florida city will regquire a pump of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposad at §-332B. Further an axpanded
reservoir area along the west slide of L=-31H will de much to
guarantee ¢lean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

{ have great confidence that, with the nuppor§ of the people
of Florida, the Corpa of Engineers will develop and implement a

practical plan for reatoration of the South East Evargledes and

Florida Bay.

Since%‘/ g
?s’/ s Lidk
M“‘? 5%{133#%

BopdF-s0

April 14, 1904
Steven Sutterflald
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4870
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of

the East Everglades eco-system and the fisheries of Florida Bay.

1 sae hops for the restoration of the East Evergladas in option SA
an proposed by the Corps of Engineere. '

I welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Prog Pond® and the "Rocky Glades.” The
proposed retentionfdetention area on theas lands is essentlal to
the restoration of water guality in the Seuth East Olades.

Haf I suggeszt that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 600cfs capacity
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at S-332B. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the weat side of L=-31N will do nmuch te
guarantee clean water under timely contrel to Taylar Slough and the
Shark River Yalley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florlids, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay.

Slncerely,
70 4y e Qakreser
bors Serde Trl T 307
/3"44 Koo nr &4 I 343 “

9¢



April 14, 1984
Steven Sutterfield
U,5. Army Corps of Englneers
P,0. Box 4970
Jackuonville. FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfleld,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of
the East Evarglades eco-systenm and the fisheries of Florida Bay.
I see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 8A
as proposed by the Corps of Engiﬁeerl. )

1 welcome the proposed purchase of the landa adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond” and the "Rocky Qlades.” " The
proposed retantion/detention area on these lands ls easantial to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Qlades.

May ! suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead snd Florida City will require a pump of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at §-3328, Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west side of L-3iN will de much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Tarler Slough and the

Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
L)

of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florlda Bay.

Sincerely,
Kiths
{52 r W

April 14, 1994
Steven Sutterfield
V.S, Army corpe of Englineaera
P.O. Box 487
Jacknonvllle. FL 32232-0018
Dear Mr. Suttarfisld,

with great concern I have watched the gradual deatruction of
the Eaat Everglades eco-systen and the fisheries of Florida Bay.
1 see hops for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 6A
as propased by the Corps of Engineera.

1 welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
park, known as the “Frog pPond"” and the "Rocky Glades.” The
proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essentisl to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades.

May 1 suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will requirs & pump of 500cfa capacity
rather than the 50 ofa pump proposed at §-3328., Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west side of L-31N will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Vallay in Everglades Nutional.Park.

1 have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Plorida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a
practicéal plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay.

Sincerely,

£ 62 2
G265 MW. £ C7
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April 14, 1894

Steven Sutterfield

¢.5. Army Corpe of Englneers
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonvlille, FL 32232-00192

Dear Mr. Sutterfield,
with great concern I have watched the graduel +sstruction of

the East Everglades eco-systen and the fisheries o:. Florida Bay.

I see hope for the restoration of the Eaat Everglades in option BA

as propased by the Corps of Enginears.

{ welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the

Park, known as the "Frog Pand" and the “Rocky Glades,” The

proposed retention/detention area on theme lands iz emsentlal to

the restoration of water quality in the Socuth East Gladen.

May I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from

Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 500cfs capacity

rather than the 50 cfs punp proposed at §-332B. PFurther an sxpanded

regervoir area along the west aide of L-31N will do much to

guarantee clean water under timaly control to Tayler Slough and the

Shark River VYalley in Everglades National Park.
I have great confidance that, with the support of the people
cf Florida, the Corpe of Engineers will develop and implement a

practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay.

““fj;yﬁ//a%/ '

April 14, 1994

Steven Sutterfleld
U.S. Army Corps of Engincera

P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-001%
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of
.the East Everglades eco-system and the fimherien of‘FlorLda Bay.
I see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in eption 64
aa proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

I welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
Park, known am the "Frog Pond™ and thea "Rocky Glades." The
propesed retention/detention area on these lands is essential ¢t
the reetoration of water quality in the South Eamt Glades. i

Hay I suggest that proper control of sterm watar run=-off from
Homeatead and Florida City will require a pusp of 500cfs capacity
rather than the £0 cfa pump proposed at 8-332B. Further an expandad
reservoir area along the west aide of {~2IN will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Siough and th
Shark RiYer Valley in Everglades National Park, e

I have great confidence that, with the support of the pecple

of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a

pth‘-’.Gﬂl Pl‘ﬂ for restoration of the South East EVQ!ZlﬂdBH and

Sincerely,

sea Yo A 535"
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April 14, 934
Steven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corps of Englneers
P.0O, Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Hr. Sutterfleld,

With great concern I have watched ths gradual deatruction of
the East Everglades eco-system and the fisheriass of Florida Bay.
1 see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option BA
as proposed by the Corpa aof Engineefa.

I welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the

Park, known as the "Frog Pond" and the "Rocky GQlades.” The

proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Gladea,

Hay 1 suggeat that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City wilil require a pump of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 50 c¢ts pump proposed at $-3328. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west nside of L-~31N will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

1 have greast confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corps ef Engincers will develop and implement a
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay.

Sincerely,

st Sl
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April 14, 1994
Steven Sutterfleld
U.8, Arny Corps of Engineers
P.0, Box 4970
Jacksenvillie, FL 32232-0018
Dear Mr. Sutterfileld,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of

.the Esat Everglades eoc-aystem and the fisheries of Florida Bay.

I see hope for the restoraticn of the Eaet Everglades in option BA
as proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

I welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond™ and the “Rocky Glades.” The

proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Glades.

May I suggaat that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florids City will require a pump of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 80 ofs pump proposed at $-232B. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west side of L-31N will do much to
guarantes clean water under timely contral to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a
praoticai plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Floride Bay.

Sincerely,

sl YN g (GU LawREN &
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April 14, 1994
Steven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corpe of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr, Sutterfield,

With greet concern ! have watched the gradual destruction of
the East Everglades aco-aystem and the fisheries of Florida Bay,
[ see hope for the reatoration of the East Everglades in option 64
as proposed by the Corps af Engineera.

1 velcome the proposed purchase of the lands adfacent to the
Park, known as the "Frog Pond" and tha “"Rocky Glades.” The
proposed retention/detention area on theao lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Qlades.

May I suggest that proper control of storm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will requirg a pump of 500cfs capaclty
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at S-332B. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west mide of L-3IN will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely control to Tayler Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
of Florida, the Corps of Englneers will davelop and inplemant a
practical plan for reatoration of the South East Everglades and

Florida Bay,

Sincerely,

-
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April 14, 1984

Steven Sutterfield

U.8. Arny Corpas of Engineers
P.0. Box £970

Jaoksonville, FL 32232-0018

Dear Mr. Sutterfiald,

¥ith great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of

i
.the East Evergladea ecco-system and the fimheries of Florida Bay.

I see hope for the reatoration of the East Everglades in option §A
as proposed by the Corpe of Engineers.

I welcome tha propomed purchame of the lands adJacent to the
Park, known as the "Freog Pond” and the "Rocky Glades.” The
propoasd retention/detention area on theee lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Gladssa.

May I suggest that proper control of atorm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 50 cfs pump proposed at S-332B., Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west side of L-3IN will de much te
guarantee clean water under timely control to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Yalley in Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the mupport of the people
of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a
practical plnn'for restoration of the South East Evergladex and

Florida Bay.

Sincerely,
- — A" . /L4L
L L‘-(Lw/ké""" v

-
bosn Doty Tous

(Y rary Jenchy Fu 33787 -
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April 14, (984
Steven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0., Box 4870
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of
the East Everglades eco-system and the fisheries of Florida Bay.
I see hope for the restoration of the East Evergladea in optien 6A
a3 proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

I welcome the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent to the
Park, known as the “Frog Pond" and the "Rocky Glades." The
proposed ratention/detention area on these lands is essential to
the restoration of water quality in the South East Qlades.

Hay 1 suggest that proper control of atorm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida City will require a pump of 8§00cfs capacity
rather than the 50 c¢fs pump proposed at §-~3328. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west side of L-31N will do much to
guarantee clean water under timely contrel to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley {n Everglades National Park.

I have great confidence that, with the support of the people
>f Florida, the Corps of Engineers will devslop and ioplement a
practical plan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

“lorida Bay.

Slncerely,

SEVE Comns OEL Sou #IOI—
4 .,
Beocn RaTim  Floviln 23433

April 14, 1994
Staven Sutterfield
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0, Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019
Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

With great concern I have watched the gradual destruction of

.the East Everglades eco-syatem and the fisheries of Florida Bay,

I see hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in option 6A
a8 propoged by the Corps of Engineers,

I weloome the proposed pPurchase of the lands adjacent to the
Park, known as the “Frog Pond" and the "Rocky Glades." The
Proposed retention/detention area on these lands is essentfal to
the restoration of water qQuality in the South East Glades,

Hay I smuggest that proper control of atorm water run-off from
Homestead and Florida Clty will require a punp of 500cfs capacity
rather than the 50 cfs Pump proposad at S-332B. Further an expanded
reservoir area along the west aide ef L-31N will do much teo
guarantee clean water under timely centrol to Taylor Slough and the
Shark River Valley in Evergledes Natiocnal Park.

I have grest confidence that, with the support of the people
af Plorida, the Corps of Enginears wil] develop and implement a
practicn; plen for restoration of the South East Evergladea and

Florida Bay.

Sincerely,

Jngécy 17 Bewtn,

5800 Caturier Dof L2 4 250

Zoen, P = .
Oc® Ladens, A 33 Y- 23
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April 14, 1984

Steven sutterfleld
U.5. Army Corps of Enginears

e,0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0018

Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

with great concern 1 have watched the gradual destructicn of

the East Everglades wco-systen and the fisheries of Florida Bay.

[ zee hope for the restoration of the East Everglades in optlen -7

as proposed by the Corps of Engineers.

1 welcome the proposed purchase of tha irnds adjacent to the

park, known as the "Frog Pond" and the "Rocky Glades.” The

proposed retention/detenticn area on these lands 1s asaantial to

the restoration of water quality in the South East Qlades.

tay 1 suggeat that proper control of storm water run-off frem

Homeatead and Florida City will require a pump of 500cfa capacity

rather than the 50 efa pump proposed at 8-332B. Further an expanded

reservoir area along the west side of L-31N will de .puoh to

guarantee clean water under tlmaly contral to Taylor Slough and the

Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park.

{ have gresat confldence that, with the suppert of the pecple

of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develop and implement a

lan for restoration of the South East Everglades and

Sincerely,
&lf‘ﬁ/
.‘léa _'

practical p

Florida Bay.

%YJ: 79& SO 2

April 14, 1994

gt;va: Sutterfield
ray Corps of
P.0. Box 4870 of Englnoers
Jaanikmonville, FL 32232-0018

Dear Hr. Butterfield,

. With great concern I have watched the gradual destructi
.the East Everglades eco~system and the fisheries of ;l :d .
I see hope for the restoration of the Eaat Everglades 1n°: T o
28 propoged by the Corps of Engineers. B
f welcoms the proposed purchase of the lands adjacent t
Park, known as the "Frog Pond™ and the "Rocky Glades.” o
p:opoqad retention/detention area on these lands is esse;ti lThe
the restoration of water quality in the South Eaat Glades w
Hay I suggest that proper control of storm water run-;rf
Homestead and Plorida City will require a pump of 500cfs capa:::m
rather than the 50 ofs pump proposed at 8-332B. Further an expand :
reservoir ares amlong the west side of L-3IN will do muihn :
guarantes clean water under timely control to Taylor $1 )
Shark River Valley in Everglades National Park e
I have great confidence that, with the support of the
of Florida, the Corps of Engineers will develap and 1mp1c:t::le
a

practicel Plln for reatoration of the South Eest Everglades and
g

Sincerely,

Sma S, gtabds’
FolNE Wareost w0y
Bogcbern FL 33U
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Harch 31, 1994

Hr, Steven Sutterfield
US Army Corps of Engineers

P.0, Rox 4970

Jacksenville, Fl 32232-0019

%M%LMM :
I have always been vitally interested in the protection of the environ-
ment, Certainly the proper protection of the Flnida Everglades is of
vital importance to the sellebeing of the state of Florida. I believe
a proper balance must be sought hetwsan the operations of the industriel
community and the maintensnce of the health of the Ewrp-zlades.
I have been following closely cver saveral years, actions that have taken
place in sactions of the Everglades, Problems in the managemant syatem over
the past ten yaars have been aggravated by practises that have over~drained
the Everglades, preventing water from flowing into Florida Bay, This has
been done to banefit a few tomato growers in the so called Frog Pond area.
Such action has dons visible and significant harm to the Everglades and
Florida Nay through preventing fresh water flow from reaching key parts of
the Ray,
Of the various plans relative to raestoring of fresh water flow to resatore
Florida Ray, Alternative 6-A seems to have much marit, However, after con-
sidarable thought on the matter, I would like to offer some improvements as

per the following: ( See next page )

-2-

Everglades tha
' Propased Citin canal shouid be designed ay , t
retention/de-

te
atidn. area linked to the area to the north

3.  Ths Co
TPS should use a 500
efs pump {nsteaq of
8 50 ¢fs one at §
-332p

30 that waters Are
Purped into large retention/datention area al
eng

[
11IN whieh Allowa naturat sheatfiow

to move down thy
Evergliadesarea into the marips environmant o
*

Thi i
ecolopgical benefits while e prone o

allowing greater flood protection as wel]

3, E!plﬂd the l.t‘ﬁtloﬂldﬂt‘lll‘lﬁﬂ Breéa alo 1§ the west aide of L-31M north
i1 414 Y 8 ¥ by
tn llﬂia“l! Tra LL 3 gested b Allelnltive « Only b this action
will the COIPJ ensure that enough ¢lean water can be made lVl’.lﬂblE
in both Shark Slough and laﬂor Slough
4,

Rupectf’ully.

(il & Yporshaly_

Richard E, Harshal1
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Apil 17, 1894

Larry Marvet

. -Consarvation Vice-Chalr

_ 5581 SW Tth Strest
Plantation, Florida 33317 -
(305)321-56753

Stephen Sutterfield

US Amy Corps Of Englnaers
P O Box 4970 .
Jacksonvitta, FL. 32232-0019

Dear My, Sutterfleld, .- _
| aitahded the maeting In Homestead on March 23 concarming the proposad - (G- -
project which promises to tmprove the figw Into Taylor Sfough and Flirida Bay, | 'was struck - -
by tha ngarly unanimous. agreement, &mong {emhets, environmntallsts, residents end. ¥
pofiticians that Florida Bay should ba eaved. ] congratulate the Corps efforts to bdnQthe -~ .. -
aftected parties to this poston:; . - . R A
The Broward County Qroup ot Slerra Clud gensrally agrags with your plan 6A end -, )
strongly baflaves that Altemathve 8 L] _seriozgiy-—dangértmly;ﬂawed. You chose correctly ;.-
and we strongly urge you to rjoct further aitempts to change your cholca to Alternative 9.,
Howaver, 8A can and should balm srovesd. First, hydroperiod ¢an be improved by .
replacing C-111N by a retenton/dot tion area which accepts Stormwater ninaftfrom . -
Homestead and Flodda City. Secondly, the pump &t §-332E shouid be slzed at 500 cubic’
fact per second, rather than the peoposed 50 cfs, sd.that the stofmwater nuncff mentioned
above can be pumpad to the retention/détention area Instead of being routed through theC- .
111 fo tha ocaan and causing the Xind of marine disasters wa've seen (oo oftan lytha past.
Mext, these naw ratention/detention areas should be extended aast of usS-1:to.optimize - -
water dafiverles to all parts of the area, including coastal Everglades. Additionally, wé -
ballve that the C-111 should be'flled south of e retentiori/detentlon aseas. Flnglly, = -
expanston of iné retentica/detention erea elong the west side of [-31N and foth 1o the. - -
Tamlam! wil insure that watet Is avaliable to bath Shark Stough and Taylor, Stough in the .~ -
required quantitles. -~ oo L U O
. Please kaep up the good work, but don't miss this opportunity to makethe . -
alorementlonad Improvemants 1o your plan.’ ’ . : S

Slncerely,

y _"l’w

8t



RAichard H. Spencer

68152 N. Verde Trail E118
Boca Raton, Fl, 33433
Phons: 407 479-4651

Apil 13, 1994

Mr. Staeven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Englneers
~P.O. Box 4970

' Jacksonville, Fl. 32232-0019

Subject: Support of Canal 111 Project, Alternative 6A

Dear Sutterfield:

As a resident of south Florida for over a quarter of a century, | deplore what has hap-
pened, and Is continuing to happen, to our everglades and Flerida Bay. | heartlly sup-
port your efforts to restore and enhance the flow of fresh water to thosa areas by
implementation of the subject project.

A. Fellowing are soma specifics that | endorse as belng significant to the success of
the project:

1. Purchase of Frog Pond and Rocky Glades agricultural area
2. Identify the cost of Florida Bay coliapse vs restoration cost - both pleces ere
neaded for true evaluation,

B. Following are some suggestlons for enhancement of Alternative 6A and its
Implementation:

1. Te mora ensure ftoed protection north, as well as restore the sheet flow to the
south, design the proposed Cana! 111N to be a retention/detentlon area linked to
the area north.

2. To allow and enhance sheetfiow south, increase the pump slze from 50 ¢fs to
500cfs at S-332B to pump water into a large retention/detention area along
the C111N,

Sloughs, itis sugpested that
ate clean water for Clark end Taylor
> Es:‘;::r::m:%renﬁon aroa along the west side of L-31N, north to amiami Trail be

4 ap::;::-o' C111N east across U.S. Hwy. 1 would enhance flextbility and area

delivery coverage for the systom

With eppreciation for the Corps' proposel and attention to this matter.

Respectiully,

,L/)-?i(\//(;il feer

Richard H. Spencer
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— AUDUBON SE REGIONAL OFFICE

t - ACTION ALERT

M. S. He. David Sapi 75z
J"—L&M, o1 atlantis Shores ;zvd o
)/ Z Hal

1Aglant1c Shoras Biud, NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY

o ~ * SUﬁCr”M4 -~ B " T l
At - Q;gﬂ./:;ﬁ_a oo lidts 0303_,902;7;%‘/6&( 30K 1994, MARCH 18, 1994
Rt v it i _%'M,WWM4,WJA/34;
Ghﬂmﬂm) ‘ﬂ“!’ﬁ“?/oj . » ,
M W‘%W i 2:{,1, . 'Md M The US Army Corps of Engineers

Urgent Evgrgladgs[flgrida Bay Action Alert

is holding a hearing on restoring Nows inta Taylor Slough and
Florida Bay through the proposed C-111 Project. .

March 29, 1994

700 pm
Homestead High School

351 5,E. 12 Sireet

(Eastof Hwy 1) -
For Information about buses, call Thezesa Ashley al (30%) 2963880

C-111 i n the far southeast region of the Everglades system."[Tis the key ateafot
providing overland flows jnto southeastem pottion of Everglades Natioral PagKand the northeast
corner of Flarida Bay. This area provides important habitat for endangered-Species such as thé Wis5d -
Stork, Cape Sable Sparrow, American Crocodiie and the Srail Kite. However, the ditching and
draining of this area has disrupted the natural timing, distribution and flow of water, Instead of a
gentle sheet of water, fed by rain, moving slowly through this sres, aanals drain water outof
marshes and quickly outof the system. 1n the tast decade problems in the system have been aggra-
vated by water managernent practices which have overdrained the Evergiades and prevented water
from going into Floridn Bay « 11 to beneflt a few tomato growers In the area known as the Frog
Pund. This over draining has done visible and significant harm to the Everglades/Florida Bay and
prevented vital freshwater flows from reaching the key arcas of the Bay.

How.you can belp:
1, Attend (he public hearlng on March 29

2. Attend the public hearing on March 29 and
werite o letter to the Corps of Englneers

3. Wrlte a letter to the corps of engineers

You can help by strending the publisdaadagattamestead on the 25th. 1tis ¢learthat the
agricultural community intends 1o lurn out many of lts workers to oppose this restoration project
and Is using scare tactics to recruit homeowners from other areas of South Dade County. If you
can’t attend the hearing then please submit written comments, prior to Aptil 20, 1994, to:

Mr. Steven Sutterfleld
US Army Corps of Englneers
P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonvlite, FL 32232-0019

What the Corps propoases: This project is being undertaken Lo selecta plan to increase the
operational capability and fexibility of the C-111 system to provide restoration for the ecological
integrity of Taylor Slough and the eastern panhandie arca of the Everglades. The project must
malntain existing authorized levels of flocd protection for agrlcultural interests adjacent to

C-111. Restoration of thesz flows will provide freshwater necessary for restoring Florida Bry. The

I aachanstaen Boaraladne

19




The Corps reviewed 10 alternatives including a no action alternative, and altematives 1-6A, 8 and
$. The Corps found that alternative 6A met all of the eriterla to provide operational flexibility for
this part of the systern. The tomato farmers offered Alternative 9 which did not provide flexibil-
1ty to restore natural water levels slong the boundery and heedwat 2 of upper Taylor Slough or
to control the timing Mows into Taylor Siough - essential to the restoration of historic flows in this
atea. The Corps noted that Alternative 6A provides the same amount of flood protection as the
farmers proposal. The Corps chose Alternative 6A becsuse [t provides the greatest benefit to the
cnvifonment, maximizes operational flexibility and provides flood damage prevention capabiiity
to agriculture.

Coinls you can make aboulthe propesal:

+ The ecanamic analysis for this project is flawed because it does not Incorporate the cost of
the collapse of Florida Bay vs. the benefits of restoring It. The degradation of Florida Bay
has endangered the economy of the entire Florida Keys which s based on large part on
fishing and diving. Sclentisls agree restoration of freshwatee flows Is absolutely essentlat
to restoration of the Bay. Since the C-111 area is a key avenue for {nput of freshwater Into
Flarida Bay, the benefits of economic recovery to these Industzies in Florida Bay sheuld be
quantified and will 2dd additlonal economie Justificatlon for restoring historle candlitions.

In the last decade farmers in the Frog Pond area have successfully prevailed upon the
government lo give them mote and more drainage benefils not provided by law. By
ptoviding these benefits, the Corps and District have harmed the Park and Florlda Bay,
because when they drain the Frog Pond they also drain the ad]acent marshes In Taylor
Siaugh. Thecefore, puschase of the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades agricultural arez contem-
plated by this proposal is essential to the future of the Everglades/Florida Bay system.

«  The proposed retention/detention area, in what Is now the Rocky Glades and Frog Pond, Is
essential to ensuring water quality in this area as well as providing flood control for areas
eastof L-31/C-111 eanais.

While Atternafive 6A is 2 good one it can be kmproved in the follawing ways.

(/' " To more fully ensure fiood protection to communities to the north, as well as

i~ testore historle timing and distributlon of sheetflow in this part of the Everglades,
the proposed C-111N canal should be designed as a retention/detention area linked
to the acea to the north.

v,

L/ The Carps should use 2 500 ¢fs pump nstead of 2 50 cfs one at §-332B so that
waters are pumped into a lazge retention/detention area along C-11IN which
allows naturat sheetflow ta move down through the southern Everglades area Into
the marine environment, This provides ecologlcal benefits while allowing for
greater flood proteclion as well

/ Expand the recention/detention area along the west tide of L-31N north to Tamlami

" Trait as suggested by Alternative 8. Only by doing Ihis will the Corps ensure that
enough clean water can be made avalilable in historie pattems for both Shark

~ Slough and Taylor Slough.

‘/ C-131N should be extended sast of US 1 to allow maximum flexibility and water
deliveries Lo al) parts of this system.

April 14, 1394

Mr. Steven Suttesrfisld

U.8. Army Corps of Enginesers
P.0D. 4970

Jacksonville, F1I 32232-0019

Re: Ragtoring HWater Flew intea Ta i
yler Slough and Florida B
through the Proposed C-111 Project 4 eriea Bay

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

I support the restoration project to improve the flow of water
into Florida Bay, bhaving seen first hand the seriousness of the
water quality problem.

I believe the 6A alternative is the best, but could be improved
by completely plugging the €-1il canal to prohibit urban runeff
and varying amounts ©f fresh water from disturbing the balance in
Barnes Sound. The C-1:iN canal should be designed to retain vater
and extended to east of US 1 and larger pumps should ke in olace
to provide for greater water distribution and allow the natu;al
sheetflouv to move water down through the scuther Everglades area
into Florida Bay. Additionally, the retention area along the
west side of L~3IN should be expanded %o allow for greater flow
for Shark Valley slough and Taylor 8lough.

Whnile I realize that many of these proposals wiil jeopardize
various existing interests, the long-range vater picture must be
factored into the decisicns made. There are many more upstream
and downstream {ntarests as well as future wvater demands tc be
considered. Our watershed (the Everglades) must be protected and
sacrifices must ba made now.

o

Karen Young
901 Placetas five.
Coral Gables, F1 33145
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il 11, 1994

Army Corps of Engineers

y Mr. Stephen Sutterfiald
) Box 4970

'xsonville, FL 32232-0019

«r Hr. Sutterfield:

: proposed project to increase the oparational capability and

sxibility of the Canal #£111 (C-111) is long overdus, This canal .

:aged Florida Bay by dumping stormwater into the Bay during heavy
ine and flood events and draining nearby marshes at time of
wught for agricultural purposes.

the last dacade farmers in the Frog Pond area have successfully.
svailed in receiving more drainage benefits than provided by law
the expense of the Everglades, prainage of Frog Pond also
alns the adjacent marshes in Tayler Slough. The currant

adition of the Slough displays that thie agricultural use is

compatible with a healthy Bay. The Corps nust purchase this land

d the Rocky Glades agricultural area to insura the future health
Florida Bay and The Evergladaes.

th the approval of the Everglades Restoration Plan by the Florida
gislature, the Corps is afforded an excallent oppertunity to
ntribute to this Plan by restoring the histeric sheetflow to the
utheastern Everglades. The creation of a water retention/
tention araa inatead of the proposed Cc-111N would batter
complish thie goal. This would provide full flood protection and
establish the natural sheatflow without destroying the marine
vironment.

e retention areas prevent unnatural watar flows into the Bay and
suld be expanded aleng the west slde of L-31N north to Tamiami
all ae suggested by Alternative &, The Corps could achleve
wimum flexibility and water deliveries to the coastal Bverglades
. extending the retention area east of US Highway 1. Tha return
" the natural shaetflow to Shark Slough and Taylor Slough will
low the Everglades to filter water flows into Plorida Bay and
/1p restore tha ecological cycle that has been disrupted.

incerely,

(90 Wk

arold Hancock, 5848 NW 21st Street, Laudarhill, PL 323313

Christopher D. Koss

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
£.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Aprit 10, 1994

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

May I please add my wholehearted support to your proposal altemnative 6A
for the Everglades/Florida Bay Restoration.

I believe that proposal could be enhanced by linking Canal 111N to the

north, which would help in the distribution of sheet flow in this part of the
Everglades.

Further, a much-larger pump at $-332B would enable more effective
retention and detention along C-111N.

Expansion of the retention area along the west side of L-31N, as suggested

in Alternative 8, would allow enough clean water for both Shark and Taylor
Sloughs.

By extending Canal 111N east of Highway 1, maximum flexibility and

water delivery would be provided for the entire system.

Sincerely yours,

(o

AAt Nraan Nrlva 8176 Waw Aienauna Finrids 12140
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Allen D Rios
2233 Nowry LN .
kissimmee, FL 34741 Ee

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

Us Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville. FL 32232-0019

pear Mr, Sutterfleld, o
I am writing you to submit my comments on the proposed C-1i1-
progect. As you know the C-111 project area is the key area for
providing everland flows into southeastern portiorn of Everglades
National Park and the northeastern corner of Florida Bay.This: r'-' (.
area provides inportant habitat for ehdangerad species such as -
Weod Stork,Cape Sable Sparrow, American Crcidile and theSnall Xita.
I would like to hit on a few points about the overail praposal.- ™

+ THe economic analysis for this project is flawed
pecause it doea not incorperate the cost of the v
collapse of Floride Bay vs. the benifita of restor: L
ing it. the degradation of Florida Bay has endang-
ered the the economy of tha intire Florida Keys v ﬁ
which i3 based in large part té diving and fishing. =~ o

*In the last decade farmers in the Frog Pond arex -
have been given more and more drianage benifets

not provided by law,By providing these bénefits

the Corps and District have ‘harmed the Park and
Florida Bay, because when they drain the Frog

pPond they also drian the marshas in the adjacent
Taylor Slough. THerefore, the purchase of the Frog
Pond and Roceky Glades agriculteral area is ess-
ential to to the future of the Everglades/Florida
Bay system.

et

* THe proposed retention/detention area, in what is
now the Rocky glades and Frog Pond, is essential to
ensuring water gquality in this area as well as
providing flcod contrel for areas east of L-31/C-111
canals :

of the ten alternatives reviéwed by tha Corps, 6A is the
best alternitive, but it can be inproved in the following ways.

* To more fully ingsure flodd control, as well as rastore
historic timing and distribution of sheatflow in this
part of the Everglades,the proposad C-111N canal should
be designated as a ratention/detention area linked to the
area ta the north.

*The Corps should use a 500 cfs pump instead of & 50 cfs -

one at S-3312B
(pver!

> *LSxﬁand the retention/detention arasa along the wast

sids of L-11N north to Tamtami Trail as ‘suggeated by
alternitivae 8.

- %0-1118 should be exstended emst of #2-1 to &llow maximum
flexibility and water deliverlias to all parts of.this

system,

Thank you for tllowing me to submit these commants.l hope
you take into account the points I have 1isted, and implement
alternative 6A with therinprovements f have suggested.

Sincerly, V

N . - Allen D.RIcs
2233 nowry LI
xissimmae, FL 34741
(407) 933-1797

vS
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Catherine VerSchneider
638 Snug Hubor Drive #15
Boynton Beach, FL, 313433

Aprit 16, 1994

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

US Army Corps of Engincers
PO Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 322320019

Dear Mr. Sutterfield;

Restoring flows into Taylor Slough and Florida Bay through the C-£11 Project must fncorporate the cost
of the coliapse of Florida Bay versus the benefils of restoring 1L, The degradation of Florida Bay has
endangered the economy of the entire Flotida Keys, which depends on the quality of the water resource.
Scientists agres that restoration of the freshwater flows 1y absolutely essentlal 83 the restoration of the Bay,
Sinoe the C-111 area Is 2 key avenue for Input of freshwater Into the Florida Bay, the beneflis of economic
recavery to fishing and diving industries should be quantified, thereby increasing economis jusufication
for restoring historic conditions.

In the last decade, farmers in the Frog Pond ares have fully prevailed upon the g 1o give
them mare and more drainage benefits not provided by law, By providing these beneflts, the Corps and
District have harmed the Park and Florida Bay,, as dralning Frog Pond also draing adjscent marshes In
Taylor Stough. Therefore, purchase of Frog Pand and Rocky Qlades agricaltural area, as contemplated by
the proposal, is essential for the future of the Everglades/Florida Bay system.

The proposed retention/detention ares, In what is now Frog Pond and Rock Olades, Is requisits for
ensuring water quality in this area , as well as providing flood contrel foe aress east of 1-31/C-111 canaly,

The Corps chose Alternative §A bocause {1 provides the greatest beneflt to the environment, maxirmizes
operational flexibility, and provides fload damage p jon capability to agriculture. Alternative 6A can
be improved in the following ways: .

1. For betlet flood protection to communities to the north, and restore historlc ming and dlstribution of
sheetflow in this part of the Everglades, the proposed C-111N canal should be designated as a
detention/retention area linked to the area la the narth,

1. The Corps should use a 500 ¢fs pump (not 30 ofs) at S-332B $0 that waters are pumped into & large
rewention/detention arca along C-111N which allows natural shoctflow to moeve down through the
southern Evergtades area into the marine environment.

B
m:g;u;(d e:ib;y rxm;mg:l;: ;Lo:: "‘lh; m 'sl':e O{L-31N norch to Tamiami Trail a1
made svalleble In historic paiterns £o¢ both Shark Slough and e'lr“:;:';:;:g":ugh clean vater e be

¢ C-111 should be extended
of this system, cast of US1 to allow maximym Rexibility and vater deliverics 10 alt pans

Thank you for your time,

Sincerety,

Catherine VerSchnelder

SS



9560 N, W, Jist Plaos
Sunriss, ML 33351
April 11, 19%%

Mr., Staven Sutterfield -
U, 8. Army Corps of Engineera

P. 0. Bax 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Hr, Sutterfisld,

1 am strongly in favor of re-sstablishing the historic flew, timing, and dis-
tri:utlon ofyuater te Taylor Slough and Florids Bsy, Florida Bay is dyirg
becausa it is starving from the lack ef freshwater,

Th 1v 1iving coral resf 4in the continental U, 3, is also being impacted,
Th: :\?l{i.ty of 1ifa of South Floride is 2lao baing destroyed, plus damsging
our s&onomy,

1 support tha Canal 111 Project, Alternative 6A. We pust revitaliee this
eruciel) resources.

1 rt the purchage of tha Frog Pord ard Rooky Glades agricultural
fr:.sshfzﬁpfa ..sen€§;1 to this socosystem, Farmars should never have been
21lowed in thess areas to bagin with!

1 wlso approva of the following improvements to Altermative Sar

The proposed Camal 111N should bs desigred as a retention/detantion
ares linked to the ares to the north,
The Corps should use & 500 efs {cubic fest/sscond) pump instead of &

1
: + 5-332B

f - .
3. f-:.cc::r;mfn:um expard the retantion/detention srea along the west
N

.

sida of L-J1H north to Temiami Treil as suggested in Alternative 8,
Camal 1114 should be sxtanded east of U, 8, Righway 1,

the
h damage has already besn dons to the Everglades ecosystem. And thi
I::;:;:r is 52111 subsidizing the sugar industry to contimue polluting the
Evarglades, Hakes no senss, Tt only angers me,

Sinceraly

sl Hansk

{Mrs, H, Wesnk)

eer Govsrnor L, Chiles

B

Lawrence Gltadsden

: 10830 SW B4 Street, Apt.
Miami, Flerida 33173
305-35R-383%

fet]
I
-

o4/08/94

Hr . Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corpe of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970

Jarksonville, F1 32232-0019%

Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

I support Canal 11if Project, Altasrnative BA. The purchase of
the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades agricultural! areas, and their
canversion into a retenticon/detention area {3 esusential ta
ensuring water quality and flood control,

The economic analysis for this project waould be much more
accurate were its effacts on the ececnemy of the Florida Keys, and
on the various recreational {ndustries essociated with & healthier
Florida Bay and environs, taken into consideration.

6A, while a good alternative, could be improved if:

* Proposad Canal 111N were designed as a retention/detenticn
ares linked to the area to the north.
# A 500cfe pump were used at S-332B.
* The retention/detention area along the west side of L-3IN
ware expanded north to Tamiami Trail as suggested In Alternative 3.
) #Canal 111N vere extended eaat of U.S. Highway 1.

I am a life~long resident of Dade County, and an angling
enthusiast who loves the Florida Bay area. I would like my
childran to enjoy it someday, also. Maybe it will be richer for
them, instead of poorer -— if we work together to make it that
way. .

Sindwreiy Yours,

Lavrence Gladsden
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North Carolina
Outward Bound School

bviaren &1, 144

Steven Sulterfield

US. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 4970 ¥
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

As T will be unable to attend your upcoming hearing on flow restoration inlo Taylor

Slough and Florida Bay through the C-111 projects, [ submit the following comments
for your tensideration.,

First of all, I would like to congratulate you, and the Corps, for the thoughifulness that

you abviously put into this research / analysis, With this {n mind, [ would like to
stress:

* Inote that you did not include the cost benefit of restoring Florida Bay in
your economic analysis. It is crucial that this be a part of such o study as
quanilfying the benefits of such restoration would substantiaily add
justification for these efforts,

¢ ltis essential that purthase of the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades agriculture]
area be Included In this proposal. These locations are cruclal to the future of
the Evergledes / Florida Bay System.

+ [supportyour choice of alternative 6A, and I wauld ask that you consider
the following:

-Toboth ensure flood protection and restoration of sheet fow,
the proposed C-111N canal should be designed as a retention /
detention area,

-The Corps should ulilize & 500 ¢fs pump ruther than a S0cfs one
at 5-312B.

Allanta Quiward Bound Center NCOBS Heanquaarins
1t

M3 Kot ns W Donovess
AR bt k)

i

121 Nos i Sremms Srasr

Evlllt-ldl! Qutward Bound Center
LI} "

-To ensure that enough clean water will be made availabie 1o
both Shark and Taylor Slough, the retention / detention ares
slong the west side of L-31N north to Tarnfami Trail should be
expanded,

-C-111N should be extended esst cf US 1,

Aguin, thank you for your consideration in this matter.  look forward to leamning of
the outcome of the u

or ussistance, plesse do not hesitete to contact me.

ming hearing, If there is ever any way that I can be of service

Yours

g Weils
Director
Everglades Outward Bound®Center

LS
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9423 Fontainebleau Blvd.
Aldg. 37, Unit 104
Kiami, Fleride 33172
April 12, 1994

Hr. Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0D. Box 4870

Jackeanviile, FL 32232-0019

Denr Hr. Sutterfield

We nave never met but I knov hov much you have tried
to help clean up the Everglades. I have lived in Floridsa
for over 335 yeara and have enjoyed camping and wildlife
photogrophy in the Everglades for more than 25 years.

Ag » former science teecher in Dade-County, I took
meny of my students on field tripa to the Everglades and
even veekend camping trips. 1 know ho¥ important wetlands
are to the health of our nation.

You have my support in the Cana) 111 project, alter-
native 6A, vhich vill restore a good flov of iresh vater to
Taylor Slough snd the eastern panhaldle af the Evergluades.
In eddition, I vould auggest the folloving!?

{1} Canal 11l should help restore the himtoric flow of vater -
through the Evergladea, (2) use a 500 cfs pump to help
improve the {lov of water to the merine environment vhich
helpa both the eccaymstem and economy of seuth Floride, (3}
expand the ares vest af L-31¥ te the Tamiami Troil to provide
sufficient water to bath Shark and Taylor Slough.

Thank you for helping to reatore fresh water to the

socuthern Everglesdes and for helping promote the good health
of the aouth Florides ecosystiem.

e Ol

Devid ¥c Chfferty

18630 S.W., 80th Avanue
Miarnd, FL. 33157

(305) 233-1078 {home)
(305) 378-7498 (work)

Aprit 11, 1894

Mr. Stoven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Englneers
P.O. Box 4870

Jacksonvills, FL  32232-0019
Dear Mr. Suiterfield:

As a rasident of south Flodda, | am extremely concemned about the health of the
Everglades and Florida Bay, and thelr impact en the Unhted Statas’ largest coral reef,
Therefore, }urge you to support the Canal 111 Project, Alternative 6A.

This Alternative will most effactively address the water qualfity and environmental crises
wa are facing. The purchass of the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades agricultural area Is
essential to the future of the Evarglades and Fiorida Bay.

While Altarnative BA 18 our baest option on the table, it should be Improved:

. Proposed Canal 111N should be designed as a retention/detention area finked to
ths north to provide greater floed protection and restore historic ming and flow.

¢ A 500 cfs pump should be used Instead of a 50 cfs pump at 5-3328 so waters are
pumped Into a larga retention/detention area along C-111N.

* The retention/datention arsa along the west sida of L-31N nosth to Tamlam! Trail
should ba éXpanded as suggested in Alternative 8.

* Canat 11§N shouid be extended east of L.S, Highway 1.

Please.act now ta give Flordda Bay and the Everglades a chance to recover, South
Florida’s aconomy Is depandent upon tourism, The destruction of these resources Is not
only an ervironmental tragedy, [t Is an economic nightmare.

Sincerely,

(ol £ X S Wy

Carl R. Hayes ia A Hewitt

s
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ir, Steven Sutttyiinld
I.8. Army Corpsm of Engineers

>, 0, Box 4979
facksonvilie, £l 32232-0019

‘mar MHr. Sutterfield:

.n regard to the propoaed Cc-1i1 project for the purpose
of restoring vater flave into Taylor Slough and Florida
Bay itn the far aoutheaat Tegion of the Everglades aysien,
ve wish to support the projeat with the fsllowing

alternative inclusiona.

1. Alternative 6-A pust include the plugging of C-11l.
2. C-111lH wmust be used as 8 retenticn area.

4. There must be 8 l1arger pu=p 2t £-332B.

4. There should he an expanaion of the ratention
ares slong the veat mide of L=-31NK.

Thias project i= critical as this iz a key area for
providing overland flovs inte the southeastern area of
Everglades National Park and the northeast section of
Florida Bay. The natural timing, distribution snd vater
flov to this srea has been badly disrupted by the
ditching snd draining that has ogcurred in past years.

we hope that you will be enthuaissticslly behind this
plan for recovery.

Noat sincerely,

Judith and ¥illiam Jenn /52579&/
April 6, 1994 . .
p(ﬂ(dham

— {?Q% '?
» F'

Dear Mr. Sutterfield: .
Ll

T am vriting this letter in é&;porg of the Canal

11t Project, Alternative 8A. Tﬁi- projact ls crucial

to the restoration of Ficrida Bay (; vall as the

economy and quality of 1ife in Séuth Plorida.

As a South Floridian I luppoigllll afforts to save
our pracioue wetlands, however Alternative 6A can be
improved in a number of ways. I
1, Canal 111N should be extende# east of U.S, Highway 1.
2. Thf corps should ume a 500 cfs’ pump instesad of a 50

cfe pump at S-332H.

3. The proposed Canal 111K should be designed as a re-
tention/detention area linked to the area to the .
north.

4, The Corps should expand the ratentioﬁ/datcntion areA
along the vest side of L-3IN north to Tamiami Trail
as suggested in Altarnative 8. v |

Please protect our dalicate ecosystems by saving the

vonderful plants and animals that 1ive in thenm.

Sincerealy,

Yoo () husd—

Karen Witusikx
5507 Grant Street
Hollywvood, FL 33021

-
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Matt Bores
9120 Joy Rd

Plymouth, Mi.
48170

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Anmy corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 4970 ~
Jacksonvilie, F1 32232-0019

M.': Sutterfield,

it noemn regarding Projoct C-111 end its effects on the Taylar Stough md_
lFlA:;i:: I;:;;9 )::: ;gutxhp;:su::ycc’ol 11 r.:u'-:-lE located in the far southeast Eegion go mezva'ﬂﬁ?wsy:an. is
a key area for providing overland water flows into th.c sau:thnstm port_lon;f Evergh ;ﬂ e o
er.d in= northeast area of Florida Bay. This area proV}du important habitat for F:Tg"eml ‘g‘m pecics
cuen a5 the Wood Stark, Cape Sable Sparrow, American Cmc?dﬂe and the Snu‘ad o'. b?nvﬁ_z__‘ned
sisc aware that watet management practices in this area have ul_owod the E::?d ;E;m;.whyw
and prevented water from going into Florida Bay. This over drainage has i
harm to the Everglades/Florida Bay ares.

fewi d Alternative 6A to pruvide an equal amount
1 understand that through your reviewing process }\.lve foun 6
c‘fui"l;sd :;otection 25 the tomato farmer's Altemative 9, as well a3 pro.ﬂdmg tha greatest b:;ﬁl‘;‘o the
environment. greater operational flexibility and flood damage prevention cxpability to agriculiu

However, | encourage you to consider the following improvements to Alternative A in order to
maximizes its ¢fToctiveness:

1 i fetenti d linked to the area 16 the
. oposed C-111N cana) should be designed as & rclvulnhonfddumon ares e to
E:ﬁtrl:r?rmre fully ensure flocd protoction to communities o the north, and to restore the historic
fiming and distribudon of sheet flow in this part of the Everglades,

i instend of a $0 cfs pump a2 S-331B so that
+  The Corps should use a 500 cfs (cubic l‘eedsec?nd) pump inst c
wa:crs arfe purnped into a large retention/detention area alo‘ug C-11 lN.. This would allow mﬁ sheet
ficw to move down through the southem Everglades srea ioto the marin¢ environment, providing
ecological benefits while allowing for greater flood protection.

+  Expand the retention/detention arca along the west side of L-31N gorth to Temiami T!;eil u;uggzsted
in Aliemative 8, Only by doing this will the corps ensure that enough clean water can be made
available in historic patterns for both Shark snd Taylor Sloughs.

< C-111N;should be extended east of U.S. Highway 1 10 altow for maximum Rexibility and water
delivenies to all parts of this system.

J urge you to consider these tecommendations when de'cid.ing on Alrernative 6A. They will make
Altermative 64 even better for the Everglades and Florida Bay ecosystem.

Matt Berrea
A concamed citizen

Lawrence Gladsden

- 10830 EW 84 Btreet, Apt. G-1
Hliam!, Florida 33172
305-598-3899

4/08/%4

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4370

Jacksonville, F1 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Sutterflield,

I support Canal 111 Project, Alternative 6A. The purchase of
the Frog Peond and Rocky Glades agricultural areas, and their
conversion into a retentions/detention area 1a essentlal to
ensuring water quality and f£leod control.

The economic analysis for this project would be much more
accurate were its effects on the economy of the Florida Keys, and
on the varlous recreatlonal Industrles assoclated with a healthier
Florida Bay and snvizens, taken into consideratlon.

€A, while a good alternative, could be Improved 1f:

* Proposed Capal 111N were designed aa a zetentlon/detention
area linked to the area to the north.

t A 500cfs pump were used at §-3323.

* The ratention/detention area along the west slde of L-31IN
were axpanded north to Tamlami Trall as suggested In Alternative 8.

*Canal 111N were extended east of U.5. Highway 1.

I am a life-long resldent of Dade County, and an angling
enthusiast who loves the Florida Bay area. I would like my
children to enjoy 1t someday, also. Maybe it will be richer for

them, Instead cof poorer ~-- if we work together to make it that
way.

Sincerefly Yours,

Lawrence Gladads,

Lavwrence Gladsden -
10820 SW 84 Street, Apt. G-1

Hiami, Florida 33173
Ine_cad_1na4q
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Loxahatchee Group
Palm Beach County

ppril 10, 1994

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

uUS Amy Comps of Engineers
PO Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 322320019

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

Ths Sierra Club Loxahatchoo Group, representing over 1400 members in Palm Beach
County, urges you 10 adopt C-i11 Alternatlve &A, 1n vour attempt 10 restore water fiow
1o the Taylor Slough and eastam Everglades.

Landownars in the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades areas have successfully lobbied the
government cver \he last dacade to glve them mors and more drainage benefits which
are nat provided by faw. The present canal system has been devastating to the
Evergtades National park and the Florida Bay, and must ba changed before it Is too late,

We befieva that Alternative 6A is & good compromise, providing adequate fload
protection for agricultural Interests while also providing the freshwater necessary to hslp
the Everglades and the Florida Bay. But this sltemative can be Improved.

Please consider designing the proposed C-1t11Ncanatas 2 ratention/detention araa
linked to the area to the north. This would provide better flood protection to
communities to the north and also would restore nistoric iming and distribution of
shaetflow In this part of the Evorglades. Also, please consider using a 600 cis pump
instead of the proposed 50 cfs pump &t §.332B so thai waters &rs pumped Into the
retention/detention area along C-111N.

While econamic consideretions are Important, they should be balanced with

environmental and human neatth considerations. In the past, canal projects were.

undertaken based solely on aconomics and Florida has suffered, and will continue to
sutler for many years, dus to these decisions. Please do not allow the
Everglades/Florida Bay ecosystem to contlnue to dle.

Sincerely,

Aoberta Gastmayer W

Conservation Vice Chalr
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April 6, 1994

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

US Army Corp of Engineens
P. O. Box 4970 .
Jacksonville, FL 3223200193 =

Dear Mr. Susterfield, i

L

I am writing 0 inform you that I am in faver of CANAL 111 Pm]ect ;)Iul Aleernative: -

6A, with the following changes:

o Droposed Canal 111 N should be designed as 2 re'tcntion/deu..-:l:éo;am't
linked to the arca to the north, and IR

a The Corp should use a 500 efs (cubie fee:/uoomi) pump hmadofaso o

pump at 5-332-B, and

a  The Corp should expand the retention/dcteation area along the wen side of - )

L-31N north to Tamiami Trail is suggested in Alternative 8, and © -
o Canal 111 N should be extended east of US Highway 1.
Please add my voice to the many other voices for the Everglades/Florids B;y.

Sincerely,

Therese M. Richeal
3421 Andover Drive
Fairfax, Virginia 22030

Appmfsm & ESTATE SALES - '
Lucie Anderson ¢ 1122 Circle Drive * Lake Wales, FL 33553 * {813) 676-8650

leech 25 177 #
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April &, 1994
403 Dakwcod Ct
Farn Park, FL 32730

Mr. Steven gutterfield
us Army Corps of Enginsers

PO Box 4970
Jacksanville, FL 32232-0019

Dear Mr. Sutterfield,
¥

esperate need of fresh water. The heaith
ffaring and the tourist trade will be
This detericration can be reversed by
hest flows of water in the c-11t area and
the actions which will accomplish

Filorida Bay is in d
of the marine life is su
suéfaring because of it.
restoring the historic s
3 am writing to urge you take

this.
1£ Florida Bay collapsas, we will have a situation similar to

what happensd in the area around take Apopka., 1'm aure you are
aware of what happened to this once beautiful and economically
thriving fishing tommunity. The economy of the Florida Keys is
bamad in large part on fishing and diving. The sensible way to
restore the quality of water in th 1low its full range

e bay is to allow 1
of cleansing flow.
Additionally, a larger pump should be used at 8-332B so that

more water is pumped into the retention area alang C-111N. This
will provide for even greater ecological benefits and allow for

flood protection as well.

vours truly;

_ e\l

Samuel Kendall
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‘Adam Redford
- Mlami, FL- 33187

Mr Steven Sutterfleld

U.8. Army Corps of Englneers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Fl1 32232-001%9

April 13, 1994

Dear Mr. Sutterfield: .. VL Rt N et ea . ey

I am & registered voter residing in Dade County who enjoys tishing
and diving in the Everglades and the Florida Keys. I would like to
etate my support for the Canal 111 Projeat, Alternative 6A.

The Frog Pond and Rocky Glades araas should be purchasad from the
current owners and used as retention/detention area.

THe proposed Canal 111N should be designed as a retention/dstention
area linked to the area to the north. L . . Lo

.1B611 SH 92nd Avai '

The Corps should install a 500cfa pump instead of a'50.ofs pump at

$-1328 to pump watar into ClllN to xestore sheatflow. R

As suggested in Alternative 8, the ratention/detention araa along
the west side of L=31N north to Tamiami Trail shculd ba expapded.

I, 1ike many othera, feel that it is imperative that rapid,
affactive action be taken to restors this unique ecosystem which is
vital to the economic health of Monrce County, and is enjoyed by

visltors from this State, this country and the rest of the world, -

Sincerely yours}

Adan. Redford

~

March 30, 1994

united States Army Corps of Englneers
Post Office Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32203

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on proposed soluticns for
the serious problems involving Florida Bay. 1 attended the hearing
on Tuesday, April 29, 1994, at Momestead High School, and I request
that this letter be placed on record.

I am & permanent year-round resident of Islemorada. 1 am employed by
a local resort, and I scuba dive, snorkle, and sail.

1 emphatically support immedlate implementation of Alternative 6a,
along with the provisions of the Audubon Society and the purchass of
the entire Frog Pond and Rocky Glades areas.

I request the immediate filllng of the C~111 canal, as well as the
extension of detention/retentlon basina.

I ask that the measures necessary to restore Florlda Bay and to
reestablish sheet flow be taken regardlesa of effect upon
resldential, business, or recreational concerns in either the Kays or
the mainland.

My position is based upon the fact that, although we ¢an not fully
restores the Everglades and Florida Bay to their natural state, we can
take responsibility for preventing further degradation.

It la imperative that evalustions of these issues censider the full
impact of the massive degradation of one of our nation’'s few
remaining wilderness areas and one of the world's few living coral
reefe. He choose to live in a delicate area, and we have not been
good stewarda. We--both lalanders and malnlanders--now reap the
consequences, ’

Agalin, please accept my appreclntibn for your time and interest.
Reepectfully,

Choy o<

Cheryl W, King

poast Office Box 2098
Key Largo, Florida 33037
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sanibel-Captiva Audubon Soclety

~ P.0. Box 967

Sanibel leland, Florida 33087

¥arch 31, 1984

Hr. Stevan Sutterfield

Arpy Corps aof Engineers
P.C.80x 4970

Jackscenville, FL 32232-0019¢

Re: Everglades Restoraticn

Dent Hr. Sutterfield

c-111, ia the ;outhulntcrn cornaer of the 2fverglades, provides
flov to Everglades National Park, and the northeast corner of
Plorids Bay, areas vital to recovery of habitat for severzl
endangeresd epecies, includipg the snaii kita, woodstork, Cape
Sable eparrov and Amarican crocodile.

To this «nd, the Ssnibei-Captiva Audubor Society urges the Corps
of Engineers to act promptly to restore flow into Taylor Blongh
and Florida Bay through the proposed C-111 Projaet.

You have several alternatives, and prefer SA. We fael 6A can be
inproved, and urgs you to coneider the following modifications.

Expacd the proposed ratantion/detention arer in the Roaky Gladee-
Frog Pond area to ensure vater gualiity snd provldc fiood uonerol
for areas sast of the L-31/C- 111 canale.

Tha C-111N canal should be dnntgnod as 2 rotont!on/doeontion area
to snsurs flood protecticn for areas to thh north.

A 500 cfs pump iz essential to prorvide encugh water for shest flov
through the southern Bverglades area .

The retention/datention area along the west #ide of L-31N to the
Tanianl Trail should be expanded to ensure enouth water for bhoth
Sharkx Slough and Taylor Slough.

Wa apprsclate your condefn., and look for quiék action.

’;:;202011.
\/oo[f

Bod Slayton
Conservation ]&1:

~

AEFILIATED WITH: NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY « FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY

—~y

— LLOYD BRUMFIELD

11225 S.W. Meadowlark Circle’
Stuart, Florida 34997 -
(407) 286-4326

April 4, 1924

Hr. Staven Sutterfield

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineaxs

P. O. Bax 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32232-001% N

Dear Mr. Sutterxfiaeld:

'Subjacts Restcring Flows Into Taylor Slough and Florida Bay Through

The Propoacd C-111 Project Recommending Alternative 6A
With Certain Hodificationa

As a matter of hackground, I lived in Dade County for 28 years and
have detail knowledge of the Redlands Area, Florida Bay and the
Plorida Xeys, Everglades waterflow, sugar oane &and all other
farning, people=urban devalopment, atc. etc. etc. Also, I hava been
involved 1n the South Plorida Water Management Digtrict’s activities
concarning the Evarglades and PFlorida Bay. I was in attendance at
the Corp’s hearing hers in Palm City last December 6 and wrote a
docunent for the Corp.

It is ny raconncndatlon that Altornntive 6\ be adopted, howavar,
gavaeral changes nsed to be mads in 6A.

{1) Canal C=-111 should be plugged to prevent sea grass from dying.
(2} C¢-111N should be a retention area for shestflow. {3) Larger
pumps should be used along C-111N. (4) Expand the retenticn arss
along the.west side of L-31N to Tamlam! Trail. (S} C-111N should be
extended east of US i.

- . Respectfully subnitted,

Lloyd Brumfield
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POST ORFICE BOX 760
CAPTIVA ISLAND, FLORIDA 33024

April 6, 1994

Kr. Steven Sutterfield

Us Arnmy Corps of Englneers
P.0.Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 32222-0019

Dear Mr. Sutterfleld:

We are writing with regard to the proposed C-11l project re-
store flows into Taylor Slough and Plorida Bay in the far south re-
gion of the Everglades system.

As you know, thls is the key area for froviding overland flows
into the southeastern part of Everglades NHational Park and the north-
east corner of Florida Bay. It is the aitching and daraining of this
area that has diarupted the natural timing, distribution and flow of
water to this area.

We support alternative 6-A in the C-111 project PROVIDED THAT this
alternative also includes the plugging of C-111, the use of C=-111N as a
retention area, a much larger pump at S-332B, and an expansion of the
ratention area along the west side of L~31N, as the best altexnative
avallable for the restoration of Plorida Bay.

1 hope you agree with and will push this plan.

Sinceraly,

éﬁm‘«i (2." ﬁ;.‘

)

Laura and wWilliam Riley

TR T e o s paandand
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April 8, 1994

Wr. thv.nfsuttprfléld
U.8. Aray Corps of Enginsers
P.0. Bax.4970 X

Jacksonville, FL 32252

Dcnr<ﬂr.'ﬂutt|rfih1ﬂ{ ]

1 support the Canal 111 Project, Alternative &A to benefit the
acology of the southeagtorn Everglades.

I suggest:the following improvements to Alternative &A and aek
that they be conaiderasd. ' ;

The proposed Canal 111N should be designed am a riktention/
detention araa linked to the area to the north so that
thera would be more flood protaction to communities to the
north and te rastoras the histaric timing and distribution
of sheat flow in this part of the Evargladas.

The Corps should use a 500 cfs punp insgtead of a 50 cfs pump
at B-332b to provide for batter mcological benefits while
allowing for greater flood protection.

The Corps should axpand tha ratention/detention area along
the west side of L~3IN north to Tamiani Trail as suggested
in Alternative 8§ to snsure that snough clean water can be
made available in historic patterns for both Shark and
Taylor Bloughs,

Canal 111N shouid be extended east of U.8. Highway 1 to
allow for maxiaum #lexibility and water delivery to all
parts of tha system.

Thank you for connideration of this vital help for the Everglades
and Florida Bay. As a retired teacher of gifted elesmentary
chiidren in Broward County that have studi{ed and appreciated the
value of the Evarglades, and taken fiwlds trips to obaerve this
valuable area af our state, 1 urge you on behalf{ of the youth of
our state to support thase restoration projects.

Bllgpyect. ~Jekrrds—
(Mrs.} Elizabeth Schradm

1857 N 97th Terrace
Coral 8prings, FL 33071

-
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AUDUBON SOCIETY
OF THE EVERGLADES
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April 18, 1994

Mr. Stephen Sutterfield

U.8. Army Corps of Engineers
P.Q. Box 4970

Jacksonviile, FL 32232

VIA FAX: 904-232-3442

RE: C-Eil - Draft Integrated General Reevaluation Report and
Eavironmental Impact Statement.

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

1 am writing you to provide The Nature Conservancy’s commients on the GRR for the C-1i1
canal. :

The C-111 canal system effectively controls water levels and flows in.the ecologically ir.n'ponalit
Taylor Stough watershed. Therefore, the structure and operation of this canal system have an
enormous impact on the healih of Everglades National Park and Florida Bay.

Florida Bay is a critical economic resource for Monroe County as well as environmental
resource. A vast ssgment of the county's $2 billion annual tourlst economy snd $904- miition
annual commercial fishing economy depead upon the ecological health of Florida Bay. In
addition, real estale business and tax revenues in Monroe County depend upon environmental
health, which is what draws peoplé to the Keys.

Florida Bay is undergoing an ecologleal collapse. Atleast 3,000 acres of seagrasses which are
food and shedter for fish and shellfish have died. Millions of sponges have been Kiled,
efiminating habitat for commercially-valuable spiny lobsters. Algas blooms and resuspended
sediments, unleashed by the seagrass dic-off, have clouded the Bay's clear waters and have
intruded over the coral reefs, compounding the damage and affecting fishing and diving
activities.

There is scientific consensus that the restoration of clean, fresh water flows to Florida Bay Is
an action that can be taken now o restore Florida Bay, Thess fiows have beén systematically
reduced by as much as 80% over the last fifty years as the result of the Corps' construction and
management of the canal system In South Florida. Asa result of these past actons, Florida Bay
has been changed from an estuary into a hypersaline lagoon.

Voe Rend Site SO0 + Wintre Park F1 VITRO o 407 623-3887 o rax 407 6441778

Mr, Stephen Sutterfleld

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Aprit 18, 1994

Page Two

The restoration of Florida Bay must be & paramount objective for the Corps In their management
of fresh water and the canal gystem on the mainland. The envirenmental heaith of Florida Bay
and the coral resfs depends on it as well as Monroe County's economy.

The C-111 canal system {s a critical part of the canal system that now controls flows to Flotida
Bay. The C-111 canal system has been used to divert fresh water away from Taylor Stough
where 1t used to contributs o the Bay's freshwatee flows, The Corps has taken this action
without considering the harm to downstream resources in Florida Bay and the Florida Keys.
In turn, the adverse impacts to downstream economic Interests in the Florida Keys have also not
been considered, This policy and action must be reversed,

In addition, the C-111 has bees used to release huge quantities of fresh water into Manalee Bay
during high rainfall years. Thess unnatural tlugs of fresh water have resulted in fish Yills and

the detriment of the people of Monroe County.

New plans for the C-111 canal system must reflect the full range of values that are affected:
PFlorida Bay, and the environment and economy of Monroe County - not just interests in South
Dade County. The new plans must advance the restoration of fresh water flows o Florida Bay,
climinate the harmful discharges to Manatee Bay, and must be formulated to account for their
fmpacts to the economy of Monroe County.

The Nature Conservancy asks you to consider the following specific comments on the Corps’
preferted altemative for reconstruction of the C-111 canal system:

L The environmeata? and economic impacts of the pian on Monroe County have
been completely Jeft out of the analysis, “This is a serious shoricoming in the
Cortps planning, The Corps actions tegarding the C-111 canal have seriously
impacted the economy of Monree County, and the plan is incomplete without this
analysis.

2. The preferred altcrnative, plan 6A, is 2 step in the right direction, but it does not
go far enough in satisfying the preceding concerns and objectives. The analyses
and computer models from Everglades National Park, as well as from the Corps
itself, indlcate that the preferred plan will make modest advances in restoring
fresh water levels in Taylor Stough, and thus fresh water inputs 10 Florida Bay.

e

damages 10 the marine resources of the Florida Keys. Again, these actions have been taken to o

*
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Mr, Stephen Sutterficld
1.8, Army Corps of Engineers
Aprll 18, 1994

e Tlires

The Nature Conservancy supports the following specific parts of Plan 6A:

Acquisition of the lands west of the L-3 1/C-111 eanals known as the Prog
Pond and the Rocky Glades Agricultural Area. Kecping these lands dry
snough to farm causes huge losses of fresh water to Taylor Slough and
Florida Bay, damaging the eavironment and the economy of Monros
County.

Establishment of the retention/detention areas west of the 1-31, with
pumps and structuses to delfiver waier westward Ints Taylor Slough.

Backfilling of the C-109 and C-11C canals, with 9.10 plugs in each,
Building a 1,000 foot bridge scross State Road 9336 (the road 1o

Flamingo) at the Taylor Slough crossing, to replace the current inadequate
bridge and culverts.

These structural and Sand-use changes will benefit Florida Bay by increasing
watsr levels and flows in Taylor Slough, and increasing fresh water flows to
Florida Bay.

The Nature Conservancy roquests that the following changes be made in the
preferred plan 6A: -

Replace the propased C-11IN spreader canal with a  waler
detention/retention area running cast-west &t the head of the C-111 basin,
The detention/retentlon” area muit be located further north that the
praposed spreadee canal, in order to re-cstablishied fresh water flows and
deliver maximum benefits to thess coastal wetlands. The
retention/detention area must extend across US-1 in order to re-
establish fresh water flaws lnto the impounded wetlands between US-1 and
Card Sound Road. Construct & 500 ¢fs pump at the S-332B location to
accommodate high rainfall periods as well as normal years.

Plug and backfill the existing C-111 canal below the S-18C structure,
eliminate the §-197 structure, The C-111 canal must never agaln be used
to discharge flood waters to Manates Bay. Consteuction of the

retention/detention 2rea described above, and the larger pump, will give
operational flexibility 1o manage high rainfall perfods.

Mr. Stephen Sutterfleld

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
April 18, 1994

Pigo Mour

= In the lfong-term, the rstention/detention area west of the L-31 canal &

fevee must be extended northward to Tamiami Trail. The productivity

and heslth of Florida Bay will be restored only if more fresh water is

delivered to Taylor Slough from Water Conservation Area 3, and fresh

;:llwh!evcls and flows are restored in both Taylor and Shark River
oughs,

These changes to the preferred plan will help to eliminate the adverse impacts that Florida Bay
and the Florida Keys have suffered as & resuit of past activities in the C-11i basin.

Finally, The Nature Conservancy requests that the Army Corps of Engineers accelerate the
schedule for the preferred plan. The crisis in Flerida Bay is 100 urgent, a compressed schedule
must be implemeated, The Corps must request funds from Congress in Fiscal Year 1995 1o
begin implementation of the prefesrod plan, with the modifications Heted above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the C-[11 GRR. Pleass do not hesitate to contact
me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

John Plicker
State Director

VL



FLSIMON TR,
Apt 311 - - The SHORE
5757 Guif of Mexico Dr.
Longbost Key, FL 34228

Mareh 26, 19594

Mr. Steven Sutterfleld
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232~ -001%
Dear Mr. Sutterfield:
Re: The Proposed C-111 Project

1 am 4n full support of this project since the "restoration of

Florida Bay 1ls 80 important to the Everglades, area water .’

qualtity, flood control and the aconomy of the Keys. 1 also -
fee]l that alternative 6A can be improved by axpanding the -
retention/detention area along the west side of L-31N north .
to Tamiami Trail as suggested by Alternative 6 to restore the
historic patterns of clean water in shark and Taylox Sloughs, ;;

Maybe with this project the Corps of Engineers will get Lt o
good name back again. &

sincerely,

:§ N
<A

\
F. fLeater Simor{, Jr.
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March 30, 1394

colonsl Salt

U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
£.0. Box 4970

Jacksonvills, FL 32232-0018

colone! Sir:

My wife and [ live on Florida Bay and are appailad and sickened by ths envi= -
ronmantal collapse we ses going on arcund us. Ths lack of fresh water into
Florida Bay has caussd hyper-salinity, dead amally sea grasses, which caused
algaa bicoms covering 100’ of squars miles, which has kiilad all sponges ina
400-600 aquare mile erae, which has causad an 80% drep in pink shrimp and a
30% drop in juvenils lobstsr.

Thirty percent of the bay is already unfishable, and we'vs stopped boating
our friends from up north to Flamingo, becauss {nsteed of being a positive:
environmental axperience, it has become dapressing. 1"l never forget the look
on tha facs of my fishing buddy from Seattle when we entered "The Dead

Zone'.

The pea soup has already begun o destroy this country's only living coral
reef. Remembar, once #'s dead, ft's not coming back. Is that what you want
on your tombstone? “{ killad the Everglades, Floride Pay, and America's only"
coral resf”,

| spent sight hours travelling and attanding yastsrday's pub¥e hearing on the
Corps of Enginser's plan for the C-111 canal. Your plan s good, but WE
CANNOT wWaAlT ANOTHER THWO YEARS TO START WORKI! THERE WON'T BE ANY-
THING LEFT TO SAVE!! There was no sxplanation at the hearing for the

detay.

Pleass act now: .

1. Put plan 6A into affect immediataly.

2. purchass Rocky Qlades and the Frog Pond using sminent domain via
Sanata bill 2770, Push for U.S. Senata B} §1631 which identifies monsy
to pay for this land.

3. The Corps should use a 500 CFS pump inataad of a 50 CFS one at §~332E
to reastablsh natural sheet flow, rather than flushing stormwatsr down
¢-111 killing marine life in Barnes Sound and Manatee Bay.

4. Fill the end of the C-ilt canal, steering fresh viatar to Taylor Slough
rather than into the Atlantic.

| apologize for the tersa tone of this latter, | know ths wheels of government
turn slowly, but you must maks an sxception and take bold action. You ook
like a fine military msn, Please act 1tka one. B

we are waiting, Mother Nature ia not.

nayld/

OKLAWAHA VALLEY AUDUBON SOCIETY, INC.} z

Post Office Box 641
Eustis, Fi. 32727-064%
March 29, 1994

Mr. Steven Suttarfield '

U. S. Army Corps of Engines
P. 0. Box 4970 Enginears

Jacksmy.{lle, FL.  32232-0019
Dear Mr, Sutterfield:

¥e regret that we are not able
to attend the heari
g: restoration of flows into Taylor Sicugh and Flggi::d fg o
ough the proposed C-ill Project. Y

He are desply concerned with the n
) eed to restore overl
;:lla::: anlmd Pand improve the ecology of tha mtheaut.;mm:\::isws
lorida Bay. Such restoration is long overdue.

ALt

m:r:?hgu‘-&r\-fmmmz.mm@mvzﬁﬁ’ mrato tu] lauqq‘:l,la el
&

vhich we hope you will take under consideration. etions

1) Designate the propossd C-
area 1inked to thg'o““ ttl:lgre‘?::'th? retention/detention

2) Increase the pumpi
ng capacity at 5-322B from 50 cfg t
20,51t 22 s = oty ecly Geoan e s
providing greatar flood ptot.ection. o area as well as

3) Expand tha retention/dete
ntion area along the =
131N torth to Tamfani Trall, thus insuring enough el

water can be made ava
eyl {lable for both Shark Slough and Taylor

4} Extend C-111N ehst of USL
to allov maximm
water deliveries to ail parts of this ayate:a}mmuty 2nd

Thank you cami

Florida Ba;“ HY:“! 1 tment to "saving* the east Everglades and

from the agrd ze that you will have gome stiff oppositi
gricuttural interests, but rely on your goo jigo nto:n ]

knoviedge of the current
madified if nacessary. situation to insist on the best altermative,

Very truly 1%351-5 .
: Tasnet”

Linda Xiasner, President

9L
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14910 S.W. 74 Avenue
Miemi FL 23158-2121

Harch 29, 1994

Mr. Steven Sutterfiald .
U.S. Army corps of Engineers
p.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville FL 32232-0019

pear Mr Sutterfield:

The task facing the Corps in the C-111 project is formidable, but
pust be complated if Florida Bay and the Florida Keys are to have
any futura at all. .

When farmers say this projsct is jecpardizing thelr futurae, they
ignore the simple fact that tha axisting systen which has expanded
thair drainage benafits above and bayond what tha law allows is
killing another natural resourca, evary bit as pracious as our
agriculture fndustry. over the past 10 Yyears, agricultural
interests have successfully twisted the government’s arm in
draining Frog Pond and the adjacent marshes in Taylor Slough. The
ragult of this drainage is clearly visible in Florida Bay.

While farmera complain that their way of life will be andangared if
thase generous drainage pensfits are reduced, they must remexber
that eanother group has alrsady suffersd at thelr expanse.
rishernen, charter boat operators, and residsnts depend on rlorida
fay for thelr 1ivelihood, and watch thelr way of life Alsappear
averyday. As one third-generation Key's resident said, "Florida
Bay is our field-=fishing =nd tourism are our crops.”

To sum up, the economic benefits of a healthy Florida Bay and a
sustained tourism industry in the Florida Keys should be taken inte
account whanever a cost/benagit analysis of the C-111 project is
pentioned. Tha proposed water retention area, in what is now the
Rocky Glades and Frog pond, i absolutely esaantial to ensura water
quality while atill offering flood control for tha areas east of
the L-31 and ¢-111 canals. This plan will still allew adequate
flood protection for agriculture whila saving Florida Bay and tha
Florida Key’s speclal way of life.

Sincerely

Greg %é;ka : N o

P e e

o et ! e
2 hee ;L’~:
R 0NN o
A . 5
{ . MR, BTEVEN BUTTERFIELD 1730794 15
8.3 U.8. ARMY CORPS OP ENOINEERS T

< ’
v P :
.t am writing to support immediate action on Alternatlvé-sﬁflif'= SR 1

P.0.BOX 4970 L
“ZJACKSONVILLE. FLA %
£32232-0019
EeS

e,

j Mr. Sutterfieid,

-z

iy - ¢

After attending s half dozen public hearings with the b ’
left with the impression that a "popular comprimise” hE:rE:;nl o
n.seuzhe by the politiciana at the sxpsnse of the resource,™

+ This delaying tactic ie not compatible with the rate of décline iIn
{?lT;:?a bay and can only result in more coestly and complicated

S mo ons,

.

* 1 am alroady aware of salt water intrusiona into walifields in

. certaln parts of thes county. As the media begins to inveat

this threat to our drinking water, I doubt there will a plnéga::
¢ hide bohind inaction or a publie hearing on the matter. . -

3 .

I urgs you to buy the lands, fill in C-11l and do the best
that only the best plumberu'in the world can do. est dob

JUST DO IT!

.

Vincent L H;%glo

7980 SW 99 ST
Miami F1. 33156

8L
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March 25, 1994

Mr. Steven Sutterfield

US Army Corpe of Engineers

P.O. Box 4970 ' .
Jacksonvilie, F1 32232-0019% ’

Dear Mr. Sutterfield:

It is my undexstanding the the US Army Corps i8 holding
a hearing on restoring flows into Taylor S¢ough and Florida
Bay through the proposed C~111 Project. :

I am sure you realize this aiga provides fmportant habitat
for endangered spaecies such as the Wood Stork, American Crocodile
Cape Sable Sparrow and the Snail Xite. In thellast decade pron:
blems in the system have bsen aggravated by water management
practices which have overdrained the Everglidded and prevented
water from going into Plorida Bay. '

I understand the Corps has reviewed all alternatives and
is leaning toward SA. While this alternative is a good one it
can be improved in the following wagss :

1.

The proposed C-111N canal should be dasigned as a .
retention/detention area liriked to the area to the north.

2. The use of a 500 afs pump instead of a smaller one at
8-332B wbuld allow waters pumped into a larger area
along C-111M whibth would allow natural sheetflow to
move down through the southern Everglades area.

3. Expand the retention/datention .area along the west
6ide of L-31N fiorth to Tamiami Trail as suggested by
Alternative 8,

4'

C-111N should be extended- east of US 1 o allow max-

imum flexibility and water delivertés to all parts of
this system. LA

.

- Lakeland, F1 33813

215 Imperial Bouevard, Siite A2, Lnkelard.'ﬂu'ida 33609 * {813) 6481200 + FAX {813) 6481300 @
“Fagistarsd Mortgage Brokarsge Busines” .
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CH 31, 1994

STEVEN SUTTERFIELD

ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS
3. BOX 4970

CKSONVILLE, FL 32232-001%9

. c-111 PROJECT..RESTORING FLOWS INTC TAYLOR SLOUGH AND FLORIDA
Y

AR MR SUTTERFIELD:

A NATIVE BORH FLORIDIAN AND A AVID FISHERMAN, DIVER, AND
TURALIST, I AM IN PAVOR OF ALTERNATIVE €A ARD WISH THAT THE
LLOWING IMPROVEMENTS BE MADE:

CANAL C-111 SHOULD BE FILLED AND KO LONGER USED.

PROPOSED CANAL C~-111H BZ DESIGNED AS A RETENTION/DETENTION AREA
NKED TO THE AREA TC TO THE WORTE

CORPS SHOULD USE A S00CPS PUMP INSTEAD OF A 50 CPS PUMP AT 8-
2B TO ALLOW A NATURAL SHEET FLOW :

EXPAND THE RETENTION/DETENTION AREA ALONG THE WEST SIDE OF 1~31N
JRTH TO TAMIAMI TRAIL AS SUGGESTED BY ALTERNATIVE 8,

CANAL C-111N SHOULD BE EXTENDED EAST OF US 1
IANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO READ MY RECOMENDATIONS AND I HOPE
IAT THINGS WORK OUT.

NCERELY,

e

i SUSAN W. HOERBER
i53 DONNELLEY DR
NTANA, FL 33462

A
!
‘

. —" B ‘-

<

March 28, 154
3501 Prado Drive
Sarasote, FL 34235

Mr. Steven Sutterfleld

US Army Corps of Bngineers
P.0. Box 4570

Jackzonville, FL 32232-001%

Dear Mr. Sutterfleid:

1 support Alternative 6A to restore overland flow into southeastern Everglades National Park and
the northeast corner of Florida Bay, 1 regret that the public hearing is held only in & location
that allows the local agriculural interests to convenlently attend and testify, but s Impracticat
for other Floridians who bave a strong intecest in protecting Florida Bay and Everglades
National Park as vatoable natlonal and, indeed, global resources.

The economic anatysis for the profect should {ncorporate the cost of the collapse of Florida Bay
and the Impact on fishing. The proposed retention/detention area, In what is now the Rocky
Glades end Prog Pond Is cssential for protecting watér quality and providing flood contrel,

The proposed C-114N cansl should be designed as a retention/detention area lnked to the area
to the porth to provide flood contrel, Bxpand the retention/detention area along the west side
of LAIN rorth to Tamiami Trail &8 suggested by Alternutive 8, The Corps should use 2 500
cftpmnplnsmdcfl.SchapmnanJJZBsotb:tmtmmpnnpedimoA[arge
retention/detention area slong C-111N which allows natural sheetflow to move through the
Bvergindes, C-111H should be extended cast of US 1 to allow maximum flexibility and water
detlveries to all parts of this system,

Sincerely,

SR, 4T

Robin L. Hart, Ph.D.

08



MRS. BENJAMIN B. LITTMAN
18081 BISCAYNE BOULEVARD, NO, 601
NORTH MIAMI BEACH, FLORIDA 33160-28268
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28 March 1994
%63 Washingten Road
Gatlinburg, TN 17736

r. Steven Sutterfield

5 Army Corps of Englneers
.0. Box 4970

acksonville, FL 32232-0019

sar HMr. Sutterfleld:

am unable to attend the March 29 hearing on restoring flows
nto Taylor Slough and Florida Bay through the proposed C-111
roject but I would like to provide a written response,

he Everglades are a national tramsure and should ha treated in
hat way for future generations. The opportunity we have now to
orrect the system may be the laast for a long time. Wildlife is
eing lost or threataned as we procrastinate. €-111 provides
ater to not only threatened or endangered spacies but to an
ntira habitat and water muat be provided in appropriate amounts
t appropriate times.

e must rastore the acological integrity of Taylor Slough &nd tha
astern panhandie area of the Everglades (includin PFlorida Bay)
nd Alternative 6a will provide operational rlaxlbglity for this
art of the system. Alternative 6A can ba enhanced and the
roposad C-111N canal should be designed as a ratantion/detention
rea linked to the zrea to the north. A 500 cfs pump should be -
sed instead of a 50 cfs one at 5§-332B so that waters are pumped.
nto a large retsntion/detantion area along C~111N which allows a
atural sheetflow to mova down through the southern Evergladas
nto the marine environmant. Please expand the
etention/detention area long the west side of L-31N north to
amiami Trail as suggested by Alternative 8. C-111N should be
xtended east of US 1 to allow maximum flexibility and water
eiiveries to all parts of thie systen.

hanks for your consideration.

i f
5ﬂ; i;uﬁkﬁJ_lﬂ7[
geny Cox

. Eu

) Carolyn Shields

March 28 1884

Steven Sutterfleld
US Ammy Corps of Enginears

PO Box 4970 '

Jacksonvitle. FL 32232-0019
Mr, Suttarfield:
re: restoring the flows Into Taylor Slough and Flodda Bay

The necessity to taka actlon now on the plight of the Evarglades lile-cycle continues with the haar-
ings on the C-1%1 system restoration for the Everglades.

C-111 Is a koy avenue for freshwater Into the Evergladas. Efferis of rastoration at this point In the
Evargladas shast flow will quantify results of recovery both wilditfe and economicatly to Industrias

around Florida Bay. The C-111 canal should b extended east of US 1 to allow maximum flaxibility
and water delivgries to all parts of the system.

The Corps of Engineers nasds 1o be a forarunner in the recovery of the Everglades, which Is now on
the minds of more Floridians than ever. The restoration of tha Kissimmee Basin i3 underway; this
continues those identical efforts at the cther end of the sheet flow. While the gystam's operation
{rom Inbatween will ba the rea! battls, these two mllestones will squeeze the pus out of the pimple.
Sincoraly, .

Carol Shiolds

4631 Wenhart Road Lake iorth Florida 33463-6642 -

Z8



HENRY LEE MORGENSTERN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

IELEPHONE: (305) 2947838 24 WHITEHEAD STREET
FAX: (305) 294-4711 KEY WEST, FLORIDA 33040

HMarch 24, 31994

Steven Sutterfield

U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL. 232232-0019

RE: Public hearing on C-111 Project

Dear Mr. Sutterfield,

We in Monroe County appreciate the need to eave Florida Bay
in a very personal way. But the Bay is also a national resource
that all Americans need to keep healthy for future generations.

Thank you for your leadership on this project, and please
say YES to Alternative 6A.

in addition, please make the following improvements:
1. Design C-111N as a ratention/detention area.

2. Use a 500 cfs pump instead of a 50 cfs pump at 5-332B
to allow a greater and more natural sheet flow along C-111N.

3. Expand the retention/detention area along the west side
of L-31N north to Tamiami Trall as suggested in Alternative 6.

4. Extend C-111N east of Highway 1.

I thank you, and my children thank you.

. menD o

9966 South Forestiine Avenue
Inverneas, PL 34462
March 24, 1994

Mr; Steven Sutterfleld
U.S. Army Corpas of Englneers
Jacksonville, FL 22232-00t¢

Dear Mr. Sutterfleld:
1 am writing to exprees my concern about the futuce health

of the Everglades Natlonal Park., This vital 1ink In the
viabllity of an enormous ecological system |s on the verge

" of collapse, Many factors have contributed to this collapse,

one of ‘them being the system of canale and dlkes that divert
water away from the BEverglades.

I underatand that some alternatives to the presant water
diversicn projects have been proposed. I would 1lke to urge
you to-adopt Alternatlive 6A vwhich would Increame the oper-
atlonal capaclty and flexiblllty of the C-111 ayatem. This
would help restore the ecological Integrity of Taylor Sleugh
and the eastern panhandle area of the Evergladen.

1 would also urge that the retention/detention area along
the weat side of L-31N north to Tamiaml Trall be Increased,
as suggested In Alternative 8, Canal C-111 H should be

- deslgned as a retentjon/detention area 1inked to the north

to help reestabllieh historlc timing and distributlon of
cheetfiow to this part of the Everglades,

Lastiy, I feel 1t 1s imperative that Frog Pond and Rocky
Olades -apgricul tural area be purchased to help further
pregerve tha Everglades/Florida Bay system. For too long
we have let these agricultural interests doeminate the
declislons about where and how Florida’s preclous water
supplles are used., It’s time to glve the water back to
the natural ecosystem It le a part of.

Thank you for llstening to my views. I would llke to be
Informed about vhat declslons are finally reachec concern-
ing this lesue by the Army Corps of Englneers.

Sincerely,

6CPrx¢zA:&/C=. (:211427tox

Miss Martha Clutter

£8
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MARCH 24, 1994

MR. STEVEN SUTTERFIELD

US ARMY CORPS OF I:NGI'N-EERS
P.0. BOX 4970

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232

RE: HEARING ON THE RESTORING WATER FLOWS INTO TAYLOR
SLOUGH AND FLORIDA BAY THROUGH C-111 PROJECT..

DEAR MR SUTTERFIELD:

I AM A CONCERNED CITIZEN WHO WILL BE UNABLE TO ATTEND THE
MEETING IN HOMESTEAD ON MARCH 25TH REGARDING THE ABOVE
MENTIONED PROJECT. I DO WISH TO PLACE MYSELF AMONG THOSE
WHO BELIEVE THAT THE NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY HAS SOME
SUGGESTIONS WHICH MAY BE OF YALUABLE ASSISTANCE.

L. THE BEST ALTERNATIVE APPEARS TO BE 6A, BUT THIS COULD BRE
AMELIORATED BY ADOPTING SOME OF THE FOLLOWING:
A~ TO ENSURE FLOOD PROTECTION TO COMMUNITIES TO THE
NORTH, AS WELL AS RESTORE HISTORIC TIMING AND DISTRIBUTION
OF SHEETFLOW IN THIS PART OF THE EVERGLABES, THE PROPOSED
C-11IN CANAL SHOULD BE DESIGNED AS A RETENTION\DETENTION
AREA LINKED TO THE AREA TO THE NORTH.
B- TO EXPAND THE RETENTIONDETENTION AREA ALONG THE WEST
SIDE OF L-3IN NORTH TC TAMIAMI TRAIL AS SUGGESTED BY
ALTERNATIVE 8. ONLY BY DOING THIS WILL THE CORPS ENSURE
THAT ENOUGH CLEAN WATER CAN BE MADE AVAILABLE IN
HISTORIC PATTERNS FOR BOTH SHARK AND TAYLOR SLOUGH.
C- C-11IN SHOULD BE EXTENDED EAST OF US 1 TO ALLOW
MAXIMUM FLEXIBILITY AND WATER DELIVERIES TO ALL PARTS
OF THIS SYSTEM,

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME, AND | KNOW THAT YOU
WILL ATTEMPT TO COMBINE ALL THESE SUGGESTIONS INTO A SOUND
AND FAIR PROGRAM WHICH WILL BE BENEFIT ALL FLORIDIANS.

S;Zfﬁmsw ijf
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U. S, Army Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Att: Mr. Steven Sutterfleld
Re: Watar flow restoration to eastern Everglades and Florida Bay.

Dear Sir;

AE a nature tour gulde who shows our natural areas and
wildlife to many persons each year, I am vitally concerned with the
neaith of the Everglades and Florida Bay. Since my arrival in
1954, I have seen both bird and fish populations in the arfacted
area drop by as much as $5 percent. A healthy syatenm would restore
our dying grass beds, which are the breeding grounds of ocur many
aquatic species, large and emall. These spacies are the base of
our entire sport fishing and shrimping industries and the food
supply of our formerly huge avian population. A healthy syatem
would return our wildlife and enhance the tourist industry so vital
to Florida.

In reviewing your various plans for the restoration of sheet
water flow to the eastern Everglades, it seenms to me that plan 6A
has the best chance of success. But to prevent continued water
toss to the Taylor Slough area of the Everglades and restoratlion of
a natural sheet water flow to Florida Bay, it is essaentlal to
craate a buffaer zone by the purchase of the Frog rond and Rocky
Glades agricultural areas.

While alternative 6A is a good plan, I feel it can be improved
by those methodst

1. Canal C-111 should be at least partially filled in to raise
ground water levels in the near Everglades and pravent massive
surges of farm-polsoned water from reaching and further ruining
Barnes Sound.

2. The proposed C-111N canal should be implemented as a retention
area to the north and as a protaction to the nearby community.

3. Larger pumps, 500cfs, should replace the 50cfs pump at 8-332B
to increase the {low into the ratentlon area along C-111N to allow
the natural sheet flow to reach Florida Bay.

4. Expand the retention area along the wast side of L-31N north to
the Tamiami{ Trail. Only by doing this can enough clean water be
suppliedto restore historic patterns of water to both the Shark
valley and Taylor Sloughs.

Yours truly,

/Mﬁ—;—\- -
A. Morton Cooper, .

7625 SW 91th Court
Miam{, Florida 33173-3133

T e T

e
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Orange Audubon Society
" (A Chapler of Nationai and Florida Audubon Societies)
- “P.0. Box 1142, Maitland; FL 32751
o Mareh 28, 1994 R

|.: Mr, Btevqn:Sutterfield .
08" Azmy Corpa’'of Engideara
P,0. Hox 4970 - ‘" . - °

! Jacksguviile

W smpvsents L B RS

T - "

T N I AN < ot
:_ng_ thfr low :fltg:ltion,,tl!10:4§}qu|h and Flozida Bay

N ngi e, Sutfa -ic%ii'.
’tﬁ;.’oird-of:ﬁiétetbfn'of diiiic'kuduion Soei‘ty hai llk:ﬁ o to urite you cof
) The, rd, of Ditecto £ Or Al eia 0ked me.to’ write -
- gerning the’dbove menticnsd ‘desue. . Orange Audubon 'id & ichipter of bnkhrgttizznl
ahd Florida Audubén Sécletiad located in Orange County with ‘e ‘mesbarship of
spproxinatdly 1900 individuale and familfes,. We aré alliconcarned about the
Everglades ‘and .are committed to ’its restoration. — s A

© We Eon;tifuiit;:yéﬁ‘on“éout'cibld- ot Plan 6A ihicﬁl\; des 1 roteetibn ta
. 1. 3 1 provides flood proteer!
-;xicultu;glﬁlnturgltl,’p:qvidct the grestast benefit to the nnii:binen: An:n ©
I,Xililll—opttlfiﬂﬁll !1.:1b11+ty., Please stick to 'youxr guna and. restore fresh
vater flov into a system that served Ylorida long befors agricultural interests

- ‘wera a quéstion.

_:' Me ask you to comsider the follpwing improviments to Plan .6A ;hnt.exyiﬁd“and'uﬁde:-

¢ore your conpitment to thid sndangerad anvironment,

_ ?.'pon!j@fﬁhn'jropastdic§1llﬁ<ennil as & vng-r'rtt;itioﬁidi:;hiion‘nten'linke&‘to
o the aras to the north. " This will help restore shest flow and ensure floed -
2. protaction to .the borthepn communities. S TR

" ‘Use & 500 cfs punp at 8-3313 alleving watars to";” ud 1550 4 Large ‘vater
e 00 + k >, bé pumpad into a-large wat
?TL,;gt-qt;pqldqtcnt}oq ates along C-111N. This provides>for natural ihfiiflo:?to
*.move_south-into the meriné snvircrment and provided flood protéction. =~ .
_Altignﬂfiyn)& allows for encugh clesn water to éanter- bot Shark Slough-and
;_Tiyln;gklougﬁ o rvinding. 1ean nter- both .Shark Slough and
. Og lﬂo.alﬂ'

orth ﬁb'anftlL‘tr@ii. thus restoring historic: witer patterns.

Qll‘pg::-_ol thid system. . . .

..

e b

‘the water retantion/detention -aria along.the west side

Exterd 'C-111N aaat of USI to aliow maxtmm £léxibility aid vater daliveiies to.; |
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¥R. STEVEN SUTTERFIELD
US ARMY CORPS -OF ENCINEERS
P,0. BOX 4970

JACKSONVILLE, FL. 32232-001%

REs C-~111 PROJECT - RESTORING FLOW
TAYLOR SLOUGH AND TLORTDA_BAY

OEAR MR, SUTTERFIELD:

JHEAR 18 COXNG 70 BE A FUELIC HEARTHG AT HoESTEAD ON TE{
26ih OF MARGK, I CANKOT ATTRMD BUT WOULD LIKE TQ:LET YOU.- _

Tho¥ BY THIS LETTIR THAT I ACREE WITH THE CORPSFE BRINGERS ¢ b %
THAT ALTERNATIYVE 6A ¥EET THE CRITERIA TO FRMDE\O?E%AHQK.},L e F
 FLECHDITY FOR TS PART OF THE SIOTEX. S N AT
4 |, AND y-CAN BB INPROVED T¥ THE FOLLOMI UATSS TSN

\ +  To more fully ensure flood protection to communltiés to the north, as well as

restore hiatorle timing and distribation of sheetflow In this part of the Everglades,
the propoted C-111IN eanal should be designed as = retentlonvdetention area linked
1o the area to the north.

+  The Corps should usea 500 cfs pump instead of 850 ofs one at §-331B 30 that
walers are pumped tnto & large retention/detention arez along C-1IN which
allows natural sheetfllow to mgve down through the gauthern Everglades area into
the marine environment. ‘n\gprovidu ecological beneflts while allowing for
greater flood protectlan as weil ’

+ Expandthe retention/deiegtion area along the west stde of L31N north to Tamiamt
Teall as suggested by Al(Enative 8. Only by doling this wili the Corps ensure that
enough clesn water can be made available [n historle pattems for both Shark
Slough and Taylor Slough.

o+ C<11IN should be extended east of US 1 1o allow maximum Nexibliity and water
™ dellveries to all paris ef this systen.

ey

T HARTHA R ROX g’
© 5301 F Miu b AYE, £

muo;‘sgmu, FL, 33064
1 5 F-3 .
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The Corps reviewed 10 alternatives Including a no action altemative, and
alternatives GA, 8 and 9. The Corps found that Alternative 6A meets 8l of
the criteria to provide operational flexibility for this project. The tomato
farmers offered Alternative 9 which.does not provide flexibility to restore
natutal water levels along the boundary and headwaters of upper Taylor
Stough. Also, Alternative 9 does not control the timing of water flows into
Taylor Slough -- essential to re-cstablishing the historlc freshwater flows in
this area. The Corps noted that Alternative 6A provides the same amount of
food protection as the farmers proposl. The Corps chose Alternative 6A
because It provides the greatest benefit to the environment, maximizes
operational fexibllity and ‘provides flood damage prevention capability to
agriculture. : ' , )

Polnts You Can Make About the Proposal
+  (The proposal includes the purchsss of the Frog Pond and_Recky Glades

In the last decade, farmers in the Frog Pond area have successfully: prevailed
upon the government to glve them more and mors drainage benefits not
provided by law. By providing these tax-funded benefits, the Corps and The
South Florida Water Management District have severely harmed Bverglades
National Park and Florida Bay, bectuse when they drain the Frog Pond the
adjacent marshes In Taylor Slough arc also drained.

. \/Ihs_nmm::uﬁmﬂnnldmnnmm_manmthmkx
QOlades and_Frog_Pond, is essential 1o ensuring water quality in_this
acea_and_for providing flood control for areas east of L-31/C-111
canals. :

« ¥ The ccopomic analysis for this project is flawed becawse it does not
Incorporate the cost of the collapsc of Florida Bay vs. the benefits of.
restoring the Bay.

The health of the econamy of S. Florida is completely dependent on the
quality of the environment, The degradation of Florida- Bay has endangered
thc economy of the entire Florida Keys. Monroe County's economy is based on
commercial and recreational fishing, diving and tourism-based businesses.
Scientlsts agree that re.establishing freshwater flows.to the Bverglades is

3
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absolutely essential to the testoration of Fiorida Bay. Because Canal 111 is a
major avenue for providing freshwater into Florida Bay, the benefits of
cconomic tecovery and viability to these Endustries in Monroe County should
be quantified in the cconomic analysis of the Corps® Canal 111 Project, to
further justify the cconomic benefits of restoring historic hydrologic
conditions.

While Alternative 6A it a good one It ecan be improved in the
following ways: .

.V Ihe oropesed Canal 111N should be designed s x_retentianidsisntion..

area tinked to the area to the north, to more fully ensure flood

protection to communities to the north, and to restore the historic
timing and distribution of sheet flow in this part of the Everglades.

'\/]fl: nould 500 _cfs (cubic feotl 1 . 1 of
230 cfs pump_at S-332B so that waters are pumped into 2 large

retention/detention area along C-111N. This would allow natural
sheetflow to move down through the southemn Everglades area into
the marine environment, providing ecological benefits while allowing
for greater flood protection.

o - ;

Only by doing this will the Corps ensure that enough clean water can
be made available in historic patierns for both Shark and Taylor
Stoughs.

.

to allow for
raximum flexibility and water deliveties to all parts of this system.

Thank you for raising your voice for the Everglades/Florida Bay,
(j?(ue/-'—‘

Carot n' Waldron

Director

Please share this letter with .a friend:
Reuse and then Recycle

S e

P

#
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| Theeconestlcanalyais for this project i flawed beceuse ft does not incorporste the coat of
i thecallapse of Fiarida Bay va. the beneflts of restoring [t The degradatlon of Florida Bay
- has endangered the economy of the entire Flarids Keys which ls based on large purt 6a
fishing snd diring. Sclentists sgres restoratlon of Freshwater figars in abeolutely essential
io restoration of the Bay, Since the C-111 arezlaa key avenue for Input of freshwvater into
Florida Bay, the Beneflts of economic recovery to these Industries (s Mastds Bzy should be
quantified and will add addittonal economle Justification forrestoring historie conditlons.

In the 1sst decade farmers in the Prog Pond arex haye suceerafully prevalied upon the
government ta glve them more and more drainzge beneflts netprovided by law, By
praviding thexe benefils, the Corps and Disteict have harmed the Park and Flodida Bay,
because when they drata (he Prog Pond they alsa dratn the adjacent marthes in Taylor

Slough. Therefere, purchase of the Frog Pond and Rocky Glades agriculturai area contem- '

plated by this proposal Iz essentlal to the future of the ErergladesFlarida Bay system.

The proposed retentlon/detention area, In what s now the Rocky Glades and Frog Pand, is
eoeential to ensuring water quality In thie arex as well ag providing Rload control for areas
east of L-31/C-111 cansls, i

While Alternative A is 2 good one it eanbe improved in the followlng ways,

* Tomore fully ensure flood protection to communities to the north, as well ag
*+ restore historle iming and distribution of sheetflow In this part of the Everglades,
the proposed C-111N canal should be destgned a3 a retention/delention ares lnked
t0 the area {o the north, : -

*  The Corps should use a 500 efs pump instead of a 80 ofs pne ¢ 5-3328 o0 that
walers are pumped Into a large retention/detention area nlong C-111N which
allows natural sheetflow to move down through the southern Everglades area Into
the marine envirenment, Thigprovides ecologleal benefits white silowing for
grealer flood protection ag well

¢ Expand therelention/detention ares alang the west slde of L-31N north to Tamlami

“Trall 58 suggested by Aliernaiive 8. Only by doing this will the Corps engure that -

encugh clean water can be made avallsble in historie patterns for bath Shark
Slough and Taylor Stough. Ca .-

*  C-LLIN shosld be extended eastof US 110 allow smaxlovem fletbllity and water
dellveries to all parts of this system.: .

Y2rege.

. A pooloretha E‘W"w J
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Galnesve FL. 32607

e wires Sonemmais s amety o ossnes

:  C-11t {8 in the far southeast reglon of the Everglades system. [t is the key area for
providing overland flows into southeastern portion of Everglades National Park and the northeast
corner of Florida Bay. This area provides important habitat for endangered species such as the Wood
Stork, Cape Sable Sparrow, American Crocodile and the Snail Kite. However, the diiching and
deaining of this arca has disrupted the natural timing, distribution and flow of water. Instead of a
gentle sheet of water, fed by rain, moving stowly through this arca, eanals deain waler oot of
marshes and qulckly out of the system. In the last decade problems in the system have been aggra-
vated by water management practices which have overdrained the Everglades and prevented water
from going Into Florida Bay - all to benefita fow tomato growers in the area knawn as the Frog
Pond. This over deaining has done visible and significant harm to the Everglades/Florida Bay and
prevented vital freshwater Nows {rom reaching the key arcas of the Bay.

How you can help
1. Attend the pubilc hearing on March 29

1. Atiend the public hearlng on March 29 and
welle a letter to the Corps of Engineers

3. Wrlte a letter lo the corps of englneers

You com help by attending the public hearing at Flamuestead on the 29th. 1L s clear that the

L6



posed retention/detention area, i what s now the Rocky Gladet and Frog Pond, is
| to ensuting water quality in this area as well as providing flood control for areas
S31C-11 canals.

Jternative 6A is a yuod vne il can be improved in the following ways.

T wmore fully ensure flood protection t8 communities to the notth, as wellas -

cestore historic timing and distribution of sheetflaw in this part of the Everglades,
:he proposed C- 1IN ¢anal should be designed as a retention/detention ares linked
1o the area 1o the north.

The Corps shouid use 2 500 cfs pump instead of 50 ¢fs one at 5-3328 so that
waters are pumped into a large retention/detentian area atong C-111N which
lows ratutal sheetfiow 1o move down through Lhe southern Evergiades azea inlo
\he marine environment, This provides ecological benefits while allowing for
areater (taad protection as well

Lapand the rerentinn/detention ared along the west side of L-31N norih to Tamiaml
Tradl as suggesied by Alternative 8. Only by doing this will the Cerps ensure that
cuonugh clean water €an be made available in histarlc pattetns for beth Shark
Slaugh and Taytor Slougls.

C.111N shnuld be extended east of US 1 to aliow maximum flexibility and water
deliverivs to all parts of this system.

Yuns can hidp by altending the public hearing at Homwestoad i Hie 2908 TUy Lt
apeleultural enmmunity inlemds to turn 8ul many of {ts workers to sppase this resoraile
arnd I8 uslng scare tacties Lo cecruit hnmenwaers from allver arcds of South Dade Counly
can‘t attend the hearing then pluase submit weltten cnmnents, prior o April 20, 1994, to:

Me Steven Sulleelield
uS Army Corps of Engineers
F.O. Box 4570
Jacksonville, EL 32232-0019

what the Corps proposes: This projct is bwing underiaken & selectd to ingreds
uperational eapabillty and Rexibitity of the C-131 system to provide restosation for the ceul
integrlty of Taylor Slough and the eastern panhandle arca of the Everg{adcs. The project
maintain existing authurized levels of Nood protection for agricultural interests adjacent 1
C-111. Restoration of thuse Nows will provide freshvater necessary for restoring Flerida €
Corps recognizes that the presont system is harming the ccology of the southeastern Everp
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SERVANCY

1450 Miamsue Diove + Narwgs, Fuomoa 33942 « (B13) 162-0304 « Pax {812) 262-5872

April 4, 1994

r. Steven Sutterfield

.8. Army Corps of Engineers

.0, Box 4970 -
acksonville, Florida 32232-001%

e: Restoration of flows into Taylor Slough and Florida Bay
through the proposed C-111 project

ear Nr. Sutterfield:

The Conservancy, Inc. (TCI}) strongly supports the
ngeing efforts to restore natural water flows to the
verglades. With this in mind, we beliave that the efforts
o restore the ecological integrity of Taylor Slough and the
astern panhandle of the Everglades by increasing the
perational capability and flexibility of the C~111 system
s critical to achieving this goal. Of the options
valuated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACE), TCI
oncurs with your agency’s finding that cption 6A meets all
he criteria to provide the needed flexibility to release
resh water intc the Everglades and Florida Bay without
owering flood protection for farmers. This is the option
CI believes should be adoptad.

In weighing the economics of your decision, ACE must
onsider the cost of the collapse of Florida Bay versus the
ost of restering it. The economy of the Florida Keys very
uch depends on the health of Flerida Bay. The purchase of
he Freg Pond and Rocky Glades as ccneldered by this
roposal will also reduce drainage in marshes adjacant to
aylor Slough and provide for water quality improvement and
lood control. .

hdditional modifications that would improva option 6A

hould also be given serious consideration. To prevent

lugs of agricultural and urban runcff canal €-111 should be
lugged or filled. The proposed C-111N canal should be
esigned as a retention/detention area linked to the
orthern area. This would provide flood protaction for
ommunities to the north and restore historic timing and
istribution to this part of the Everglades. ACE should use

larger pump 500 cfs vs, 50 e¢fs} at $-1312B to pump waters
nto a large detention area along C~111N to allow natural
heetflow to the southern Everglades and Florida Bay. The

sndiveraty, enveanmental quoiity, ond natura resources of Southwest Flortda's nattve ecosytems Jor present and future gentrations,
—

John K. Fltch
April 4, 1994
Page 2

retention area west of L-31N north to the Tamiami Trail
should ba expanded as suggested in option 8. This will help
insure an adequate water supply in the historic pattern for
both Taylor $lough and Shark Slough. Finally C-111N should
be extanded east of U,S8. 1 to permit maximum flexibility and
water deliverias to all of part of this system.

T¢1 appreciates the opportunity to provide comment on
this important atep in restoring adequate and propsrly timed
fresh water flow to the Everglades and Florida Bay. There
is indeed only one Evergladas!

Sincerel

President

£6
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Me, & Mts, Getald
5657 Wiliow C(nkg:: |
Ookray Basch, FL

{T AUDUBOHN BVERG PHONE Mo, ! Mar. 29 1994 3:57°M POL

LI ' CUC‘r](d

The beat way to provent the secand yenr of this axperlment from continuing ©
harm the Bverglades and Tlorlda Bay, is {ur the Congreasional Natural espurces
Committeu tv hold o field henting to lnvestigate the mismanagemont of the
cxperiment by tlie Corpe and the SrWMD, Reasons for dolng 80 Are A8 {ollowa:

+ Despiic claims by the Corps and Diotrict that morad watar lc baing sant to
Plorido Day, Bvergindes Natlonal Park sclentlfte studles show that, to tho
cuntrngy, more wotef is now boling dralned from Toylor Slough and diverted

from Plorida Bey into Barncs Sound and Manatce Tioy.

+ The STWMD and the Corp®, violatad tho public trust whan they privately
agreed to different and more harmful operating criterla for the
Demonsteation Project than were legally and publicly permitted by the Corps'
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSE).

o The S'TWMD ond the Corps repentedly jgnored specific requests and
recommendations made by Everglades National ¥ark and aubstituted thelf
own provisions which inflicted grest harm on Taylor Slough and Flostdn Bay.

o In November 1993, the SPWMD and the Corps created an actificial "dry
geason” for o nearby special intereat (South Dade Land Corporation ond s
tomato farming tenants) by draining water from Taylor Slough and

surrounding ereos mord than 3 months before they would have naturslly
receded, This amounts, In effect, to delivering & public benefit to 8 rivate
intereat — drainage to gusist them In making mor® money from agr culture -
that far exceeds what these agencles are legistatively directed or suthorized to
deliver, And all at the expense of Florldo Day and Taylor Slough which sre
dlrectly impacted and harmed o8 o reault of these actions.

S6



While Alternatlve 6A Is a good one jt must be Improved In the following ways. ——

. Tu rextore histuric timing and disiribution of shectfiow in thils part of the : JM W e T
% Bverglades, av well as more fully ensare flood protection to communities ' LA
to the north, the proposed C-I‘lljl:l canal should%e replaced by a Sabonn s Kok iadhidbace Abbnm ety G A
retentlon/detention ares. This relentlon/detention area should be locate - 96 et /‘ffmm Rddetiad
' north of the proposed slte of the C-111N canal and borrow Jevee (which, & AN Ll iy Flsacd ﬁl
proposed, would cut off cheatflow from wotlands to the north) and shoul Q-in * ,34,# -
accept stormwater runoff from Homestoad and Florida City. Aba.gp .73 W
£
¢« The Carps ahould use & 500 cfs pump instead of a 50 ¢fs one at $-332E sn +o Qo P Lo ot @l “s z
that stormwater runoff from the southem aress of Homestead and Florids ‘%‘J “+o M NMZeeal
City are pumpad inlo the refention/detention area, rather than down the : A.L¢ /d/e,z‘; . e
C-111 canal. Thle wiil provide fuil flood protection In a manner that : c? %4 %m\ .
reestablishes natural sheetflow rather than desteoying the matine - )
environment (as does use of the C-111 canal during flood events). o 4, !
29
o Eill the C-111 canal south of the retentlon-detention areas. This wil) o az' Rt ﬁ@Za
etiminate the current dlsruption of sheetflow (timing and distribution) in A Fla zyevz

the C-111 basin, and prevent unnatural water transfers from the Taylor
Slough basln to the C-111 basin,

¢ Expand the refention/detention area along the west side of L-31N north to
Tamlaml Trall es suggested by Alternative 8, Only by doing this will the
Corps ensure that enough clean water can be made available In historic
patterns for both Shatk Slough and Taylor Slough.

+ The mtemlon-.dctennnn areas which replace C-111N, should be extended
east of US Highway 1 to allow maximum flexibllity and water dellverles to
ali parts of the C-111 basin and coastal Gverglades.

96




- Terra Systems

ENWHONMENTALCONSULTANT&INC
2020 Sheffield Road « Post Office Box 9115 « Winter Haven, FL 338839115 «{813) 5330200

April 4, 1994

4r. sSteven Sutterfield

JS Army Corps of Engineers
post Office Box 4%70
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

study for Btructural and Non-Structural
Modifications to the C=111 Basin,
gouth Dade county, Florida

%' have reviewed the General Reevaluation Report and
invironmental Impact Statement findings with respect to protecting
the natural values of Everglades Natlonal Park while maintaining
the tlood: control in the basin., I would like to offer my support
in tavor Jt implementing the proposed project which would allow the
sontinuation of the Tayler Slcough iteration of the Experimental
Program to restore more natural hydrolegical conditionas in the
Everglades.

However, based on the Natlonal Audubon Society’s raview I
«ould like to offer the following points for coensideration:

. The proposed retentlon/detention area, in what is now the
Rocky Glades and Frog Pond is essential to ensuring water
quality in this area as well as providing tlood control for
areas east of L-31/C-111 canals.

, While Alternative 6A is a good one it can be improved in the
following ways:

To more fully ensure flood protection to communities teo
the north, as well as restore historic timing and
distribution of sheatflow in this part of the Evarglades,
the proposed C-111N canal should be designed as a
ratention/detention area linked to the area to the north.

. The Corps should use a 500 cfa pump instead of a 50 cts
one at S-332B se that waters are pumped into & large
retention/detention area along C-111N which allows
natural sheetflew to move down through the southern
Everglades area inte the marine environment. This
providas ecological benefits while allowing for greatar
flood protection as well.

] &

k'

esET ).
P
. Terra Systems & —s%

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS, INC.

Mr. Bteven Sutterfielad
April 4, 199%4
Page 2

. Expand the retention/datention area along the west side
of I~-31N north to Tamiami Trail as suggested by Alterna-
tive 8., oOnly by doing this will the Corps ensure that
anough clean water can ba made available in historic
patterns for both Shark Slough and Tayler Slough.

. C-111N should be extended east of US 1 to allow maximum
flexibility and water deliveries to all parts of this
system.

Thank yon for your attentlon to this very important issue.

Sincerely,
TERRA SYSTEMS ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSULTANTS, INC.
—_—
/
T3 Coburr(, President and
Senior Ecologist

TIC:tra:WPS1\M\LTR.16
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Urgent Everglades/Florida Bay Action Alert
restorihg flows into Taylor Stough and

Thwe US Army Corps of Engineers is holding a hearing on
Florida Bay through the proposed C-111 Project.

March 29, 1994
700 pm
Homestead High School
351 S,E 12 Street
(East of Hwy 1)
For information about buses, call Theresa Ashley at (305) 296-3880

Background:  C-111 is in the far southeast region of the Everglades system. 1t Is the key area for

! providing overland flows into southeastern portion of Everglades National Park and the northeast
corner of Florida Bay. This area provides important habitat for endangered species such as the Wood
Siark, Cape Sable Sparrow, American Crocodile and the Snail Kite. However, the ditching and
draining of this area has disrupted the natural timing, distribution and flow of water. Instead ofa
gentle sheet of water, fed by rain, moving slowly through this area, canals drain water out of
marshes and quickly out of the system. [n the last decade problems in the system have been aggra-
valcd by water management practices which have overdralned the Everglades and prevented water
trom going into Florida Bay - all to benefit a few tomato growers in the area known as the Frog
Pond. This over draining has done visible and significant harm to the Everglades/Florida Bay and
prevented vital freshwater flows from reaching the key arcas of the Bay.

How you ¢cap help
1. Attend the public hearing an March 29

2. Attend the public hearing on March 29 and
write 3 letter to the Corps of Engineers

3. Wrile a letter to the corps of englneers

You can help by attending the public hearing at Homestead on the 29th, It is clear that the
agricultural community intends to turn out many of iis workers ta oppose this restoration project
and is using scare tactics to recruit homeawners from other areas of South Dade County. If you
can'tatead the hearing then please submit written comments, prior to April 20, 1994, to:

Mr. Steven Sutterfield
US Army Corps of Engineers
PO. Bex 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32132-0019

A AL undertaken to select a plan to .

of the Ci111 avalem to provide restoration for the ecolonlest

2 al wasatatlic e vu-oll‘lliw

National ¥ Audubon Seciety

2

MS. ANN GARKETT

po 307 11 .
CHISTVIew, FL 3552701
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ACTION ALERT

NAYONALAUDULON SOCILTY .

MARCH 19, 1.0"

Urgent Everglades/Florida Bay Action Alert

mmm&pdhﬁmhhﬂdﬂlmlumhﬂuﬁomInuhyiu!lau;hu\‘
Prorida By Dvough the proposed C-A1 Project

March 39, 1994

10 pm
Homestead High Schoel
3514, 12 Sueat
(Rastof Hey 1)
ForInfarmatian sbov) buses, call Thecrsd Adhiry a1 505) 1963000

2411 {3 I tht (50 poutheasl reglon of \he Srarglades o siem. 118 the hey srma foe
providing m:wkcn‘ faves Imia seuthansiern pertion sl ln'f:'du Nn(oul Parkand wmw
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1. Amend the publiehearing on March 9
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JOEL N, KUTZ
695 Spanlch Drive 8.
Longhoat Key, Florida 34228
(813) 3834542

U.S Cﬂﬁzd%Z /s
D Porx #52, B
iy FL 32272008
Qo Ser .
wﬂf@‘@/&. 7@4/&%“"#
AF fexow GHat I 2o owe oty
Uoyect o Fbridh Oonconnd) bt
Hee Aippecilony 7 Parituen,
2 | [/464%‘% Oorps Lot [
0b o o resle
o trnalnd amdln. Tu-cushyl)
e plresie i vl T el

3/24/7 5

J

fe US Army Corps of Engineers Is holding a hearing on restoring flows inte Taylor Slough and
-otlda Bay through the proposed C-111 Profect.

March 29, 1994
700 pm
Homestead High Schoo!
351 8.8, 12 Street
(Bast of Hwy 1) '
Forinformation about buses, call Theresa Ashley at (305) 296-3880

ickground:  C-I11 s In the far southesst region of the Everglades
oviding overland flows into southenstern portion of Everglades Na

¢ Everglades/Florida Bay and
tvented vt freshwater fiows from reaching the key areas of the Bay.

¥ yau can help:
1. Attend the public hearing on March 29

2. Attend the public hearing on March 29 and
write & letter to the Corps of Engtneers

3. Write a fetter to the corps of englneers
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Ruth # Clurk
1129 Seainole De 8 4
Fort Lauder, FL 33304-A545

liarch 29, 1994

ur. Steven Sutterfield

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, FL 232232-0019

or Homestead, FL Hearing

Re: Restoring Flows into Taylor Slough, Everglades National
Park, and Florida Bay

The publie interest is best served by purchasing the Frog Pond
and Rocky Glades areas needed to put into effect Alternative 6A
without further delay. The U.S5.C.0.E. must provide the quantity of
freshwater to an expanded retention-detention area to ensure water
quality in this area as well as providing flood control for areas
east of L-71/C111 canals. Scientists agree that providing sheet
flow distribution and as close to natural timing as possible to the

Taylor Slough marshes is the key to restoratlon of the ecological

integrity of Taylor Slough and the southeastern Everglades to Florida

Say.

The true cest of continued degradation of Florida Bay from lack

of freshwater is more than will be spent to buy the necessary wetland

retention-detention areas. The cost of leaing the juvenlle fish and

shellfish nurseries and the wildlife( including the last 107% of wading

birds who depend upon this part of the food chain), is not gquantified

properly in the economic analysis for this project. Publlic interest

on a national and internatlonal level reflects itself aeconomically here.

Suggestions to mprove alternative 6A should be explored: 1} To

improve linkages to the northy 2) To extend water deliverles east of

U.S. 1: 3) To increase the size of pump at S-332B; and 4) to expand the

area {see Alternate 8) to ensure shough clean water in historlc patterns

for both Shark Slough and Taylor Slough.

Clark page 2.

We must correct the hydrologle mistakes and planning and zoning
)

mistakes that endanger our water resources and food chaln for future

genaerations.
Yours truly,
,7 .
‘\:;«C;C\{”k ,(uC&iJ\F:;
Ruth H. Clark
Coples to

SFWMD Chairman

MY

EGCBC

Friends of the Everglades

S0l



Lake Region
Audubon Seciety

Murch 23, 1uud

Mr. Steven Sutierficld

US Army Corps of Engineers

p. 0. Bux 4970 )

Jacksanville, Florida 32232-0019

Dest

Me. Sutterfield,

Although we cannot attend the public hearkig ia Homestead on March 29, our
658 members are vitally interested in rextoring  the Bverglader ecosystem.
Histaric flows of water taw Tivlor Stough nnd Florida Bay are 2o imporlact
step in restoration.  We ask wu to conxldee the follawing polnts when making

your

The degradation of Fiorida Bay h2t endan
Florida Keys. This econvmy is based [latgely on fishing, diving, aad
wourism.  Since C-111 is 2 \ey avenue fur freshwater flow in Florida Bay, the
peoefits of ceopomic recovery tn thene businesses depending of the bay
should be quantified and will add  economic justificatlon for restoring
historic water conditions. .

decision.

sed the economy of the entire

Purchase of the Frog Pond and Ruwky CHndes agricultral acea s essential 10
the future of the Evcrgh&esfFloridz Bay ecosysiem.

Although Aliermative 6 is 1 gad proposal il can be imptoved in the following

ways:

The proposed C-11IN cama! thould be derigned as 4 retention/detention area
linked to the area 1o the aorth 10 cimere flood protection 10 communities.
This will also restore histatic timing and distribution of sheetflow of water
in \his area of the Evergledes.

Increase the size of the pump 1 500 ofs  nt 5-332B so that waters are pumped

a2 large retention/detentiun arca wlong C-1§IN.  This allows natural

sheetflow to mave whrough the southern Everglades zrea into the macine
envitenmenlt.

Expand the retention/detentiva ared alung the west side of L-3IN gorth to
Tamiami Traib as suggesied by Alternative 8. By dolng this, enough clezn

will be avaitable (in historic peiterns ¢or both Shark Slough and

Tayloe Slough.

C-11IN sbould be extended east of US | w0 aliow maximum flexibiiity and
waler deliveries to atl parts of this system,

15 Lameraux Rosd * \Winter lluven - Florids < 33834

Priated co recysted papier tesing soy inks.

The Corpt has & loeg hlstery of draining and ditching the Everglades a th
urgings of aate and federal government. This s 2 |ur|i of l’lc:rh!ni history st'r;:r;
whick we cag learn. Bnvironmentsl misiakes are axtremely costly 1o remedy.
We urge you oow o set thix history mslde and begln the restoration of the
Everglades for [future genertiont.

Sincerely,
Linda Cooper

Corgesponding  Secretary ;
Lake Region Audubon Soclety

901t
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