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SOUTH FWRIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

3301 Gun Club Road, West Palm Beach, Florida 33406 .(561) 686-8800 .FL WATS 1-800-432-2045 .TDD (561) 697-2574
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MGT 10-04- 18

June 21, 2000

Colonel Joseph R. Miller

District Commander
Jacksonville District
United States Army Corps of Engineers

P,O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Dear Colonel Miller:

SFWMD Recommendation Regarding an Alternative for the
Modified Water Deliveries Project

Subject:

The South Florida Water Management District's (SFWMD) Governing Board
convened on June 15, 2000, to consider the alternatives presented in the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's (Corps) Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) on the Modified Water Deliveries (MWD) Project
addressing the 8.5 square mile area (SMA).

MWD Project is an integral part to restoring the Everglades National Park
and the greater Everglades ecosystem. The Governing Board approved
a motion, which recommends to the Corps the implementation of an
enhanced Alternative 6D. A copy of this motion along with staff's
technical explanations are attached. While this letter does not constitute
a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), it does represent the
recommendation and position of the SFWMD's Governing Board, the local
sponsor of the Central and Southern Florida Project .

As you are aware, 1he SFWMD and the Corps rlave a current Project
Cooperation Agreement regarding the MWD project. Implementation of
the Governing Board's enhanced Alternative 6D will require modification
of the Project Cooperation Agreement, dated September 29, 1994,
between the Department of the Army and the SFWMD for Modification of
the Central and Southern Florida Project to Improve Water Deliveries. into
Everglades National Park, pursuant to Article XII of that Agreement. In
addition, this letter constitutes the formal withdrawal of the locally
preferred alternative as stated in the SFWMD's letter dated December 9,
1998.
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Due to the substantial federal interests involved in this Project and the
surrounding area, all land acquisition and construction costs should be
borne through full federal funding, programs and procedures.

Upon completing the "Save Our Rivers" yearly plan in September, the
SFWMD will be expanding its current willing seller program throughout all
the lands in the 8.5 SMA. The SFWMD will use any appropriate funding
made available to it for this purpose. In addition, we are strongly

c,,';;, encouraging Miami-Dade County to continue their own willing seller
p~'C"CO'? program as well as enforcing their land use and building code ordinances

in the area. By instituting these programs, we believe that the SFWMD and
the County can partner in reducing the overall density of the 8.5 SMA.
Along these lines, the Governing Board has made clear its desire that the
SFWMD utilize its regulatory authority, either through permitting or
enforcement, to ensure that the water resources of the area are
protected. Special emphasis was made to address any secondary and
cumulative impacts from the remaining residents east of the levee.

On behalf of the Governing Board and the SFWMD, I believe that
Alternative 6D, as enhanced above, strikes a fair and needed balance
between competing interests. We urge immediate and swift federal
action to implement the enhanced alternative recommended herein. All
interests, from 8.5 SMA landowners to Everglades restoration, are entitled
to finality.

The SFWMD sincerely appreciates the effort the Corps has invested in the
Project and in producing the SEIS. Your dedication and assistance was
instrumental in bringing this process to an end.

~

~

A

A R. I 1.E. ..,

I Executive DirEfctor

South Florida Water Management District

Attachment (2)
cc: SFWMD Governing Board



Governing Board of the South Florida Water

Management District's Motion Regarding the Modified

Water Deliveries Project on the 8.5 SMA

Due to the features of Alternative 6D that optimize protection of wetlands
and minimize impacts to landowners within the 805 square mile area
(SMA), I move that the Board identify Alternative 6D as the optimal plan
for the Modified Water Deliveries Project to Everglades National Park
subject to the following design, feature enhancements and conditions:

(a) The Perimeter Levee's location and footprint should maximize the

c -, "c., " amount of wetlands included in the buffer area, following the approximate
c"""","~,.~'" --boundary in Alternative 6D.

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum..

(b) The Internal Levee and seepage canal system should be optimized
to minimize impacts to the residents of 8.5 SMA. For example, the levee's
location should avoid residences where practicable. Upon exhaustion of
reasonable efforts to avoid landowner impacts, residents should receive
fair market value or be provided equivalent property at no expense to

themselves.

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum..

(c) Water quality treatment should be provided for the runoff to meet state
water quality standards and not cause degradation of ambient conditions.

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum..

(d) Alternative 6D, including all required lands, should become a

project feature of the Modified Water Deliveries Project. Therefore,
construction and land acquisition shall be implemented through full
federal funding, programs and/or procedures, consistent with the 1994

Project Cooperation Agreement.

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum..

(e) The potential for flooding of landowners, which are east of the
proposed levee, before, and after project implementation is unchanged
consistent with the federal Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
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Flood mitigation, not flood protection, should be provided by the design,
construction and operation of Alternative 6D as enhanced herein.

(f) Miami-Dade County is strongly encouraged to enforce existing land
use ordinances in order to preserve existing uses and densities, and
sustain a willing seller program for all lands within the entire 8.5 square
mile area.

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum..

(g) For those lands within the 8.5 square mile area which fall east of the
proposed levee, a willing seller program, free from fear of condemnation,

," " , for all lands should be COn!in~ed utilizin. ~ a~propriate and ava~lable ~,"-""
~;,;:.~ programs and funds. The District shall utilize ItS regulatory authority to -~1~' c " " -"""c "
~~;;ii:?'c';!!)' protect the water resources of the area and undertake rulemaking where" " .

"! necessary to address secondary and cumulative impacts. The District

shall also exercise its authority to review any comprehensive plan

amendments proposed by Miami-Dade County .

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum..

(h) Implementation of Alternative 6D, as enhanced above, should not
adversely harm the restoration levels of Everglades National Park's
hydrology greater than that simulated through modeling of Alternative 6D.

See District staff technical comments in attached addendum.

~

~

~

~

,~ .
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Addendum to Governing Board Motion on the Modified Water

Deliveries Project Regarding 8.5 SMA
District Staff Technical Comments

(1) District staff comments regarding section (a):
T o the extent practicable, the alignment of the west perimeter levee
should be shifted east to avoid fragmenting contiguous wetlands or
where adjacent willing seller parcels could be included within the buffer
so that the overall extent of the wetland acres residing within the buffer is
increased. These considerations should be made within a time certain
period consistent with the schedule for implementation established by the
US Army Corps of Engineers.

~"'.""'~
(2) District staff comments regarding section (b):
T o the extent practicable, the internal levee and seepage canal
alignment should be shifted to minimize the number of residents displaced
by construction and while also avoiding increased environmental impacts
to Everglades National Park.

(3) District staff comments regarding section (c):
Groundwater seepage and runoff collected by the interior seepage
canal will be conveyed south across 196th Street and treated within the C-
111 buffer lands. A treatment system will consist of adequate detention
storage and water quality treatment prior to any surface water discharge
as needed to meet interim water quality standards imposed under the
"Settlement Agreement" and Everglades Forever Act and any "final"
standards or modifications as stipulated under state law. The detention
storage and treatment facility should be integrated with the C-111 project
features to insure the respective project functions are mutually

compatible.

~

~

(4) District staff comments regarding section (d):
It is the intent of the Governing Board that cost for implementing an
enhanced 6D alternative be consistent with the original Modified Water
Deliveries Project as a federally funded project for the purpose of restoring
federal interests. The buffer lands should be acquired under federal
procedures and processes which may include condemnation. It is the
intent of the Board that the buffer land provide maximum wetland and
hydrologic benefits to the Everglades National Park and the surrounding
systems, and reduce future demands for increased flood protection by
reducing the area's land use density.
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(5) District staff comments regarding section (e):
With respect to providing flood mitigation, the Governing Board's intent is
clear that the residents east of the Perimeter Levee shall receive flood
mitigation and NOT flood protection. The potential for flooding after
project implementation for the landowners, east cf the Perimeter Levee,
shall remain unchanged from the conditions experienced prior to the
implementation of this Alternative. An enhanced 6D is meant to provide
Flood Mitigation, which is in accordance with the Congressional mandate
to the Corps in the 1989 Everglades Expansion Act. The SFWMD's defines
Flood Mitigation to mean no increase in stage for a given future flood
event above that which would be experienced under conditions prior to
the Modified Water Deliveries Project. Flood Protection, on the other
hand, would involve altering the present flooding conditions of the 8.5

; SMA so that the area experiences a lower frequency or depth of flooding
~7, :i~ after Project implementation. The construction and operation of the
~¥1 enhanced Alternative 6D or any aiternative should not provide flood

protection as defined above.

~

(6) District staff comments regarding section (f):
The current land use density exceeds the allowable density as described
in the Miami-Oade County Comprehensive Management Plan for the 8.5
SMA. In recognition of the Governing Board's intent in paragraph 5
above, any further land use intensity would likely cause degradation of
the flood mitigation objectives of the enhanced alternative 60.
Therefore, Miami-Oade County should strictly enforce existing landuse and
building code ordinances in addition, in order to reduce land use density
to levels consistent with the existing Comprehensive Management Plan, a
willing seller program using Environmentally Endangered Lands and
County wetland trust funds should be implemented.

(7) District staff comments regarding section (g):
In furtherance of the (e) and (f) above, the Governing Board will initiate a
District willing seller program for all lands within the 8.5 SMA with the
specific intent of reducing land density in predominately flood prone
areas. In addition, the SFWMD will fully consider the secondary and
cumulative impacts of any proposed land use changes, including
drainage impacts, resulting from further increases in land use density .This
would include an assessment of any land use changes and their potential
influence on the C-lll buffer land project features or the
detention/treatment objectives for any 8.5 SMA runoff. Rule making
authority will be used as appropriate for authority related to secondary
and cumulative impacts. The SFWMD Office of Counsel will conduct a
review of existing authorities to determine applicability and recommend a
scope for additional rule making where needed.
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(8) District staff comments regarding section (h):
The US Army Corps of Engineers Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the 8.5 SMA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service draft
Coordination Act Report provided assessments of the Alternative 6D
simulations. Although a different base was 'Used for comparative
purposes between the USACE and FWS, both assessments quantify the
footprint of environmental impacts associated with the implementation of
this alternative. Implementation and operation of the enhanced
alternative 6D should not produce environmental impacts greater than
the footprint of impacts associated with the 60 alternative as evaluated.
It is the intent of the Governing Board that future operational changes
and requests for modifications in operating capacity would be
constrained to these simulated impacts associated with alternative 60.

~~
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DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

June 22, 2000Mr. James Duck
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
PO Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-00 19

RE: DHR No.2000-04208 (Ref: 2000-03589 & 2000-04477)
Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Review Request: 8.5 Square Mile Area
Dade Count Florida ~ --

y , "',c~,;;0-~Cc ',,~,z;~'?~:.,c"c ';?;;"'1;~~"ii',,'

Dear Mr. Duck:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 C.F .R., Part 800 ("Protection ofHistoric
Properties"), as well as those contained in Chapter 267.061, Florida Statutes, as implemented
through lA-46 Florida Administrative Code, we have reviewed the results of the cultural resource
survey of the referenced project and find them to be complete and sufficient.

Aerial photographs were utilized to identify possible tree islands within the project tract. As a
result, 12 possible islands were identified and targeted for Phase I archaeological testing. A total
of 19 shovel tests were excavated during the survey. No archaeological materials were recovered
during the survey. Soil profiles as indicated from shovel tests showed minimal soil development
and limestone bedrock encountered within 10 to 20 centimeters of the ground surface.

No cultural resources were discovered during the Phase I cultural resource assessment. For this
reason, it is the opinion of Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. that the proposed project
will have no adverse effect on properties eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places. Based on the information provided, this agency concurs with this determination.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Brian Yates, Historic Sites
Specialist, at (850) 487 -2333 or 1-800-847 -7278. Your interest in protecting Florida's historic
properties is appreciated.

Sincerely,

Janet $jyder Ma~s, Ph.D., Director
Division ofHistorical Resources
State Historic Preservation Officer

JSM/Yby

R.A. Gray Building. 500 South Bronough Street. Tallahassee ~ida 32399-0250 .http:/ /www.flheritage.com
0 Director's Office O Archaeological Research ~~istoric Preservation O Historical Museums

(850) 488-1480 .FAX: 488-3355 (850) 487-2299 .FAX: 414-2207 (850) 487-2333 .FAX: 922-0496 (850) 488-1484 .FAX: 921-2503

O Historic Pensacola Preservation Board O Palm Beach Regional Office O St. Augustine Regional Office O Tampa Regional Office
(850) 595-5985 .FAX: 595-5989 (561) 279-1475 .FAX: 279-1476 (904) 825-5045 .FAX: 825-5044 (813) 272-3843 .FAX: 272-2340
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MAY 30 2000

Colonel Joe R. Miller

District Engineer
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers

P .0. Box 4970
Jacksonville, FL 32232
A TTN : Mr .Elmar Kurzbach

Planning Division

SUBJECT: Draft Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement with
Addendum A (DSEIS) and Draft General Reevaluation Report (DGRR) for
Modified Water Deliveries (MWD) to Everglades National Park, 8.5 Square
Mile Area (SMA), Miami-Dade County, Florida; CEQ No.000102

Dear Colonel Miller:

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102(2)(C) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EP A), Region 4 has reviewed the subject documents. The DSEIS/DGRR examine
multiple structural/operational alternatives advanced to mitigate the projected increases in
flooding within the 8.5 Square Mile Area (SMA). These elevated water levels are
predicted (via modeling) to result from augmented stages associated with future plans to
modify water deliveries to the Everglades National Park (ENP; Park). These changes to
present water deliveries seek to restore a more natural hydrologic regime within the Park
which in turn should improve overall ecosystem health. However, full implementation of
MWD cannot occur until the issue of induced flooding within the 8.5 SMA is addressed.

Redressing flood impacts within the 8.5 SMA is a complex issue that needs to
consider multiple factors. Further, compensation for the additional flooding resulting from
MWD activities will not occur in isolation; rather, each change becomes a part of and is
influenced by other components of this project, viz., modifying the Tamiami Trail, control
of seepage and conveyance from Water Conservation Areas (WCA) 3A and 3B, and
possible operational changes to C-lll. Because of their interrelated nature, these project
elements are also bein~ re-evaluated.

Multiple alternatives for structural and operational flood control measures are being
examined as a means to deal with the flood mitigation/protection issue within the 8.5 SMA.
Alternatives I, 2B, 3, 4, 5, 6B, 6C, 6D, 7, 8A, and 9 are addressed in the DSEIS. Structural

Internet Address (URL) .http:llwww.epa.gov
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alternatives seek to physically modify the effects of water movement (directly/indirectly);
these include levees, canals, swales, pump stations, road elevations, and seepages barriers.
Operational alternatives being evaluated are acquisition (in whole or part via voluntary
participation or by condemnation), flowage easements, and life estates coupled with
flowage easement payments. It should be noted that the comparison between these
alternatives and the so-called No-Action Alternative (i.e., future without project) is not
straightforward. The No-Action Alternative is actually the levee, seepage canal, berm
and pump system characterized in the DSEIS as Alternative 1 (Authorized GDM Plan),
which formed the basis of the Record ofDecision for the original MWD Final EIS (May
1993). The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)/Department of Interior will use the
information developed in the SEIS process to make a decision as to potential future federal
action(s) on this project. Integral to this decision-making will be the identification and
development of the preferred alternative in the Final SEIS (FSEIS).

All of the alternatives have strengths and weaknesses. Moreover, these
plans/strategies are intrinsically complicated given the areal extent of the overall study
area, the interrelationships with other development activities, and the magnitude of the
processes involved. Because of the complexity inherent in whatever design/operation
mode is ultimately chosen, the document cites that unanticipated results could occur, trends
may happen more slowly than predicted, and/or field investigations produce data which are
ambiguous and/or do not aid decision-making.

During the project developmentlscoping phase, it became apparent that no one
alternative would resolve all issues and trade-offs would have to be made. For example,
some property owners will not get the degree/type of flood protection they anticipated, or
some wetland community types may not be optimized relative to their hydrological needs.
Nonetheless, there is a fundamental need to move expeditiously such that this excellent
opportunity to improve the overall Everglades ecosystem is not lost. The national interest
of successfully resolving the MWD issue( s) makes the difficult choices attendant to this
effort worthwhile.

As a general policy, EP A prefers operational as opposed to structural solutions for
flood mitigation. Our evaluation of this action used this focus to gauge and then rank the
adverse wetland and water quality ramifications/impacts that each alternative would
engender. In our opinion these issues should be of paramount importance in ultimate
decision-making for all stakeholders. For example, all waters discharged into ENP must
meet Florida Class III water quality criteria and the Park is also afforded additional water
quality protection as an Outstanding Florida Water .This requires that the quality of water
that was delivered to the Park as of 1979 be maintained in the future. Specific phosphorus
limits also apply to structures that discharge water into the Park. The quality of water from
upstream sources influence the Park's water quality. Monitoring data reveal nutrients,
pesticides, metals, and bacteria in surface water and groundwater discharges from
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residential and agricultural areas within the 8.5 SMA at concentrations which can
materially affect the long-term preservation of important plant/animal communities in the

Park.

Specific EP A water quality comments are enclosed as our Detailed Water Quality
Comments. In general, however, the DSEIS ~d DGRR should be revised to contain
more precise statements of the water quality treatment requirements which will apply to
construction/operation of any new structures. For example, the DGRR (page 78) states that
"all alternatives that discharge water from a point source have design features that utilize
water quality treatment impoundments or buffers". This does not appear to be true for
Alternative 1. The documents state that for several of the alternatives, water from the
SMA will be discharged to a Stormwater Treatment Area (STA) for treatment. However, it
appears that STA costs (real estate, capital, operation and maintenance, long-term water
quality monitoring) are not included.

These long-term water quality concerns and costs would be less applicable with the
operational alternatives, e.g., Alternative 5 (Total Buy-Out Plan via willing sellers and
condemnation of remaining parcels ), since potential sources of long-term water quality
degradation within the 8.5 8MA would be largely eliminated. All of the structural
alternatives will require additionallong-term water quality monitoring at key locations,
such as 8-357. Cost estimates should be revised to include water quality treatment and
monitoring. If these estimates are not developed prior to the Record of Decision, it should
be stated that although these additional costs are likely, they have not been included.

Project operations can impact water quality. Seepage water from east ofL-31 is
known to be of poorer water quality than seepage water from the Park. The DSEIS/DGRR
should be revised to include specific statements about how the water management system
will be operated to maximize water quality by minimizing the delivery of seepage water
from east of L-31.

EP A believes that Alternative 5 is the most consistent with balancing water
quality/quantity goals (with restoration of approximately 1,400 acres of wetlands) of this
8.5 SMA project as well as the Central and Southern Florida (C&SF) Project. On the other
hand, Alternative 1 with its structural flood control features isolating the entire 8.5 SMA
would result in significantly more short- and long-tetm water quality degradation along
with the most extensive wetland losses (approximately 2,500 acres) and drawdown area
within the Park. Its structural isolation would require removal of internal surface water
runoff which, we believe, could require water quality treatment prior to pumpage into
ENP.

Intermediate to Alternatives 1 and 5 in terms of water quality and wetlands
protection are Alternatives 4, 6B, and SA. Alternative 4 (Landowner's Choice Land
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Acquisition Plan) proposes the buy-out of willing sellers and a mitigation package for the
incremental flood damages experienced by the remaining property owners, while
Alternative 6B offers flood protection in the more developed areas with buy-outs creating
a western buffer. Alternative 4 would minimize most of our water quality/wetland
concerns (wetland gain of approximately 1,400 acres). It proposes buying out the majority
of the property owners and at the same time meets the most important needs of other
stakeholders. This acquisition of parcels from willing sellers uses an innovative
combination of flowage easements, life estates with flowage easements, and fee simple
purchase as a means of lessening the adverse effects of additional flooding. The significant
environmental disruptions (both short- and long-term resulting from direct and indirect
processes) attendant to all structural designs are effectively eliminated. It can be
accomplished relatively quickly, its flexibility answers the concerns voiced by most of the
current property owners, it provides a balance between environmental and societal
objectives, and it is reasonably definitive and should resolve this matter for the majority of
property owners. Further, Alternative 4 should have the latitude to mesh with other MWD
elements when they are built and as our knowledge of the entire Everglades system
improves. However, we acknowledge that Alternative 4 may result in some property
owners resisting any of the proposed flood mitigation options.

The Alternative 6 variants (6B, 6C and 6D) would provide differing structural
flood protection/mitigation. Water quality effects would be a function of the size of the
buffer area (6B largest to 6C smallest) and whether development increases through time in
the remaining protected areas. Water quality concerns could be lessened by assuring that
these alternatives always have an internal levee adjacent to the seepage canal to prevent
surface water inflow. Although the text for Alternative 6D states that there would be two
interior levees, Figure A4 shows only one. Similar to Alternative 1 and all alternatives
involving structural resolution, the protected property areas will still be materially affected
by internal surface water which would require removal and water quality treatment.
However, since development is more concentrated in the southeast quadrant of the SMA,
overall water quality and wetland issues in the unprotected areas should improve.

Qualitatively, the water quality benefits of Alternatives 4 and 6B appear to be
comparable, whereas quantitatively their wetland restoration values diverge from a gain of
approximately 1,400 to 250 acres, respectively. Alternative 4 has a water quality
detriment in the fact that some scattered residences with poorly functioning septic tanks
and farm operations will remain with their runoff being eventually added to the C&SF
Project. Alternative 6B isolates the more dense development in the southeast quadrant of
the SMA, but the layout facilitates potential treatment measures. The other Alternative 6
variants (6C/6D) are less desirable (wetland losses of approximately 2,050 to 50 acres,
respectively) since they enlarge the protected area for development and provide the
potential for increased long-term water quality degradation. The DSEIS notes the present
lack of enforcement of zoning ordinances in this area and makes the reasonable inference
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that development can be expected to intensify through time. Accordingly, Alternative SA
with its flow-way design and net gain of approximately 400 acres of wetlands is more
environmentally preferable than the 6C/6D alternatives. We also note that while
Alternative 7 has an immediate net gain in wetland potential greater than SA and the same
as 5 and 4 (approximately 1,400 acres), its long-term water quality/wetland ramifications
are more problematic in this regard since, in the absence of zoning enforcement,
development can be expected to intensify in the protected areas.

From a water quality degradation and wetlands restoration perspective and in
support of the goals of C&SF Project, EP A ranks the alternatives from most to least
environmentally preferable as: 5,4, 6B, SA, 6D, 6C, 7, 2B, 9, 3, 1. This recommendation
supposes that all internal surface waters within any leveed area will be treated to "marsh-
ready" levels before delivery into the Park to reduce long-term water quality degradation.
U sing this perspective, EP A has environmental concerns with some alternatives and more
substantive environmental objections with others (generally due to their structural aspects).
Additional information on the issues noted above will be necessary for informed decision-
making on this action.

Since a preferred alternative was not identified in the DSEIS, we have rated all
alternatives presented in the DSEIS. We believe Alternative 5 is the environmentally
preferred alternative since it generally restores the area to its natural conditions and
Alternative 1 has the most adverse environmental consequences since its structural
approach maximizes internal surface water and wetland drainage. Accordingly, we rate
Alternative 5 as LO (i.e., Lack of Objections) and Alternative 1 as EO-2 (i.e.,
EnvironmentalObjections, with additional information requested). Because of their
intermediate impacts, we rate 4 and 6B as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns with additional
information requested), with a preference for the 4 due to the overall wetland gain. The
remaining alternatives (SA, 6D, 6C, 7, 2B, 9 and 3) are rated as EO-2 in descending
environmental order because of their substantive structural impacts.

John H. Jr.
Regional Administrator

Enclosure

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this action. If we can be of further
assistance or if a meeting is desirable to discuss this or related projects, Richard Harvey
(561-615-5292) and Heinz Mueller (404-562-9611) will serve as initial points of contact.



DET AILED W A TER QUALITY COMMENTS

Dr. William Walker's 1997 report titled Analysis ofWater Quality and Hydrologic
Data from the C-lll Basin, is noteworthy. Dr. Walker analyzed 1984-1996 hydrologic
data and phosphorus data from the C-111 basin in order to determine relationships
between hydrologic factors and phosphorus concentration and load at South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD) or USACE water control structures throughout the Basin.
He found that the source water is critical, and that seepage water from the Park tends to
have much lower phosphorus (as low as 6 ppb) than water from east ofL-31. This
compares to water inflows to the C-111 S basin that averaged 24 ppb. He suggested some
key principles for protecting water quality that are relevant to USACE water management
decisions concerning the 8.5 SMA: inflow of seepage water from east ofL-31 should be
minimized and the system should be designed for operational flexibility .If water quality
does not meet all applicable water quality regulatory requirements at the point of discharge
into the Park, then the USACE design must include a means for water quality treatment,
such as a wetland or buffer area.

The DGRR notes several water quality issues that must be addressed. Recent water
quality data for surface water within the 8.5 8MA indicate elevated total phosphorus, fecal
coliform, and total coliform bacteria, and occasional detections of pesticides. Total
phosphorus concentration for eight locations within the 8.5 8MA during October 1999
ranged from 140 ppb to 930 ppb (D8EI8 Table 2). This compares to the 10 ppb default
numeric total phosphorus criterion for the Everglades Protection Area, and the 11 ppb
phosphorus limit mandated by the Federal Court Order for 8-332, 8-18C and 8-175.
However, in the January 1,2000 Everglades Consolidated Report, 8FWMD reports that
for 8-331/8-173 from May 1998 to April 1999, the median total phosphorus concentration
was 8 ppb (n=28; pg. A4-3-40).

The SFWMD has detected pesticides at low concentrations on several occasions
(DSEIS Table 1 ). Table 1 contains several errors: the units for surface water samples
should be ug/L, not ug/kg; endosulfan sulfate was detected, not endosulfan; 'hezazinone'
should be 'hexazinone'; and the 0.032 reported for G211 was actually at S331 on 8/4/99.
In addition, other detections are omitted from the table: atrazine was detected in surface
water at S331 on 4/19/99 at 0.055 ug/L and on 1/6/99 at 0.029 ug/L; atrazine was detected
at G211 on 1/6/99 at 0.012 ug/L. Atrazine is the most commonly detected pesticide
product in South Florida surface waters. It is a herbicide of low aquatic toxicity and there
is no Florida Class III numeric water quality criterion.
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The DSEIS and the DGRR recognize these water quality concerns, and the
potentiallong-ternl incompatibility of surface water or ground water from the 8.5 SMA
with the Everglades. Several alternatives include interior levees to segregate runoff from
inside the 8.5 SMA so that it will not mix with cleaner seepage water from the Park. The
DGRR (page 78) states that "...all alternatives that discharge water from a point source
have design features that utilize a water quality treatment impoundments or buffers").
This does not appear to be true for all alternatives, such as Alternative 1. No details or
costs for any of these water quality treatment features are provided.





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. 0. BOX 4970

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Planning Division
Environmental Branch

Mr. John H. Hankinson, Jr.
Regional Administrator, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4
Atlanta Federal Center, 61 Forsyth Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

Dear Mr. Hankinson:

Thank you for the comments and recommendations included
in your letter of May 30, 2000, on the Draft Supplement to
the Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) draft General
Reevaluation Report (GRR) for the 8.5 Square Mile Area (8.5
SMA) Modified Water Deliveries Project. Based on your
evaluation of the documents submitted to date, you have
rated the nine alternatives (and two variations of one
alternative) variously LO (Alternative 5, total buyout) , EC-
2 (Alternatives 4 and 6B) and EO-2 (all other alternatives,
8A, 6D, 6C, 7, 2B, 9 and 3, in descending order of
acceptability to EPA) .The comment period for the draft
documents has ended, and, after intense and extensive public
coordination, public meetings, workshops and interagency
discussions, a recommended plan has been selected. The
Final SEIS and GRR will identify Alternative 6D, suitably
modified, as the recommended plan.

Because you notified us that you rate this alternative
EO-2, we want to provide the following additional
information. We believe that this alternative is fully
compatible with environmental restoration, capable of
addressing water quality concerns raised in your May 30
letter, and further acceptable in terms of cost-
effectiveness, completeness, socio-economic impacts, local
sponsor support, wetlands enhancement and other natural
resource concerns.

Because you raised concerns related to the water
quality impacts of the structural and mixed alternatives, we
have increased and sharpened the water quality discussion in
SEIS Sections 3 (Affected Environment) and 4 (Environmental
Effects) .Details on hydrologic modeling and outputs may be
found in the Engineering Appendix to the GRR Report
(Appendix C) .Water quality modeling conducted by our
Engineering Division and verified by our contractor and
cooperating agencies (Department of the Interior and South
Florida Water Management District) indicates that it will be
necessary to provide a water treatment area located to the
south of the seepage canal (south of Richmond Drive) .This
area would cover approximately 206 acres. It would receive
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south of the seepage canal (south of Richmond Drive) .This
area would cover approximately 206 acres. It would receive
the seepage water pumped from the collector canal and
provide sufficient residence time and contact with
periphyton algae to allow the waters returned to
the Park to meet 10 ppb default numeric total phosphorus
criterio. This is the criterion for the Everglades
Protection Area and the 11 ppb P limit mandated by the
Federal Court Order referenced in your letter given existing
water quality parameters in the 8.5 SMA. The treatment area
has been included in the description of the recommended plan
(GRR Section 7) and its costs have been included in the M-
CACES cost estimate. We have further committed to have this
treatment area constructed and capable of operating, prior
to operating the recommended plan.

We should also state that interior low levees or berms
would be constructed on ~ sides of the seepage canal, to
prevent direct runoff of surface water into the canal. We
expect surface water to reach the seepage canal indirectly,
after percolating down in-situ.

The DSEIS did reference the surface water contaminant
data from October 1999 (during the rather extreme surface
water levels reached right after Hurricane Irene passed over
the area) .However, these data are not typical, nor do
surface water contaminant "hot-spots" reflect groundwater
contaminant levels. Since the seepage canal will intercept
groundwater, these data are not really relevant to the
analysis, except as an indication of extreme conditions. As
land acquisition and restoration actions progress in the
western, buffer area (the area west of the new flood
mitigation levee) under the recommended plan, the potential
for ground water contamination will continue to decrease.
The local sponsor, the South Florida Water Management
District, and the Federal partners have further expressed
their intention to continue to pursue willing-seller land
acquisition in other areas of the 8.5 SMA, as lands come on
the market (refer to GRR Section 7, Description of the
Recommended Plan) .As these actions progress the potential
for contamination should continue to decline.

EPA commented favorably on Alternatives 5 (total
buyout) and 4 (landowners' choice buyout) .However, it
became clear during the course of detailed formulation and
public coordination (refer to GRR Section 6, Plan
Formulation and Selection) that these two alternatives
suffered from two major drawbacks: 1) they were extremely
costly; apparently beyond the reasonably foreseeable funding
capability of the sponsors; and 2) they met strong, cohesive
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opposition from the residents of the 8.5 SMA. While there
is evidence that some landowners might be willing to sell,
if a reasonable offer were made for their lands, a large
number of landowners stated their unwillingness to relocate

The rewritten Section 6 of the GRR explains the
drawbacks of some of the other alternatives that received
favorable comments from your agency. Alternative 7 was
considered deficient in terms of engineering, potentially
not sustainable, and excessively costly for the wetlands
functional benefits it generated. Alternative 8A, with its
large footprint {and requirement for considerable excavation
and disposal) also carried an unacceptably high price tag,
and produced no more wetlands functional benefits than the
recommended plan. Alternative 6C did not provide an
acceptable level of wetlands functional "lift", while
Alternative 6B would have required a relatively large number
of residential relocations and carried a much higher price
tag than the recommended plan.

The recommended plan consists of the alignment of
Alternative 6D, with the addition of some further
commitments among the cooperating agencies regarding land
management, additional land acquisition from willing
sellers, and up-front development of the water quality
treatment area. There are also commitments regarding
operation of the flood mitigation features to prevent
additional flood protection, restoration of the "buffer
zonell lands by removal of structures, and incorporation of
fish and wildlife enhancement features into project
features. This plan was developed upon the recommendation
of the local sponsor, after a careful formulation and
evaluation process, and with the assistance and concurrence
of the agencies of the Department of the Interior, as the
alternative plan best able to maximize environmental
benefits at a reasonable cost. The recommended plan is
described in detail in Section 7 of the revised GRR.

We hope that this information, along with the
additional analysis provided in the revised Final GRR/SEIS,
satisfies your concerns and will allow you to revise your
previous objections to the recommended plan as currently
described. It is clear that design of the recommended plan
will require optimization of the alignment and further
development of the water quality treatment area. We look
forward to working with EPA on this project.

Sincerely,
~

James C. Duck
Chief, Planning Division








