DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 4970
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE DREDGING

TAMPA HARBOR FEDERAL NAVIGATION PROJECT
HILLSBOROUGH AND PINELLAS COUNTIES, FLORIDA

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed action. This Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) incorporates by reference all discussions and conclusions contained in the
EA enclosed hereto. Based on information analyzed in the EA, reflecting pertinent information obtained
from agencies having jurisdiction by law and/or special expertise, I conclude that the proposed action
will not significantly impact the quality of the human environment and does not require an
Environmental Impact Statement. Reasons for this conclusion are in summary:

a. The dike raising included in the proposed action would occur within the existing diked disposal
sites being actively used for containment of dredged materials. Raising of the dikes would occur within
the existing footprint of the diked disposal areas. Minimal environmental resources occur on these sites.
No eligible historic resources are found on the sites.

b. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, will take measures to minimize the
effects to the West Indian Manatee. Additional consultation would be initiated with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) for sea turtles and piping plover should placement of material occur at
Egmont Key or Mullet Key. There will be no unauthorized impacts to other threatened and endangered
species. The projects will not jeopardize the continued existence of any federally listed species or
adversely modify designated critical habitat.

¢. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and appropriate federally recognized tribes will be required for each project
utilizing this National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. An archeological monitor will be
required to be present during dredge disposal operations at Egmont Key to ensure the protection of
significant resources on the island. In a letter dated 8 August 2011, the SHPO concurred with this
FONSI.

d. State water quality standards will be met. Modification of the Tampa Harbor Maintenance
Dredging Environmental Resource Permit was completed and issued on April 7, 2006. This permit
expires on April 7, 2016. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, will obtain the
necessary permits from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) prior to placing
dredged materials at disposal sites not covered under the existing permit.



¢. The US. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, has determined this project to be
consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program. The State has provided their final
determination for the activities identified by FDEP Permit No. 0157891-009-DF. Prior to construction
of activities not described and permitted under FDEP Permit No. 0157891-009-DF, USACE will pursue
water quality certification from the State. Construction of these activities will not occur without final
State concurrence.

f. The proposed project has been evaluated pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The
Jacksonville District’s Migratory Bird Protection procedures will be implemented for all maintenance
dredging and dike raising actions associated with the Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation project. These
procedures have been coordinated with the USFWS and the State of Florida.

g. This project was coordinated with the USFWS in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (FWCA), NEPA, and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Department of the
Interior expressed no objections to this project, and it is in full compliance with the ESA, the Coastal
Barrier Resources Act, and the FWCA.

h. Benefits to the public include maintenance of the navigation channel and continued local economic
stimulus.

1. Measures to eliminate, reduce below the level of significance, or avoid potential impacts to fish and
wildlife resources will be implemented during project construction, including the following:
Dike raising would occur within the foot-print of the existing diked disposal sites;
1) Dike raising would occur within the foot-print of the existing diked disposal sites;
(2) All water based activities would follow standard manatee protection measures;
(3) The Jacksonville District's Migratory Bird Protection Plan would be followed if any
migratory birds are encountered;

(4) Prior to construction, the State must concur with the Coastal Zone Consistency
Statement; and
(5) Prior to construction, the State Historic Preservation Officer must concur with the

Jacksonville District’s determination of no effect on any eligible historic resources.

In consideration of the information summarized, I find that the proposed action will not
significantly affect the human environment and does not require an Environmental Impact Statement.
This document will be available to the public on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District
website at
<http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Divisions/Planning/Branches/Environmental/DocsNotices_OnLine_Hill
sboroughCo.htm>.

[p]ed
/PANTANO, JR. Date
orps of Engineers
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

TAMPA HARBOR FEDERAL NAVIGATION PROJECT
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE DREDGING

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is proposing to update the Dredged
Material Management Plan (DMMP) for the Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation
Project in Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties, Florida. The purpose of this study is
for the Jacksonville District (CESAJ), to develop a management plan for the
maintenance dredging and placement of dredged material for the operation of the
Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project (Figure ES-1). The actions and
strategies set forth in the DMMP would provide for the management of dredged
materials for 20 years.

The project is located on the west central coast of Florida in Tampa Bay and the
adjacent Gulf of Mexico. The project is located in Pinellas and Hillsborough
Counties, Florida. Dredging is proposed to occur throughout the Bay along the
entire Federal Project and associated berthing areas.

Federally Authorized and Maintained Channel sections in which maintenance
actions would take place consist of:

Egmont Cut 1

Egmont Cut 2

Mullet Key Cut

Cut A

Cut B

Cut C

Cut D

Cut E

Cut F

Cut G

Cut J

Cut J2

Cut K

Gadsden Channel

Cut A (Hillsborough Bay)
Cut C (Hillsborough Bay)
Alafia River Channel
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Port Sutton Entrance, Terminal

East Bay Approach, Entrance, Extensions
Cut D (Hillsborough Bay)

Sparkman Channel

Ybor Channel

Sediment will be dredged using a cutter-suction, mechanical, or hopper dredge, and
either pumped or barged to several alternative locations. Disposal sites considered
for placement in this Environmental Assessment include:

Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS)
Dredged Material Management Area (DMMA) 2-D
DMMA 3-D
Mullet Key (Fort De Soto Beach and nearshore)
Egmont Key (beach and nearshore)
Longshore Bar
Bird/Sunken Island
Dredged holes:
o Big Island Cut Hole
Cypress Point Hole
Gadsden Point Holes
Gandy Channel North Hole
Howard Frankland West Hole
Northshore Beach Hole
MacDill AFB Runway Hole
Northeast St. Petersburg Borrow Pit 1
McKay Bay Hole
Rocky Point Dredge Hole
St. Petersburg-Clearwater Airport East Hole
Shore Acres Hole
Skyway Causeway Hole
Snug Harbor West Holes
Venetian Isles South Hole
Whiskey Stump Key Holes 1 and 2

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0OD0DO0O0O0O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0

Previous Environmental Assessments (EAs) prepared by the USACE have assessed
the environmental impacts of maintenance dredging as well as dredged material
placement in upland and beneficial use disposal sites. This EA consolidates the
findings of the previous EAs and provides updates and additional evaluations where
appropriate.
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Figure ES-1. Vicinity Map and Project Area
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Two alternatives were evaluated in detail. Under the No Action Alternative,
maintenance dredging of the Federal Channel would cease, and sediment would be
allowed to accumulate in the channel. The second alternative evaluated was the
Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP). Prior to developing this plan, numerous disposal
sites were evaluated. Following extensive discussions with stakeholders, the
disposal options were narrowed to those evaluated in detail in the TSP. Under the
TSP, periodic maintenance will be performed to remove accumulated sediments,
and the channel will be maintained at its authorized dimensions. The location for
the placement of dredged material, whether the ODMDS, upland disposal sites
(DMMAs 2-D and/or 3-D), or beneficial use sites, will be the least cost option as
determined at the time of the dredging event. Dike raising within the existing
footprints of the DMMAs will be conducted as necessary to ensure adequate
disposal capacity for dredged materials. If there is local interest in paying for any
cost difference for placement in beneficial use sites, beneficial use placement options
that are not least cost may be incorporated into the project. The TSP was
determined to be the environmentally preferred alternative, and was the only
alternative aside from the No Action Alternative carried forward.

The No Action Alternative and the TSP were assessed for effects on the following
environmental issues, which were considered to be relevant to the decision to be
made:

e Sediment characteristics

e Fish and wildlife, including migratory birds, relevant habitats and
relevant biological communities

e Threatened and endangered species, including the Florida manatee, sea

turtles, smalltooth sawfish, and Gulf sturgeon

Wildlife refuges, sanctuaries, and management areas

Essential fish habitat

Water quality

Hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste

Noise

Aesthetic resources

Recreation resources

Socioeconomics

Navigation and safety

Cultural resources

Significant adverse impacts to navigation will be associated with the No Action
Alternative, including shoaling and shallowing of the channel. Deep draft
navigation will be affected initially, light loading of deeper draft vessels will become
necessary, and deep draft cruising vessels will no longer be able to use the port. As
shoaling continues, the navigability of the channel will decrease. Because vessels
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tend to use the center of the channel, shoaling at the sides will result in a
narrowing of the channel and affect public safety by increasing the potential for
collisions. Decreased navigability may result in vessels shifting to alternative
harbors, possibly downsizing the area’s economy and increasing the need for road
transportation to and from those alternative harbors. Filling of certain dredged
holes may adversely affect the recreational fishery at those sites. Filling some
dredge holes adjacent to channels may temporarily adversely affect navigation by
temporarily impeding vessel movements past the dredge holes during material
placement.

By implementing actions to prevent or reduce adverse environmental effects
associated with dredging of the Federal project and the placement of dredged
material at locations permitted by the State of Florida, the TSP will have no
significant impacts on the human environment, and a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) is warranted.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

TAMPA HARBOR
FEDERAL NAVIGATION PROJECT

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE DREDGING

1.0 PROJECT PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND AUTHORITY

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (USACE) is proposing to
update the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) (USACE 2002) for the
Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project in Pinellas and Hillsborough counties,
Florida. The actions set forth in the DMMP provide for the management and
placement of materials dredged from the Federal channels through operations and
maintenance (O&M) of the harbor for a period of 20 years.

Previous environmental assessments (EAs) prepared by the USACE have assessed
the environmental impacts of maintenance dredging as well as dredged material
placement in upland and beneficial use disposal sites for specific O&M dredging
operations within Tampa Harbor. The DMMP update is accompanied by an EA
that supplements and combines previous EAs by assessing the impacts of placing
material dredged from any of the channel cuts into any of the approved placement
areas.

Please note that links, where available, are provided to websites containing
documents, studies, or other references cited in this EA. Depending on the context
in which the citation is mentioned, the link may be in the text or in Section 9.0,
Literature Cited.

1.2 PROJECT AUTHORITY

Specific authorization information is found in Table 1. If beneficial use is not the
least cost disposal for the dredged materials, the project would need to be pursued
under a separate authority for cost sharing opportunities.
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Table 1. Tampa Harbor Project Authorizations

ACTS

WORK AUTHORIZED

DOCUMENTS

TAMPA BAY

3 Mar 1899

Channel 27 feet deep by 300-500 feet wide from Gulf of Mexico to Port Tampa

Specified in Act & H. Doc. 52/55/3

3-Mar-1905

Channel depth of 26 feet with sufficient width

Specified in Act.

TAMPA AND HILLSBOROUGH BAYS

25-Jun-1910

Depth of 24 feet in Hillsborough Bay

H. Doc. 634/61/2

8-Aug-1917

Channels 27 feet deep by 200-500 feet wide from Gulf of Mexico to and in Hillsborough Bay, and
basins at mouth of Hillsborough River and Ybor Estuary.

H. Doc. 1345/64/1

HILLSBOROUGH RIVER

3 Mar 1899

Channel 12 feet deep by 200 feet wide to within
100 feet of Lafayette St. Bridge (maintenance only)

H. Doc. 545/55/2 &
A.R. for 1898 p. 1357

TAMPA HARBOR

22-Sep-1922

Consolidation of above projects

Specified in Act.

3-Jul-1930

Egmont Channel 29 feet deep and Sparkman Channel 300 feet wide.

H. Doc. 100/70/1

30-Aug-1935

Egmont Bar Channel 32 feet deep by 600 feet wide; Mullet Key Cut 30 feet deep by 400 feet
deep; other project channels in Tampa Harbor, except in Hillsborough River, 30 feet deep by
300 feet wide and basin at Port Tampa 550 feet by 2,000 feet.

S. Doc. 22/72/1

20-Jun-1938

Widen bend between Sparkman Channel and Cut D, Hillsborough Bay Channel by 250 feet;
Ybor Channel 400 feet wide; and extend Hillsborough River basin easterly 300 feet.

S. Doc. 164/75/3

20-Jun-1938

Breakwater at Peter O. Knight Field.

S. Comm. Print 76/1

2-Mar-1945

Sparkman and Ybor Channels 400 and 500 feet wide; extend Ybor basin westerly 250 feet, and
Hillsborough River basin easterly 150 feet in lieu of 300 feet.

S. Doc. 183/78/2

2-Mar-1945

Channel 9 feet deep by 100 feet wide in Hillsborough River and removal of obstructions to
Florida Ave. Bridge.

H. Doc.119/77/1

2-Mar-1945

Channel 25 feet deep by 150 feet wide and basin in Alafia River

S. Doc.16/77/1

17-May-1950

Egmont Channel 36 feet deep; Mullet Key Cut 34 feet deep by 500 feet wide; Tampa Bay,
Hillsborough Bay, Port Tampa Channels 34 feet deep by 400 feet wide; Port Tampa turning
basin 34 feet deep by 750 feet by 2,000 feet wide; Sparkman Channel and Ybor turning basin 34
feet deep; and channel 30 feet deep by 200 feet wide to and including turning basin 700 feet by
1,200 feet in Alafia River.

H. Doc. 258/81/1

3-Sep-1954

Removal of obstructions in Hillsborough River from Florida Ave. Bridge to City Water Works
Dam (maintenance to be assumed by local interests).

H. Doc. 567/81/2

29-Dec-1961

Reduced dimensions of the Seddon Channel from 30 feet to 12 feet in depth and from 300 feet to
200 feet in width.

Public Law 97-128

23-Oct-1962

Channel and turning basin at Port Sutton 30 feet deep; Ybor Channel 34 feet deep and 400 feet
wide.

H. Doc. 529/87/2

31-Dec-1970

Egmont Bar Channel 46 feet deep by 700 feet wide; Mullet Key Cut Channel 44 feet deep by 600
feet wide; Tampa Bay Main Channel 44 feet deep by 500 feet wide to junction of Hillsborough
Bay and Port Tampa Channels; Hillsborough Bay Channel 44 feet deep by 500 feet wide to
junction with Port Sutton entrance channel, thence 42 feet deep by 400 feet wide; Ybor Channel
40 feet deep by 300 feet wide; Port Tampa Channel 42 feet deep by 400 feet wide from junction
with Hillsborough and Tampa Bay Channels to Port Tampa turning basin; Port Tampa turning
basin. 42 feet deep, 2,000 feet long and 900 feet wide; Port Sutton entrance channel 44 feet
deep by 400 feet wide; Port Sutton 44 feet deep with turning diameter of 1,200 feet;
enlargement of turning basin at the entrance of Ybor Channel and deepening to 42 feet; East
Bay entrance channel 44 feet deep by 400 feet and 500 feet wide about 2,000 feet North from
Port Sutton turning basin; East Bay turning basin 44 feet deep with 1,200 feet turning
diameter; East Bay approach channel 44 feet deep by 300 feet about 2,500 feet North from the
East Bay turning basin; and maintenance of Port Sutton terminal channel 44 feet deep by 200

H. Doc. 91-401/91/2

17-Nov-1986

Maintenance of local channel and turning basin to a depth of 34 feet in Tampa East Bay.

Public Law 99-662

17-Nov-1986

Widening of Port Sutton Turning Basin an additional 105 feet to the fender line along Pendola
Point.

Public Law 99-662

17-Nov-1986

De-authorization of the bottom one foot of the main ship channel (see above) from 44 feet to 43
feet and of the turning basin at the junction of Garrison Channel, Seddon Channel, and
Hillsborough River.

Public Law 99-662

17-Nov-1988

Port Sutton Channel deepening to 43 feet over length of 3,700 feet.

Public Law 100-676

28-Nov-1990

Maintenance of the Alafia Channel at a depth of 34 feet if the non-Federal sponsor dredges the
channel to such depth, except that the non-Federal sponsor shall reimburse the United States
for the incremental costs incurred by the Secretary in maintaining the channel at a depth
greater than 30 feet.

Public Law 101-640

19-Jun-1995

“Resolved by the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the United States House
of Representatives, That the Secretary of the Army review the report of the Chief of Engineers
on the Tampa Harbor, Florida, published as House Document 491, 91" Congress, Second
Session and other pertinent reports, with a view of determining if the authorized project
should be modified in any way at this time, with particular reference to a deep draft

H.R. Congressional Resolution 2533,
105™ Congress

23-Jul-1999

The Committee on Appropriations provided $3,200,000 to initiate and complete a project to
widen the Ybor Channel Turning Basin at Tampa Harbor, Florida.

House Report 106-253

17-Aug-1999

The project for navigation, Tampa Harbor-Big Bend Channel, Florida consisting of an entrance
channel extending east from the main ship channel, a turning basin, an east channel, and an
inner channel at a depth of 41 feet. The authorization includes raising the dikes on placement
area 3D in order to accommodate the construction material and an additional dike raising to
accommodate maintenance material.

Public Law 106-53

11-Dec-2000

Port Sutton, Florida - a channel extending east from Port Sutton Turning Basin over a length of
3,700 feet with a width of 290 feet and a depth of 42 feet.

Public Law 106-541

21-Dec-2000

Alafia River, Florida-Widening the channel by 50 feet to the south (total width of 250 feet) and
deepening the channel to a project depth of 42 feet MLLW. Enlarging the turning basin to
provide a 1,200-foot diameter area at the channel depth of 42 feet MLLW. Placement within
the designated ODMDS site, with some material going into beneficial use areas as the least
cost placement option. These include the expansion of Bird Island, creation of tidal wetland
habitat adjacent to Disposal Area 2D, and shore protection along the northern bank of Bird
Island.

Public Law 106-554

7-Nov-2003

Congressional interest in Tampa Harbor navigational improvements was confirmed by the
statement: “That the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is directed
to use funds appropriated for the navigation project, Tampa Harbor, Florida, to carry out, as
part of the project, construction of passing lanes in an area approximately 3.5 miles long,
centered on Tampa Bay Cut B, if the Secretary determines that such construction is technically
sound, environmentally acceptable, and cost effective.”

Energy and Water Act 2003, 108™
Congress, Report 108-357

2007

SEC. 5001. MAINTENANCE OF NAVIGATION CHANNELS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon request of a non-Federal interest, the Secretary shall be responsible
for maintenance of the following navigation channels and breakwaters constructed or improved
by the non-Federal interest if the Secretary determines that such maintenance is economically
justified and environmentally acceptable and that the channel or breakwater was constructed
in accordance with applicable permits and appropriate engineering and design standards: ...(2)
Tampa Harbor, Sparkman Channel... .

WRDA 2007, Section 5001

2010

Sec. I20. As soon as practicable alter the date ol enactment of this Act, irom funds made
available before the date of enactment of this Act for the Tampa Harbor Big Bend Channel
project, the Secretary of the Army shall reimburse the non-Federal sponsor of the Tampa
Harbor Big Bend Channel project for the Federal share of the dredging work carried out for
the project.

Public Law 111-85: Energy and Water
Development Act 2010
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1.3 PROJECT LOCATION

The project is located in Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties, on the west central
coast of Florida in Tampa Bay and the adjacent Gulf of Mexico. Dredging is
proposed to occur throughout the Bay along the entire Federal Project and
associated berthing areas. The placement sites assessed in this EA include an
ocean dredged material disposal site (ODMDS), dredged material management
areas (DMMAs) 2-D and 3-D, and a number of beneficial use sites. The Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) issued a consolidated
Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) and Sovereign Submerged Lands (SSL)
Authorization in 2006 (see Appendix D) for the ODMDS, the DMMAs, and the
following beneficial use sites: portions of Egmont Key, Fort De Soto Beach on
Mullet Key, Sunken/Bird Island, Gandy Channel North dredged hole, Northshore
Beach dredged hole, MacDill Hole, McKay Bay, and Whiskey Stump Key Holes 1
and 2. The following beneficial use sites were also assessed, but would require an
ERP and SSL authorization prior to use (Figure 1):

St. Petersburg Clearwater Airport East Dredge Hole
Rocky Point Dredge Hole

Big Island Cut Dredge Hole

Cypress Point Dredge Hole

Howard Frankland West Dredge Hole
Snug Harbor West (2 Dredge Holes)
Northeast St. Petersburg Pit 1
Venetian Isles South Dredge Hole

9. Shore Acres Dredge Hole

10. Gadsden Point (2 Dredge Holes)
11.Skyway Causeway South Dredge Hole
12. Longshore Bar

X N0 Otk o=

1.4 PROJECT HISTORY

The Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project consists of the main ship channel,
including the Port Sutton Turning Basin and East Bay, and Hillsborough River,
Alafia River, and the Upper Channels. The project, as authorized and as
constructed, i1s described in Table 2.

Table 2. Project Dimensions
(All depths are project depths and do not include required or allowable overdepths)

Authorized Constructed
Cut N N
o fog;h Width (ft) Depth (ft) o
Egmont 1 45 700 45
Egmont 2 45 700 45
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Authorized

Constructed
Cut Name D?g:;:h Width (ft) Depth (ft) Notes
Mullet 43 600 43
A 43 500 43
B 43 500 43
C 43 500 43
D 43 500 43
E 43 500 43
F 43 500 43
G 41 400 34
dJ 41 400 34
J2 41 400 34
K 41 400 34
Port Tampa 41 400 34
Gadsden 43 500 43
A (Hillsborough 43 500 43
Bay)
Big Bend 41 250 36 Locally maintained
C (Hillsborough 43 500 43
Bay)
Alafia River 42 250 32
Port Sutton 43 400 43
Entrance
Port ' Sutton 49 9290 a4 Loc.ally. provided and
Terminal maintained
East Bay Entrance 43 400-500 43
East Bay COI‘lStI'I:lcted locally and
. 34 300 34 maintained by  Federal
Extension 1
government
East Bay ' Cor}structed locally and
. 34 Varies 34 maintained by  Federal
Extension 2
government
East Bay Approach 43 300 43
The 1,000 feet of
. Hillsborough Channel south
]]gay) (Hillsborough 42 400 34-41 of the junction with
Sparkman and Seddon i1s 34
feet in depth
Sparkman 41 400 34
Ybor 39 300 34
Seddon 19 9200 30 Deauthorized to 12 feet in
1981
Hillsborough River
South 12 200 12
Hillsborough River 9 100 9

North
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Authorized
Cut Name Depth Constructed Notes
() Width (ft) Depth (ft)
. . Authorl?ed Constructed
Turning Basins Depth |Diameter Notes
Depth (ft)
(ft) (ft)
Hillsborough River 12 Unknown 30
Port Sutton 43 1,200 43
Ybor 41 Unknown 34
Port Tam 41 900 x 41
ort lampa 2,000
East Bay 43 1,200 43
. 700 x
Alafia River 42 1.200 32

The authorized project includes approximately 67 miles of channel, at various
depths and widths, and six turning basins. Two stretches of waterway have been
de-authorized. One stretch is the Garrison Channel, in the Upper Channels portion
of the harbor project (P.L. 97-128, Dec. 29, 1981, 95 STAT 1684). This channel now
lies between two bridges and is inaccessible to deep-draft vessels due to low
overhead clearances at the bridges. The second stretch is the turning basin at the
junction of Garrison Channel, Seddon Channel, and the Hillsborough River (P.L. 990
662, Nov. 17, 1986, 100 STAT 4206). A third stretch, Seddon Channel, was
modified to reduce its dimensions (P.L. 97-128, Dec. 29, 1961, 95 STAT 1684).
Seddon Channel lies in the Upper Channels portion of the harbor project between
the Hillsborough River and Hillsborough Bay Channel Cut D. It has been modified
from 30 feet in depth to 12 feet and from 300 feet in width to 200 feet.

Several stretches of waterway have been constructed to depths shallower than
authorized. These stretches include Hillsborough Bay Channel Cut D, constructed
to depths of 41 and 34 feet and authorized to 42 feet; Sparkman Channel,
constructed to 34 feet and authorized to 41 feet; Ybor Turning Basin, constructed to
34 feet and authorized to 41 feet; and Ybor Channel, constructed to 34 feet and
authorized to 39 feet.

1.5 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of this EA is for the USACE to assess the impacts of maintenance
dredging and placement of dredged material for the operation of the Tampa Harbor
Federal Navigation Project, including the actions and strategies set forth in the
2010 DMMP update, to provide for the management of dredged materials for 20
years.

A navigation channel’s sediment-carrying capacity decreases when the velocity of its
water slows. Sediment drops out and settles on the channel bottom. In addition, as
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waves generated by wind or by vessel passage reach the shoreline, the shoreline
material erodes and falls to the channel bottom, or is suspended within the water
column and deposited downstream. Rainstorms may move additional sediment into
the channel. Periodic dredging is required to remove accumulated sediments and
thus maintain the channel at its authorized depth for navigation purposes.

As necessary, the USACE will pursue permit renewals or new permits for the
proposed work.

1.6 PROJECT SCOPE

In the Tampa Bay area, many projects involve sediment removal and placement.
These projects include Federal harbors, non-Federal berthing areas and channels,
beach erosion control, beneficial use, and private marinas and boat basins. This
study of dredged material management focuses on the Tampa Harbor Federal
Navigation Project. This project consists of the main ship channel, including the
Port Sutton Turning Basin and East Bay, and Hillsborough River, Alafia River, and
the Upper Channels (Figure 1). This EA evaluates the affects of all operations and
maintenance activities associated with the Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation
Project.

Several options exist for dredging, including the use of cutter-suction, hopper, or
mechanical dredges. The USACE does not normally specify the type of dredging
equipment to be used. Generally, this i1s left to the dredging industry to enable
them to offer the most appropriate and competitive equipment available at the time.
However, certain types of dredging equipment may be considered more appropriate
than others based on the type of material, the depth of the dredge site, the depth of
access to the placement site, the amount of material to be dredged, the distance to
the placement site, the wave-energy environment, etc. A more detailed description
of types of dredging equipment and their characteristics can be found in Engineer
Manual, EM 1110-2-5025, Engineering and Design - Dredging and Dredged
Material Disposal. This Engineer Manual is available on the internet at

http://www.usace.army.mil/publications/eng-manuals/em1110-2-5025/toc.htm.

Dredging equipment uses either hydraulic or mechanical means to transport
material from the substrate to the surface. Hydraulic dredges use water to pump
the dredged material as slurry to the surface and mechanical dredges use a bucket-
type device to excavate and raise the material from the channel bottom. The most
common hydraulic dredges include suction, cutter-suction, and hopper dredges; the
most common mechanical dredges include clamshells, backhoes, and marine
excavator dredges. Public Law 100-329 requires dredges working on U.S.
government projects to have U.S. built hulls, which can limit the options for
equipment types if a new type of dredge is developed overseas.
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Various project elements influence the selection of the dredge type and size. These
factors include the type of material to be dredged (rock, clay, sand, silt, or
combination); the water depth; the dredge cut thickness, length, and width; the sea
or wave conditions; vessel traffic conditions; environmental restrictions; other
operating restrictions; and the required completion time. In addition, all of these
factors impact dredge production and, as a result, costs. Multiple dredges of the
same or different types may be used to expedite work or to accommodate varying
conditions within the dredging areas. Potential equipment must be able to reach
project depths and excavate the volumes of material required by the project.

1.6.1 Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project: Main Ship Channel,
Hillsborough River, Alafia River, and Upper Channels

The Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project consists of approximately 67 miles of
channels from the Gulf of Mexico entrance at Egmont Bar north to Ybor City,
including the Hillsborough River, Alafia River, and the Upper Channels.

1.6.2 Non-Federal Projects

Several channels in the Tampa Bay area that serve large, ocean-going vessels were
not constructed with assistance from the Federal government and are not
maintained by the Federal government. The Port Sutton Terminal Channel and the
Big Bend Channel, along with their associated turning basins and berthing areas,
were constructed by and are maintained by the Tampa Port Authority (TPA) and
private interests. However, the DMMP provides for the placement of material
dredged from the Port Sutton Terminal Channel and the Big Bend Channel, and
this EA evaluates maintenance dredging activities in these channels.

1.6.3 Berthing Areas

Berthing area costs associated with Federal harbor projects, whether construction
costs or maintenance costs, are generally paid in total by others, not the Federal
government. However, construction or maintenance dredging at berthing areas,
and placement of that material, sometimes occurs simultaneously with dredging of
a Federal channel.
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map & Project Area
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1.6.4 Dredged Material Disposal Areas

Placement areas to be evaluated for disposal of dredged materials, including
beneficial use sites, are described below.

1.6.4.1 Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS)

The ODMDS is a 72-foot deep area of approximately four square miles located 21
miles offshore in Federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico. An Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) was prepared by the Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA
1995) and the ODMDS was approved for use in 1995 under the Marine Protection,
Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1972. The site is operated jointly by the
USEPA and the USACE. The USEPA has assumed overall responsibility for site
management (USACE 2002). When the ODMDS was approved by the USEPA, it
provided an environmentally acceptable option for the disposal of maintenance
dredged material from the southern cuts of the Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation
Project that previously did not exist. It has not been used for material from the
Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project since 1997, but is currently listed as
available for the disposal of suitable dredged material from the greater Tampa,
Florida vicinity. Suitability of fill is outlined in the Site Management and
Monitoring Plan (SMMP)(USACE 2009). The ODMDS is included as an authorized
dredged material disposal area in the Consolidated Environmental Resource Permit
and Sovereign Submerged Lands Authorization Permit dated April 7, 2006, from
the FDEP.

1.6.4.2 Egmont Key (Figure 2)

Egmont Key is a historically significant island in Hillsborough County. The island
1s listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and was part of the Fort
De Soto complex that protected the inlet to Tampa Bay (Appendix C). It has a 1.6(]
mile segment of critically eroded beach that has been maintained in the past with
material dredged from the greater Tampa Bay area, including the Tampa Harbor
Federal Navigation Project. The land is Federally owned (Egmont Key National
Wildlife Refuge), but it is managed by the Florida Division of Recreation and Parks
as Egmont Key State Park.

Egmont Key is suitable for placing sand or silty sand materials based on the
guidelines in F.A.C. 62B-41.007(2)(j). The use of Egmont Key as a placement site
for the beneficial use of dredged material has been previously assessed in other EAs
(USACE 2004, 2010a). This project was coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) through the NMFS Gulf Regional Biological
Opinion (GMRBO) (November 19, 2003; Revision No. 1, June 24, 2005; Revision No.
2, January 9, 2007). Section 7 consultation was completed with the USFWS in 2000
and 2010. The Egmont Key shoreline and nearshore disposal sites received a
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Consolidated Environmental Resource Permit and Sovereign Submerged Lands
Authorization Permit dated April 7, 2006, from FDEP (Appendix D).

1.6.4.3 Mullet Key (Fort De Soto) (Figure 3)

Fort De Soto Park is located on Mullet Key, at the southernmost tip of Pinellas
County. The fort is a Spanish-American era mortar battery used at the turn of the
century to defend the Tampa Bay area, and is on the National Register of Historic
Places. Fort De Soto Beach is at the southeast corner of the island, and directly
adjacent to the fort and the entrance to Tampa Bay.

The beach experiences erosion due to regular waves and currents as well as those
induced by storms. Placement of dredged material for beneficial use would help to
protect the historic fort, provide recreational areas, and extend the life of the upland
disposal areas. In 2006, approximately 275,000 cubic yards of material from the
entrance channel were placed at Fort De Soto Beach; the site requires periodic re-
nourishment of suitable sand based on the guidelines in F.A.C. 62B-41.007(2)()).
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Figure 2. Egmont Key
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Figure 3. Mullet Key (Ft. De Soto)
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An EA was completed on the effects of shoreline placement of dredged material on
Mullet Key (USACE 2006a). In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA of 1973 the
NMFS was consulted; this project is covered by the NMFS GMRBO (November 19,
2003; Revision No. 1, June 24, 2005; Revision No. 2, January 9, 2007). A Biological
Opinion dated July 14, 2006 was provided by the USFWS. The FDEP issued Joint
Coastal Permit No. 0157891-011-EM on September 12, 2006 for the project.

1.6.4.4 Dredged Material Management Area (DMMA) 2-D

This disposal area was created between 1978 and 1982 during the deepening of the
Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project in Hillsborough County. The placement
site was nearing its capacity in the early 2000s and was subsequently enlarged by
the TPA. The area’s containment dikes have been raised to increase capacity.

DMMA 2-D has been assessed for compliance with NEPA (USACE 1996, 1999a,
2000a, 2000b, 2000c, 2001, 2004, 2009, and 2010a). Coordination with the USFWS
was accomplished through the 1999 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report
(FWCAR) (USFWS 1999) and a Biological Opinion was offered that the project was
“not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Florida manatee or result in
the adverse modification of designated critical habitat. . .” The USFWS provided
additional coordination through a letter of November 3, 1999 (FWS/R4/ES-JAFL)
and comments dated July 20, 2009. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA of 1973
the NMFS was consulted and this project is covered by the NMFS GRBO
(November 19, 2003; Revision No. 1, June 24, 2005; Revision No. 2, January 9,
2007).

1.6.4.5 Dredged Material Management Area (DMMA) 3-D

DMMA 3-D was created between 1978 and 1982, in association with DMMA 2-D,
during the deepening of Tampa Harbor Federal Navigation Project. In 2007, the
area’s containment dikes were raised to increase capacity.

The use of DMMA 3-D was evaluated under NEPA by the USACE (USACE 1996,
2001, 2004, and 2010a). The USFWS coordinated through comments dated July 20,
2009. In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA of 1973 the NMFS was consulted
and this project is covered by the NMFS GMRBO (November 19, 2003; Revision No.
1, June 24, 2005; Revision No. 2, January 9, 2007).

DMMA 2-D and DMMA 3-D received a Consolidated Environmental Resource
Permit and Sovereign Submerged Lands Authorization from FDEP dated April 7,
2006 (Appendix D).

1.6.4.6 Longshore Bar (Figure 4)

The proposed Longshore Bar pilot project would use dredged material beneficially to
construct a 950-foot-long bar system along the southeastern shoreline of Interbay
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Peninsula. This proposed project was developed by stakeholders in the Tampa Bay
community to mitigate wave energy and aid in seagrass recovery. The proposed
project consists of four 200-foot-long bars with a 50-foot space between each bar. If
constructed, the project will be monitored for at least three years. The structural
integrity of the bars would serve as a success criterion. Additional monitoring
includes seagrass resources within the project site and at a control site. The project
goal is the restoration of 50 acres of seagrass by 2019. Seagrass may be
transplanted in front of and behind bars, but natural recruitment 1s also expected
(TBEP, 2009).

Partners in this proposed project include the Environmental Protection Commission
of Hillsborough County, City of Tampa, Mote Marine Laboratory, Pinellas County
Environmental Foundation, EPA’s Gulf of Mexico Program, Coastal Resources
Group, Inc. (CRG), MacDill Air Force Base, USFWS, and the TPA.

1.6.4.7 Bird/Sunken Island (Figure 5)

The USACE has proposed beneficial use of dredged material to expand Bird
Island/Sunken Island to enhance bird nesting areas and wildlife habitat. The
island has experience land loss through erosion during major storm events and
routine tidal forces. Historically, material has been periodically added along the
western and northwestern banks to replace those losses. The beneficial use of
dredged material to expand the island will assist in protecting, restoring, and
enhancing the suitability of the island as a colony site for nesting birds as well as
habitat for aquatic and marsh-dwelling wildlife. Spartina may be planted along the
southeastern and eastern shoreline, and mangrove stands will likely develop
rapidly (USACE, 2000c).

Using dredged material for restoring habitat at Bird/Sunken Island has been
examined in previous NEPA documents (USACE 1996, 2000a, 2000c, 2005). This
site received a Consolidated Environmental Resource Permit and Sovereign
Submerged Lands Authorization (Appendix D) from FDEP dated April 7, 2006.
This site would benefit most from sandy materials, but it may benefit from less
suitable material as well. The extent of the restoration project would depend upon
the quantity of dredged materials available at the time. Sand could be used to cap
sub-optimal material.
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Figure 4. Longshore Bar Project
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Figure 5. Sunken/Bird Island
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1.6.4.8 Permitted Dredged Holes

The beneficial use of dredged material for filling holes created by previous dredging
in Tampa Bay has been assessed under NEPA (USACE 2006b). The following
dredged holes received a Consolidated Environmental Resource Permit and
Sovereign Submerged Lands Authorization (Appendix D) from FDEP dated April 7,
2006. These sites will benefit most from sandy materials, but they may also benefit
from less suitable materials. Sand could be used to cap sub-optimal material. To
provide the best opportunity for seagrass recruitment, all holes would be filled to
the surrounding depths based on the availability of sufficient quantities of dredged
materials.

1.6.4.8.1 Gandy Channel North Dredge Hole (Figure 6)

The Gandy Channel dredge hole in Pinellas County is approximately 41.5 acres in
area and 8.0 feet deep. The surrounding area is a one-foot-deep sand flat habitat
with patchy seagrasses and algae cover. The hole was created during construction
of the Gandy Bridge causeway, and is owned by State of Florida. Based on a report
by the Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP), this area was determined to have low
feasibility for use as a dredged material placement site due to the difficult site
accessibility (fill material would have to be transported under the Howard
Frankland Bridge) and low cost effectiveness (only a small amount of material
would fill the hole). The TBEP recommended this hole not be filled due to its high
benthic resources; however, filling the hole would help promote seagrass growth
(TBEP 2005; USACE 2006b).

1.6.4.8.2 MacDill Air Force Base (AFB) Runway Dredge Hole (Figure 7)

The MacDill dredge hole in Hillsborough County is approximately 59.3 acres in area
and 9.8 feet deep. It is owned by the TPA. The surrounding area is a three-foot[!
deep sand flat habitat with patchy seagrass. The hole was created when the main
runway of MacDill Air Force Base was lengthened into Tampa Bay. The USACE
partially filled the hole in 2000 with material dredged from the Federal Channel
during maintenance dredging operations. Based on a report by the TBEP, this area
was determined to have high feasibility for use as a dredge material placement area
due to its location and the possibility for easier and cheaper equipment
mobilization, and its moderate cost effectiveness. However, the hole contains viable
fish habitat and has become a fish refuge because the area has restricted access.
Therefore, the TBEP did not recommend that this hole be filled, but did note that
filling the hole would promote seagrass growth (TBEP 2005; USACE 2006b).

e}
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Figure 6. Gandy Channel North Dredge Hole
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Figure 7. MacDill AFB Runway Extension
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Figure 8. McKay Bay Dredge Hole
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1.6.4.8.3 McKay Bay Dredge Hole (Figure 8)

The McKay Bay dredge hole in Hillsborough County is approximately 84.3 acres in
area and 16.2 feet deep. The hole is owned by the TPA. The surrounding area is a
two-foot-deep mud and sand flat habitat. The hole was created to allow equipment
to pass at low tide during construction activities upstream of McKay Bay. In a 2005
report by the TBEP, this area was determined to be highly feasible for dredged
material placement due to relatively easy and cheap equipment mobilization. In
addition, it may be cost effective due to the large amount of fill required. However,
nearby bridges may impede access to the site. The TBEP recommended that this
hole be filled to the surrounding depth to promote seagrass growth and reduce
hypoxia (TBEP 2005; USACE 2006Db).

1.6.4.8.4 Northshore Beach Dredge Hole (Figure 9)

The Northshore Beach dredge hole in Pinellas County is approximately 30 acres in
area and 17.7 feet deep. The hole is owned by the City of St. Petersburg and the
State of Florida. The surrounding area is a 1.5-foot-deep sand flat with patchy
seagrass and algae cover. This hole was created during the construction of the
Northshore Park and recreational beach. The hole may be a public safety hazard
for people wading offshore due to the rapid increase in water depth. In a 2005
report by the TBEP, this area was determined to be highly feasible for use as a
dredged material placement site due to relatively easy and cheap equipment
mobilization, and because it is moderately cost effective. The TBEP recommended
that the hole be filled to the surrounding water depth to promote seagrass growth
(TBEP 2005; USACE 2006b).

1.6.4.8.5 Whiskey Stump Key 1 and 2 Dredged Hole (Figure 10)

The Whiskey Stump Key holes are in Hillsborough County and are owned by the
TPA. Whiskey Stump 1 dredge hole is approximately 21.6 acres in area and 11.4
feet deep. The surrounding area is a 1.5-foot-deep sand flat habitat. The Whiskey
Stump 2 dredge hole is approximately 27.3 acres in area and 14.9 feet deep. The
surrounding area is a two-foot-deep sand flat habitat with sparse patchy seagrass
and algae coverage. These holes were created to serve as “settling areas” for excess
spoil material from Port Redwing (Big Bend) dredge/fill activities that overtopped
the berm in the “kitchen” area of Tampa Bay. The 2005 report by the TBEP
determined that these areas had high feasibility for use as placement sites due to
easier and cheaper equipment mobilization. They were also determined to be
moderately cost effective. The TBEP considered filling these areas, but ultimately
recommended not filling them since they are suitable fish habitat (TBEP 2005).
However, filling the holes to the surrounding depth may promote seagrass growth
and help to prevent hypoxia (USACE 2006b).
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Figure 9. Northshore Beach Dredge Hole
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Figure 10. Whiskey Stump Key 1 & 2 Dredge Holes
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1.6.4.9 Unpermitted Dredged Holes

In addition to the dredge holes previously permitted, consideration is given to the
following dredged holes. These holes would require FDEP permitting prior to their
use. These sites would benefit most from sandy materials, but they may also
benefit from less suitable materials. Sand could be used to cap sub-optimal
material. To provide the best opportunity for seagrass recruitment, all holes would
be filled to the surrounding depths based on the availability of sufficient quantities
of dredged materials.

1.6.4.9.1 Big Island Cut Dredge Hole (Figure 11)

The Big Island Cut hole is located in Pinellas County just north of the Howard
Frankland Bridge Causeway. It has an area of approximately 46.3 acres and a
depth of up to 20.7 feet. The surrounding area is approximately two feet deep and
1s a sand/mud flat with patchy seagrass and algae and a mangrove shoreline. The
area is owned by the State of Florida. The hole was dredged to provide material for
constructing the Howard Frankland Bridge Causeway and the 4th Street
interchange. The feasibility of the USACE filling this area was considered to be low
in the 2005 TBEP study due to its distance from the nearest channel, the need to
transport equipment around two bridges, and the shallow water depths in the area.
In addition, the TBEP recommended that the hole not be filled because of the
fishery benefits the hole currently offers (TBEP 2005).

1.6.4.9.2 Cypress Point Dredge Hole (Figure 12)

The Cypress Point hole is located in Hillsborough County on the eastern shoreline
of Old Tampa Bay just north of the Howard Frankland Bridge Causeway. It has an
area of approximately 63.6 acres and a depth of up to 11.9 feet. The surrounding
area includes a beach and a sand flat approximately 2.5 feet deep with patchy
seagrass and algae. The area is owned by the TPA. The hole was dredged to
provide material for constructing the Howard Frankland Bridge Causeway and the
Westshore Mall. In the 2005 TBEP study, the feasibility of the USACE filling this
area was considered to be low due to its distance from the nearest channel and the
need to negotiate two bridges. However, the TBEP recommended partially filling
this area to stabilize the shoreline and reduce erosion (TBEP 2005).

1.6.4.9.3 Gadsden Point (2 Dredge Holes) (Figure 13)

The Gadsden Point holes are located in Hillsborough County at the southeastern
corner of the Interbay Peninsula adjacent to the MacDill AFB golf course. The two
holes comprise 6.8 and 3.8 acres. The area around the southern hole contains
patchy seagrass, while the eastern hole appears to be surrounded by sand flat. The
area is managed by the U.S. Air Force. The holes were apparently dredged to
provide fill for construction purposes at MacDill AFB. Jason Kirkpatrick, a
contractor for the USAF, stated in an email message that the holes are at least
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partially responsible for much of the erosion that occurs at the southeastern corner
of MacDill AFB. Due to the close proximity of the site to the Federal channel, the
feasibility of the USACE filling the holes is considered to be moderate.
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Figure 11. Big Island Cut Dredge Hole
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Figure 12. Cypress Point Dredge Hole
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Figure 13. Gadsden Point Dredge Holes
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1.6.4.9.4 Howard Frankland West Dredge Hole (Figure 14)

The Howard Frankland West hole is located in Pinellas County just south of the
Howard Frankland Bridge Causeway. It has an area of approximately 104.7 acres
with an unknown depth. The area appears to be owned by Pinellas County and
private concerns. The surrounding area is shallow and based on aerial
photography, appears to be a sand/mud flat with patchy seagrass and algae. The
hole was dredged to provide material for constructing the Howard Frankland
Bridge Causeway. The feasibility of the USACE filling this area is considered low
due to distance from the nearest channel.

1.6.4.9.5 Northeast St. Petersburg Pit 1 (Figure 15)

The Northeast St. Petersburg Borrow Pit 1 is located in Pinellas County adjacent to
the Pinellas County Aquatic Preserve in St. Petersburg. It has an area of
approximately 9.5 acres and a depth of up to 24.4 feet. The surrounding area is
approximately three feet deep. The area is owned by the City of St. Petersburg.
The hole was dredged to provide fill material for constructing the Mangrove Bay
Golf Course, a mobile home park, and residential areas. The feasibility of the
USACE filling this area is considered high due to proximity to the nearest channel.
The TBEP recommended partially filling this area to depths between -10 and +3
feet to address hypoxia problems (TBEP 2005).

1.6.4.9.6 Rocky Point Dredge Hole (Figure 16)

The Rocky Point hole is located in