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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OFFICE Telephone: (321) 833-2016 1)

2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Bkig. A., Viera, Florida 32940 Sun Com: 366-2046
FAX: (321} 633-2020

Osvaldo Rodriguez

Civil Engineer,

Project Management Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
400 West Bay Street
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019

May 20, 2002

Re: Brevard County Federal Shore Protection Project
GRR Study of Mid-Reach — Request for commencement.

Dear Mr. Rodriguez,

I'am writing to request that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) begin its
General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) for the Mid-Reach of Brevard County’s Shore
Protection Project.

Brevard County’s initial data acquisition of the Mid-Reach is complete, including aerial
photography, surveys and mapping of the area'’s nearshore rock resources. As
discussed in our meeting with Congressman Weldon’s staff on March 29" 60 acres of
rock outcrops have been identified, with equal portions featuring potentially higher and
lower value habitat. We anticipate that the GRR will evaluate the following alternatives:

* No action. All rock resources will be protected from potential nourishment
impacts. The beach will continue to narrow, increasing the potential damage to
structures by storms.

» Nourish 1.7 miles at the South end of the Mid-Reach. This alternative will
potentially impact about 3% of the rock resources and provide storm protection
to 24% of the Mid-Reach.

» Nourish 2.3 miles at the South end of the Mid-Reach. This alternative will
potentially impact up to about 10% of the rock resources and provide storm
protection to 32% of the Mid-Reach.

e Nourish all 7.1 miles of the Mid-Reach, impacting all rock reef habitat in the area
(60 acres), but providing storm protection along 100% of the Mid-Reach.

» Truck haul construction and frequent maintenance of a protective dune for the
(4.8, 5.4, or 7.1-mile) non-nourished area. This option will provide some storm
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protection, but may be more expensive to construct and maintain, erode more
quickly, and may still impact some of the rock reef habitat.

« Construction of shoreline revetment, seawalls or other armor along the (4.8, 5.4,
or 7.1-mile) non-nourished area. This option will provide storm protection to
upland development, but reduce the recreational and environmental benefits of
the beach, and may not be permittable on a large-scale basis.

« Relocation of structures and acquisition of at risk properties along the (4.8, 5.4,
or 7.1-mile) non-nourished area. All rock resources within this area will be
protected from potential nourishment impacts, recreational and environmental
beach benefits will be maintained, but upland property will be sacrificed.

» Combination of 2.3 miles of nourishment and < 4.8 miles of dune construction
and maintenance.

o Combination of 1.7 miles of nourishment and < 5.4 miles of dune construction
and maintenance.

We anticipate the GRR to include an evaluation of mitigation alternatives for rock
resources that may be impacted along the Mid-Reach. Based upon our preliminary
studies, to be finalized and delivered to the Corps this summer, the County anticipates
that the preferred alternative wili be sand nourishment of 1.7 to 2.3 miles at the South
end of the Mid-Reach, and possible construction of a dune along portions of the non-
nourished area. This is based on the alongshore distribution of rock resources,
oceanfront property improvements, and shoreline armoring.

We look forward to hearing back from you with a schedule for the performance of the
surveys, economic analysis, environmental assessment, draft document formulation
and other milestones attendant to the Report.

Please let me know if further direction is needed to initiate the GRR.

Respectfully Submitted,

Adei A Aol dn
Nikhit Mehta

Environmental Scientist

cc: Virginia Barker, Management Section Supervisor
Kevin Bodge, Olsen Associates







AGENDA

Meeting Date

Section | New Business

August 19, 2008

Item
No.
AGENDA REPORT
BREVARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SUBJECT: Brevard County Shore Protection Project: Mid Reach Plan, State Beach Management
Long Range Budget Request and State Cost-Share Request
DEPT/OFFICE: Natural Resources Management Office

Requested Action:

Select a shore protection plan for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to pursue along the Mid Reach shoreline and
approve a resolution supporting the Brevard County Shore Protection Project and requesting State cost-share
funding as match for dedicated local funds. All Local Match is derived from the TDC Dedicated Beach
Improvement Fund

Summary Explanation & Background:

The Mid Reach is a 7.78-mile section of critically eroded beach lying between Patrick Air Force Base and
Indialantic that includes the Towns of Satellite Beach and Indian Harbour Beach. The Mid Reach was deleted
from the Brevard County Federal Shore Protection Project in 1996 due to environmental concerns regarding
rocky hard bottom habitat present in the surf zone. Since that time, Brevard County has been working with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to develop a suitable shore protection plan for the Mid Reach.

On October 26, 2004, the Board executed an Agreement with the Corps to cost share a General Re-evaluation
Report (GRR) for developing a federally authorized shore protection project for the Mid Reach. The GRR
process is nearly complete. After evaluating over 100 different shore protection options for the Mid Reach, the
Corps has identified an environmentally acceptable plan that yields the greatest federal benefits. This National
Economic Development (NED) Plan maximizes the available federal cost share for the project. During the
Corps’ GRR process, County staff and consultants developed and evaluated shore protection alternatives with the
desire to enhance local benefits beyond the NED plan. This Local Option Plan increases sand placement and
shore protection benefits along the Mid Reach while still maintaining the required federal scope. These two
possible shore protection options are described in Attachment A. On August 4, 2008, the TDC Beach
Improvement Committee voted unanimously in favor of recommending the Local Option.

In order to complete the GRR, the Corps needs the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners to formally
select either:

A. National Economic Development (NED) Plan (TDC 50 year funding obligation $28.3 million) or

B. The Local Option Plan. (TDC 50 year funding obligation $31.2 million)

As part of this agenda, staff also requests authorization to solicit State cost share for the non-federal costs of
restoring Brevard’s critically eroded beaches. This is accomplished each year by submitting a resolution and
funding request to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Office of Beaches and Coastal
Systems. This request contains a 10-year Long Range Budget Plan (LRBP). Attachment B contains two draft
LRBP’s, one includes cost share for the NED Plan and a second is based on the Local Option Plan. It is
requested the Board approve the cost share resolution (Attachment C) and submittal of the appropriate LRBP
based on the Board’s selection of either the NED Plan or Local Option Plan for shore protection along the Mid
Reach.

Fiscal Impact: FY 07-08 No fiscal impact to the General Fund (GF) associated with this item.
FY 08-09 There is no GF impact. Long Range Budget Plan 08-09 expenses to the TDC are up to
$4,205,310.

Staff Contacts: Ernest Brown (5-2439) or Mike McGarry (5-2696) Natural Resources Management Office, 633-2016.

Exhibits Attached:

Attachment A: Staff Report RE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Mid Reach Plan with option map
Attachment B: Staff report RE: State Long Range Budget Plan with LRBP option tables

Attachment C: Resolution supporting the Brevard County Shore Protection Project and requesting State cost-
share funding as a match for the TDC’s dedicated local funds.

Contract /Agreement (If attached): Reviewed by County Attorney | Yes ] No [ pending

County Manager's Office Natural Resources Management Office
Peggy Busacca, County Manager Ernest N. Brown, Director




BREVARD COUNTY STAFF

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS REPORT

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OFFICE

SUBJECT: US Army Corps of Engineers Mid Reach Plan
DATE: August 5, 2008
AUTHOR: Mike McGarry

The US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is finalizing the Mid Reach General Reevaluation Report
(GRR) to determine the best shore protection plan for the Mid Reach. For the purpose of evaluating
the options, the Mid Reach was subdivided into 6 “reaches,” so the optimal beach width could be
determined for each reach based on the unique shore protection needs and submerged rock habitat in
that reach. The six reaches are illustrated in the Corps’ Figure 3.3 which is attached.

The GRR process has evaluated over 100 combinations of shore protection options combined across
the 6 reaches and narrowed the search to two plans that offer different strengths. The Corps process
focuses on identifying a National Economic Development (NED) Plan. The NED Plan is designed to
maximize national economic benefit within constraints imposed by environmental and other
regulations. Maximizing shore protection or recreational benefits is not a specific goal of the NED
Plan. The highest NED Plan with not more than 3 acres of rock impact is the federally chosen plan.
This plan is illustrated as a blue line on Figure 3.3 with project widths ranging from “dune only” in
Reaches 4 and 6, to 30+ feet of beach widening in Reach 3.

In order to provide Brevard County with an option that provides a more equitable treatment of
reaches while maximizing shore protection and recreational benefits, the Corps has considered a
Local Option. In this plan the width of additional beach in Reach 3 has been reduced from 30’ to 20’
to allow construction of 10” of beach in Reach 4. Additional costs of this plan, if selected, would be
the responsibility of Brevard County. To facilitate comparison of the two plans, the primary
differences are highlighted in the table below and relative beach widths are sketched on Figure 3.3.

Comparison of NED Plan and Local Option Plan

NED Plan Local Option Plan

Initial Sand Volume 540,000 cy 588,000 cy
Total Project Length 7.78 miles 7.78 miles
Length of Widened Beach 5.36 miles 6.42 miles
Length of Dune Only 2.42 miles 1.36 miles
Rock Impact 2.9 acres 3.0 acres
Average Storm Protection 32 year return 35 year return
Total 50 Year Project Cost $103.5 M $108.4 M
Federal Cost Share 54% 51.55%
Local 50 Year Project Cost $28.3 M $31.2 M

On August 4, 2008 the Tourist Development Council (TDC) Beach Improvement Committee
reviewed both plans and the relative benefits. The County and State will bear the extra cost of the
local option which amounts to $2.9 million for the TDC over the 50 year project life. A 25 year
budget forecast indicates the TDC Beach Improvement Fund can provide sufficient funding for either
plan. The TDC Beach Improvement Committee voted unanimously to recommend the Local Option
Plan. The Corps has requested that the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners decide
whether to finalize the GRR based on the NED Plan or the Local Option Plan.

Pagel of 1







Programs and Project Management Division
Coastal, Navigation and Antilles Branch

LTC Michael L. Furey

45 CES/CC

1224 Jupiter St MS 9125

Patrick AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Dear Cclonel Furey:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District is
currently engaged in a general reevaluation study of the Brevard
County shore protecticn project. The study will determine if
the area known as the Mid-Reach is justified for federal
participation in a project to reduce storm damages alcng the
shoreline. The study area extends from the southern limit of
Patrick Air Force Base for 7.6 miles south along the shoreline,
As part of the study, we are evaluating several alternatives
including a truck haul £fill of the beach. It has come to our
attention that an existing dredged material management area
located at Port Canaveral could be beneficial to our project.,
This could also benefit the U.S. Air Force and the Naval
Crdinance Test Unit.

This letter and enclosure is intended to inform you of the
alternative being considered in the Brevard County Mid-Reach
procject and request participation and concurrence. The
alternatives include dredging of offshore sands, dewatering the
material at the upland disposal site {(stockpile gite), and
truck-hauling the material to the mid-reach shoreline. Tt is
our belief that stockpiling material at Port Canaveral is
beneficial in nature in that it will 1) rehabilitate the
existing Poseidon dredged material management area at no cost to
the U.S. Navy or U.S. Air Force including clearing of exoctics
and relocation of gopher tortoises; 2) provide capacity above
the existing upland disposal area for future dredging of the
Port and Navy Trident Basin; and 3) provide an additional source
of material for shorelines including capacity above that for the
Mid-Reach and the Patrick Air Force Bade Reach.




Detailed design of the stockpile area would be completed in
coordination with your office to meet the goals of all parties
involved.

It would ke our pleasure to meet further to discuss this
issue. The project manager for the Brevard County Mid-Reach
project, Mr. Osvaldo Rodriguewz, can be reached at 904-232-2909.

Sincerely,

Paul L. Grosskruger
Colonel, U.S. Army
District Commander

Enclosure
Copies Furnished:

CAPT William M. Drake, Naval Ordnance Test Unit, P.0. BRox 1623,
Cape Canaveral, Florida 32920-1623

Mr. Carlos Alvarado, P.0O. Box 1623, Cape Canaveral, Florida
32920-1623

Mr. Patrick S. Giniewski, 45 CES/CEVE, 1224 Jupiter St. MS 9125,
Patrick AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Mr. Robert Van Vonderen, 45 CES/CEL, 1224 Jupiter St. MS 9125,
Patrick AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Mr. Dale Hawkins, 45 CES/CEVP, 1224 Jupiter St. MS 9125, Patrick
AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Ms. Virginia Barker, 2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A,
Viera, Florida 32940

Dr. Kevin Bodge, Olsen Associlates Inc., 4438 Herschel St.
Jacksonville, Florida 32210

Ms. Jeannie Adame, Canaveral Port Authority, 200 Gearge King
Blwvd, Cape Canaveral, Florida 32920
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1.

BREVARD COUNTY, FLORIDA SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT
MID-REACH GRR

STOCKPILE AREA ALTERNATIVE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Brevard County Mid-Reach study area is 7.6 miles in
length and extends from Patrick Air Force Base in the north to the city of Indialantic
to the south (see attached map, Figure 1). As part of the study, sand sources for truck
haul fill of the shoreline are being investigated. An offshore sand source has been
used in other projects, and could be used in conjunction with an upland stockpile area
for dewatering.

The sand source for the fill material is Canaveral Shoals II (CSII), which is located
approximately 20 miles north-northeast of the Mid Reach and 9.4 miles cast of the
proposed Poseidon stockpile site. This sand source has been used previously for
construction and renourishment of the North and South Reaches of Brevard County.

The sand will be dredged from CSII and transported to the Poseidon DMMA at Port
Canaveral (see project map, Figure 1) at approximately 6 vear intervals. Sand will be
dredged utilizing hopper dredges with direct pump-~out at the stockpile site. Sand will
be dewatered at the Poseidon site and then transported to the Mid Reach Project via
dump truck and placed and shaped on the beach utilizing tractors. Initial use of the
Poseidon site will require clearing, grubbing and dike repair work as outlined in
section 2.

The economic life of the proposed project is 50 years. Over this time period, multiple
stockpiling events would occur at approximately 6 year intervals. The initial fill is
anticipated to be up to 900,000 cubic yards, with removal of half that volume
immediately following dewatering. The remaining volume will allow for two truck
haul events prior to the next dredging event to fill the stockpile area. All subsequent
dredging events will only fill the stockpile area to approximately half full. Thus it is
anticipated that except for the intial fill event, the stockpile area will generally be half
or less full. The remaining capacity could be used for other projects.

POSEIDON STOCKPILE SITE: The Poseidon DMMA is directly adjacent to the
Trident Submarine Basin on the west side. The interior of the site will require
approximately 15 acres of heavy clearing, 20 acres of light clearing, and two dike
repairs of 6000 cy and 8500 cy, respectively. The dikes surrounding the placement
area will require approximately 10 acres of light clearing and approximately 1 foot of
material added (30,000 cy total) to dress and restore the dike surface. Material that is
presently within the stockpile site should be suitable for repairing the dikes and
dressing the surface. In addition to the rehabilitation and preparation of the site, a
road ramp will be constructed at the southwest corner for truck access over the dike.
The site will have a capacity of approximately 900,000 cy if filled to +28° NGVD
within the southern portion of the site (see Figure 2 Poseidon site map). The Poseidon




site’s perimeter dikes are approximately 32” above grade at the present time. It is
anticipated that the stockpile site would be replenished when hydraulic dredges were
mobilized for the north and south reach hydraulic beach fill renourishments
(approximately every 6 years). The sand source contains sand that consists primarily
of poorly graded, slightly silty, fine to medium grained sands, with trace to some sand
sized carbonate shell and shell fragments. Occasional gravel sized shell frapments as
indicated in the laboratory data should be expected. The sand source has an
approximate mean grain size of 0.30 mm (1.75 phi) and a standard deviation of 1.03
phi. This same material has been used successtully for beach fill in other portions of
Brevard County.

. DUNE AND BEACH FACE FILL: Table 1 summarizes the quantities for the Dune
Only and Dune + Beach Face alternatives under consideration. The final proposed
plan has not been selected at this time. The limits and lengths of each reach are
included along with the haul distance (via existing roads) from the mid-point of each
reach to the Poseidon stockpile site. The project alternatives consist of 1) a dune fill
of approximately 5 cubic yards per foot and 2) the same 5 cy/ft dune plus a 9.4 cy/ft
beach face fill.
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Figure 1. Brevard County, Florida SPP Mid Reach vicinity map




Table 1. Dune and Beach Initial Construction Fill Quantities

Reach Limits Dist to Truck Haul Voilume {cy)
Dune Dune + 20-Foot
tength | Stockpile Fiil (5 cy/ft) Beach Face Fif
FDEP Monuments {ff) Site (mi) (14.4 cyfft)

Reach 1 R118 - | R109 9,599 24.0 48,600 138,000
Reach 2 R109- | R1055 | 3,406 227 17,000 49,000
Reach 3 R106.5- | R99 6,239 M7 32,000 90,000
Reach 4 RSS - | R93 5,603 20.7 28,000 81,000
Reach 5 R93 - | R83 9,029 19.4 45,000 130,000
Reach 8 R83- | R754 7,207 18.0 36,000 104,000
206,000 592,000




DIKE REPAR *1 - 6,000 CY
DIKE REPAR *2 -~ B,500 CY
ROAD RAMP - 2,500 CY

HEAVY CLEARING -~ 15 AC
LIGHT CLEARING - 20 AC

Figure 2. Poseidon Stockpile Area Map




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 4970
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019

JAN 05 ZUif

Programs and Project Management Division
Coastal, Navigation and Antilles Branch

LTC Michael L. Furey

45 CES/CC

1224 Jupiter St M8 9125

Patrick AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Dear Colonel Furey:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District is
currently engaged in a general reevaluation study of the Brevard
County shore protection project. The study will determine if
the area known as the Mid-Reach is justified for federal
participation in a project to reduce storm damages along the
shoreline. The study area extends from the southern limit of
Patrick Air Force Base for 7.6 miles south along the shoreline.
Az part of the study, we are evaluating several alternatives
including a truck haul fill of the beach. It has come to our
attention that an existing dredged material management area
located at Port Canaveral could be beneficial to our project.
This could also benefit the U.3. Air Force and the Naval

Ordinance Test Unit.

This letter and enclosure is intended to inform you of the
alternative being considered in the Brevard County Mid-Reach

project and request participation and concurrence. The
alternatives include dredging of offshore sands, dewatering the
material at the upland disposal site (stockpile site), and
truck-hauling the material to the mid-reach shoreline. It is

our belief that stockpiling material at Port Canaveral is
beneficial in nature in that it will 1} rehabilitate the
existing Poseidon dredged material management area at no cost to
the U.S. Navy or U.S. Air Force including clearing of exotics
and relocation of gopher tortoises; 2} provide capacity above
the existing upland disposal area for future dredging of the
Port and Navy Trident Basin; and 3) provide an additional source
of material for sherelines including capacity above that for the
Mid-Reach and the Patrick Air Force Base Reach.




Detailed design of the stockpile area would be completed in
coordination with your office to meet the goals cof all parties
involved.

Tt would be our pleasure to meet further to discuss this
issue. The project manager for the Brevard County Mid-Reach
prcject, Mr. Osvalde Rodriguez, can be reached at 904-232-2909.

Sincerely,

Paul L. Grosskruger
Colonel, U.S. Army
District Commander

Enclogure
Copies Furnished:

CAPT William M. Drake, Naval Ordnance Test Unit, P.0O. Box 1623,
Cape Canaveral, Florida 32920-1623

Mr. Carlos Alvarado, P.0O. Box 1623, Cape Canaveral, Florida
32820~1623

Mr. Patrick S. Giniewski, 45 CES/CEVR, 1224 Jupiter St. MS 9125,
Patrick AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Mr. Robert Van Vonderen, 45 CES/CEL, 1224 Jupiter St. MS 9125,
Patrick AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Mr. Dale Hawking, 45 CES/CEVP, 1224 Jupiter 8t. MS 9125, Patrick
AFB, Florida 32925-3343

Ms. Virginia Barker, 2725 Judge Fran Jamieson Way, Building A,
Viera, Florida 32940

Dr. Kevin Bodge, Olsen Associates Inc., 4438 Herschel St.
Jacksonville, Florida 32210

Ms. Jeannie Adame, Canaveral Port Authority, 200 George King
Blvd, Cape Canaveral, Florida 32920




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

45TH SPACE WING (AFSPC)

JAN 2 2 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 4970
JACKSONVILLE FL 32232-0019
ATTN: COLONEL PAUL L. GROSSKRUGER, DISTRICT
COMMANDER

FROM: 45 CES/CC
1224 Jupiter St, MS 9125
Patrick AFB FL 32925-3343

SUBJECT: Brevard County Mid-Reach Project, Poseidon Sand Stockpile

1. The 45th Space Wing, US Air Force supports the subject project as outlined in your
letter of 5 Jan 07.

2. We would like to meet and discuss several aspects of the proposed project including
sand deposition on the north jetty, truck haul traffic and roadway impacts, methods of
dewatering, hopper-dredge siting, prevention of re-infestation of invasive species and
relocation of gopher tortoises under the 45 SW permit.

3. We would also like to discuss development of a memorandum of understanding with
the Corps of Engineers for the eventual operation of the stockpile area. Finally, we would
like to discuss renourishment of Patrick Air Force Base south beaches.

4. We propose a meeting on 6 Feb 07 at 1000, building 60600, Cape Canaveral Air Force
Base. We will finalize this meeting time and location with Mr. Osvaldo Rodriguez.

5. Our POC for this action is Dale Hawkins, 45 CES/CEV, 321-853-6578, or E-mail,
dale.hawkins@patrick. af.mil.

CHA
ommander

, Lt Col, USAF

GUARDIANS OF THE HIGH FRONTIER




FILORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Sandra B. Mortham
Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCLES
R.A. Gray Building
5001 South Bronough Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-025(

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

August 9, 1994
Mr, A. J. Salem, Chief In Reply Refer To:
Planning Division, Environmental Frank J. Keel

Resources Branch Historic Siles
Jacksonville District Corps of Specialist

Engineers {904y 487-~2333

P.O. Box 49570 Project File No. 942533

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: Cultural Resource Assessment Review Request
A Cultural Resources Magnetometer Survey of Proposed Borrow
Areas, Vicinity of Cape Canaveral, Brevard County, Florida.
Tidewater Atlantic Research, May 20, 18594,
Cape Canaveral, Brevard County, Florida

Dear Mr. Salem:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., Part
800 {"Protection of Hisloric Properties"™), we have reviewed the
results of the magnetometer survey and find them to be
sufficient., In order to make the materials complete, would your
office or Tidewater A(lantic¢ Research fill out the enclosed
Florida S8ite File Survey Log Sheet.

We note that nine magnelic anomalies were recorded within the
proposed borrow areas. The proximity of CC~01, CC-02, and CC-C3
led the investigators Lo conclude that these anomalles may
represent a significant resource., In addition, the signatures
and proximity of CC-07, €C-08, and CC-(% may represent
significant submerged resources. We cencur with the
investigators conclusions that these areas should be avoided or
additional investigations be completed if area is impacted. This
office is also of the opinion that a buffer zone of 300 feet
would sufficiently protect these resources. Therefore, 1f the
buffer zone is maintained, it is our opinion that project
activities will not effect significanlt resources listed cr
eligible for listing in the Naticnal Register of Historic Places.

Atchaenlopical Research Florida Folkiife Frograms Historic Preservation Museum of Florida History

S e e iNidy 40D T £G4



Mr. Salem
August 9, 1994
Page 2

If you have any questicns concerning our comments, please do nol
hesitate to contact us. Your interest in protecting Florida's
historic properties is appreciated.

Sincerely,

L A Karmrner

Gearge W, Percy, Director

Division of Historical Resources
and

State Historic Preservation Officer

GWP/Kfk
Fnclosures {2}
xC: Gordon F. Watts



MEMEER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET

State Board of Edvation

Trustees of the Internal improvement Trust Pund
Admimgtration Cemandssion

Florida Land and Waker Adjudicalory Comanission

DIVISIONS OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Office of the Secretary

Qffice of Internativmal Relations
Pvision of Blevtions

Mivision o Corporations

Division of Culbaral Affairs Siting Board

e o < teriesm oof R

Dhvision of Historical Resources Division of Bord Finance
Department of Revenue

Division of Library and Information Services Department of Law Enforcement

?:r_fic? Ei :;im'r% _ Ewpariment of Highvay Safety and Motor Vehicles
DHvigion e inistrative Services F[AORIDA DEPARIMENT OF STATE Dregartment of Vewrans' Affairs
Katherine Harris
Secretary of State

June 9, 1999 DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Mr. Hanley K. Smith

Planning Division, Environmental Branch
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE: DHR Project File No. 992156
Cultural Resource Assessment Review Request
Draft Report - 4 Submerged Cultyral Resources Remote Sensing Survey of Four
Proposed Borrow Areas and Archaeological Diver Identification and Evaluation of Eight
Potentially Significant Targets for the Brevard County Shore Protection Project, Brevard
County, Florida. By Tidewater Atlantic Research, March 1999,

Dear Mr. Smith:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., Part 800 ("Protection of Historic
Properties™), we have reviewed the draft report for the referenced project performed by Tidewater
Atlantic Research and find it sufficient. Please have Tidewater Atlantic Research provide a survey

log sheet.

We have reviewed the draft copy of the “A Submerged Cultural Resources Remote Sensing
Survey of Four Proposed Borrow Areas and Archaeological Diver Identification and Evaluation
of Eight Potentially Significant Targets for the Brevard County Shore Protection Project.” Mr.
Jim Dunbar, Underwater Archaeologist, Division of Historical Resources, has reviewed the
proposed remote sensing survey.

For Borrow Area I, Sand Rehandling Area and the Space Coast Shoal Area, based on the results
of the survey, it is the opinion of this office that the proposed activities within these areas will
have no effect on historic properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places or otherwise of historical or archaeological value.

As for Borrow Area II, we concur with Mr, Dunbar’s recommendations:

e The eight potentially significant targets (C2-01, C2-02, C2-10 - C2-14 and C2106) should be
diver checked and assessed.

RA. Gray Building * 500 South Bronough Street + Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 »  hitp://www fiheritage.com

7 Director’s Office 7 Archaeological Research & tlistoric Preservation 73 Historical Museums
{RRGY 485-1460  FAX: 458-3355 (450} 487-2299 » FAX: 4142207 {551y 487 3oe PAX 9220495 H50) 45851484 » FAX 9212503

21 Historic Pensacola Preservation Board 7 Palm Beach Regional Office 7 St Augustine Regional Office 7 Tampa Regional Office
{3300 BUB-5985 » TAX: 3855085 ©BA1) 271475 e FAX: 279-1476 {904 8255045 = FAX: 825-544 (B13 277-3543 » FAX: 272-7340



Mr. Smith
June 9, 1969
Page 2

o [Iftarget C2-02 1s identified as a historic shipwreck then targets C2-17, C2-18 and C2-19 be
diver checked.

» Inaddition, targets that lie within 1000ft of each other should be diver checked. This would
include targets C2-05, C2-07 and C2-08.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Scott Edwards, Historic
Preservation Planner, at 850-487-2333 or 800-847-7278. Your interest in protecting Florida's
historic properties is appreciated.

Sincerely,

George W. Percy, Director
Division of Historical Resources
and
GWZP/Ese State Historic Preservation Officer
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Mr. James C. Duck May 3, 2000

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers
P.0O. Box 4970
Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

RE:  DHR Project No. 2000-02413
Contract No. DACW17-98-M-0272
Request for Submerged Cultural Resource Survey Review: A submerged Cultural
Resources Remote Sensing Survey of Four Proposed Borrow Areas and Archaeological
Diver Identification and Evaluation of Eight Potentially Significant Submerged Targets
Jor the Brevard County Shore Protection Project, Brevard County, Florida.

Dear Mr. Duck:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., Part 800 ("Protection of Historic
Properties”), as well as those contained in Chapter 267.061, Florida Statutes, as implemented
through 1A-46 Florida Administrative Code, we have reviewed the results of the submerged
cultural resource survey of the referenced project and find them to be complete and sufficient.

Results of the diver evaluation revealed that the large cluster of anomalies in the northern part of
the survey area (CC-01, CC-02, CC-03, CC-04, CC-03, and CC-08) were the remains of modem
fishing vessels. The remaining anomalies (CC-07 and CC-09) were identified as modern debris.
No anomalies were idemtified in either Borrow Area 1 — Access Channel, the Sand Rehandling
Area, or the Space Coast Shoals Arca. We concur with these findings. Further, Borrow Arca 2
produces 20 anomalies. Eight of these targets produced signatures characteristic of potentially
sigmficant submerged cultural resources and are recommended by Tidewater Atlantic Research
for further investigation in the event that proposed dredging activity could impact these sites. We
concur with these recommendations.

If you have any questions concenting our commients, 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,

Janetfinyvder Mattigbws, Ph.D., Director
Division of Historical Resources
State Historic Preservation Officer

JSM/Yby
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DIVISIONS OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Office of the Secretary

Office of International Relations

Division of Elections

Division of Corporations

Division of Cultural Affairs

Hvision of Historical Resources

MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET

State Board of Education

Trustees of the Interal Improvement Trust Fund
Administration Commissicn

Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission
Siting Board

Division of Bond Finance

Department of Revenue

Division of Library and Information Services v ;
Division of Licensing " Department of Law Enforcement
dministrative Servi s t of Highw: tor Vehicles
Pivisian of Administrative Services FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE ~ Pepersment of fighway Safety and Motor vebicles

Katherine Harris
Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESQURCES

Mr. James C. Duck August 10, 2001
Attn: Mr. Tommy Birchett
Jacksonville District US Army Corps of Engineers

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

RE: DHR No. 2001-316
Date Received by DHR: January 3, 2001
Agency: United States Army Corps of Engineers
Project Name: Archaeological Diver Identification and Evaluation of Fourteen Porentially
Significant Submerged Targets for the Brevard County Shore Protection Project

Brevard County, Florida

Dear Mr. Duck:

Our office has received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665), as amended in 1992, and 36 C.F.R.,
Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is to advise
and assist federal agencies when identifying historic properties (listed or eligible for listing, in the
National Register of Historic Places), assessing effects upon them, and considering alternatives {0 avoid

or reduce the project’s effect on them.

Results of the investigations revealed that eight of the anomalies (C2-01, C2-02, C2-08, C2-12, C2-13,
C2-14, C2-16, and C2-17) were debris from either the Air Force missile program or the NASA space
program. Although considered modemn, the association of these materials with the Air Force and NASA
programs suggests that these objects may be potentially eligible for listing in the National register. Thus,
it 18 the opinion of the project archaeologist that these targets be avoided during the proposed project. If
this is not feasible, the additional investigation and evaluation is recommended.

Finally, Anomaly C2-11 was identified as the remains of a modern fishing vessel. Anomaly C2-10 was
identified as a section of cable and most likely associated with C2-11. Based on the information provided,
this agency concurs with this determination and finds the submitted report complete and sufficient. Please
note that all future submissions to our office for review and comment must adhere to the Division of
Historical Resources’ recently revised Performance Standards for Submerged Remote Sensing Surveys.

500 S. Bronough Street « Tailzhassee, FL 32399-0250 hitpsfiwww.flheritage.com
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Mr. James C. Duck
August 10, 2001
Page 2

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Brian Yates, Histonc Sites Specialist,
at byates@mail.dos.state.fl.us. Your interest in protecting Florida's historic properties is appreciated.

Sincerely,

—3(““9"“& Q. G & ;bqﬂ:\\) SKPO

Janet Snyder Matthews, Ph.D., Director
Division of Historical Resources
Qtate Historic Preservation Officer

JSM/Yby
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Office of the Secretary
Cifice of International Relations
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Division of Historical Resources
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Division of Administrative Services FLORIDfX DEPARTNIENT OF STATE
Katherine Harris
Secretary of State

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESQURCES

Mr. James C. Duck

Jacksonville District US Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Re:  DHR No. 2002-06980 / Date Received by DHR: July 9, 2002

MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA CABINET

State Board of Education

Trustegs of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund
Administration Commission

Flerida Land and Water Adjudicatory Commission
Siting Board

[ivision of Bond Finarce

Department of Revenue

Department of Law Enforcement

Department of Highway Safety and Moor Vehicles
Departinent of Veterans’ Affairs

July 16, 2002

A Cultural Resources Marine Remote Sensing Survey of the Offshore Borrow and Re-
Handling Areas South Reach Brevard County Shore Protection Project, Brevard
County, Florida (Mid-Atlantic Technology and Environmental Research, Inc. 2002) -

Draft Report

Dear Mr. Duck:

Our office has received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law §9-665), as amended in 1992,
and 36 C.F.R., Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The State Historic Preservation
Officer is to advise and assist federal agencies when identifying historic properties listed or
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, assessing effects upon them, and

considering alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse effects.

No magnetic or acoustic anomalies were 1dentified durimg the survey. It 1s the opinion of the
project archacologist that use of the proposed borrow and re-handling areas will have no effect
on any historic properties eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based
on the information provided, this office concurs with this determination and finds the submitted

draft report complete and sufficient.

[f you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Mary Beth Fitts, Historic
Sites Specialist, at mbfitts@@mail.dos.state.tl.us or (850} 245-6333. Your interest in protecting

Florida's historic propertics is appreciated.

Sincerely,

l e ,‘.,:Q, P Co&.‘xﬁa\‘\j SHPD

Janet Snyder Matthews, Ph.D., Director, and
State Historic Preservation Officer

500 S. Bronough Street » Tallahassee, F1. 32399-0250 « hetp://www.flheritage.com
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OFSTATE
Glenda E. Hood

Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Ms. Lauren Milligan May 12, 2005
Director, Florida State Clearinghouse

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 47

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

RE:  DHR No.: 2005-3278 / Date Received by DHR: April 8, 2005
SAI'#: FL199606100442CR / Jacksonville Corps of Engineers
Scoping Notice — Feasibility Study, Mid-Reach Section of the Brevard County Shore

o

a2

Do s

szunty, Florida

nvironmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. The
dvise and assist federal agencies when identifying

ctural, and historical) listed, or eligible for listing, in
- assessing the project’s effects, and! considering
effects.

¢ and our records for information to define issues and
project. Our review indicates that the NN Shipwreck
in a mile north of the old Canova Beach Pier (see
“8BR199 needs to be addressed and the area avoided by

of developed shoreline from the south end of Patrick
s , a/k/a the “Mid-Reach,” has never been subjected to a
cultural r CSOUICE assessment to determine whether any archaeological sites or historic properties
are present.  We further note that the location of the borrow areas for the altermatives of
hydraulic beach fill and truck-haul beach £i1] and dune fill, are not identitied. If the borrow
areas-—--whether terrestrial or offshore —have not been surveyed previously, thev should he
investigated. Therefore, and jn consultation with Ms, Della Scott-Ireton, Undervater
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Ms. Milligan
May 12, 2005
Page 2

Archeologist with our Bureau of Archaeological Research, this office recommends that a
standard systematic remote sensing survey be performed for offshore borrow areas in order to
avoid potential adverse effect to unrecorded shipwrecks. In addition, we recommend that
terrestrial borrow areas be subjected to the standard professional cultural resource survey to
avoid possible impact to unrecorded sites. This office looks forward tc coordinating with the
Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers in the management and protection of historic properties

associated with this project.

If there are any questions concerning our comments, please contact Janice Maddox, Historic

Sites Specialist, by electronic mail at imaddox(@dos.state.fl.us, or by telephone at 85 0/245-6333,
Thank you for your interest in protecting Florida's historic properties.

Sincerely,

Paveeo 4. &MMJ’ % g+

) Frederick Gaske, Director, and
Sta ation Officer




FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Kurt S. Browning
: Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Mr. Kenneth Dugger November 28, 2007
Jacksonville District Army Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Re:  DHR No.: 2007-8113
Received by DHR: October 25, 2007
Historic Assessment and Cultural Resources Survey of the Shoreline and Submerged
Remote Sensing Survey and Diver Evaluation of the NN (No Name) Shipwreck Site
(8BR199) Brevard County, Florida

Dear Mr. Dugger:

Our office received and reviewed the above referenced survey report in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665), as
amended in 1992; 36 C.F.R.., Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties; and Chapter 267,
Florida Statutes, for assessment of possible adverse impact to cultural resources {any
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object) listed, or eligible for listing, in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

From September 2006 through July 2007, Southeastern Archaeological Research (SEARCH)
conducted an underwater remote sensing survey of the Brevard County beach renourishment
project area, diver investigations of selected anomalies, and an archaeological and historical
terrestrial survey of the beach access and staging areas on behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

SEARCH identified 64 magnetic anomalies in the project area during the investigation. Of
these, four were determined to be a storm drain outfall pipe and five are likely the remains of
the Canova Beach Pier. SEARCH divers investigated six additional anomalies and determined
that all were buried deeply under the sand. Only two of these (BC-7 and BC-8) are likely to
represent a historic shipwreck. SEARCH determined that, due to the depth of the materials and
the nature of the proposed project, the proposed project will have no effect on BC-7 and BC-§.
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Mr. Dugger
November 28, 2007
Page 2

SEARCH was unable to relocate a previously recorded historic shipwreck, The No Name
Wreck (8BR199). SEARCH determined that the proposed project will have no effect on
cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP, or otherwise of historical,
archaeological, or architectural value. SEARCH recommends no further investigation of the
project areas.

Based on the information provided, our office concurs with these determinations and finds the
submitted report complete and sufficient in accordance with Chapter 1A-46, Florida
Administrative Code.
For future reports:

1) Include the location where all project records will be curated.

2) Cite informant interviews in the References Cited section.

3) If the subbottom profiler is not used for a remote sensing survey, please include an
explanation of why that technology was not considered necessary for the investigation.

For any questions concerning our comments, please contact April Westerman, Historic
Preservationist, by electronic mail at amwesterman@dos.state.fl.us, or by phone at (850) 245-

6333. We appreciate your continued interest in protecting Florida’s historic properties.

Sincerely,

Ttpea

Frederick P. Gaske, Director, and
State Historic Preservation Officer



FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Kurt S. Browning

Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOQURCES

Mr. Kenneth Dugger January 14, 2008
Jacksonville District Army Corps of Engineers

P. 0. Box 4970

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Re:  DHR No.: 2008-00032
Received by DHR: January 8, 2008
Final Report: Historic Assessment and Cultural Resources Survey of the Shoreline and
Submerged Remote Sensing Survey and Diver Evaluation of the NN (No Name)
Shipwreck Site (8BR199) Brevard County, Florida

Dear Mr. Dugger:

Our office received and reviewed the above referenced survey report in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665), as
amended in 1992; 36 C.F.R.., Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, and Chapter 267,
Florida Statutes, for assessment of possible adverse impact to cultural resources (any
prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object) listed, or eligible for listing, in
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

From September 2006 through July 2007, Southeastern Archaeological Research (SEARCH)
conducted an underwater remote sensing survey of the Brevard County beach renourishment
project area, diver investigations of selected anomalies, and an archaeological and historical
terrestrial survey of the beach access and staging areas on behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

SEARCH identified 64 magnetic anomalies in the project area during the investigation. Of
these, four were determined to be a storm drain outfall pipe and five are likely the remains of
the Canova Beach Pier. SEARCH divers investigated six additional anomalies and determined
that all were buried deeply under the sand. Only two of these (BC-7 and BC-8) are likely to
represent a historic shipwreck. SEARCH determined that, due to the depth of the materials and
the nature of the proposed project, the proposed project will have no effect on BC-7 and BC-§.
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Mr. Dugger
January 14, 2008
Page 2

SEARCH was unable to relocate a previously recorded historic shipwreck, The No Name
Wreck (8BR199). SEARCH determined that the proposed project will have no effect on
cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP, or otherwise of historical,
archaeological, or architectural value. SEARCH recommends no further investigation of the

project areas.

Based on the information provided, our office concurs with these determinations and finds the
submitted report complete and sufficient in accordance with Chapter 1A-46, Florida
Administrative Code.

For future reports:
1) Include the location where all project records will be curated.
2) Cite informant interviews in the References Cited section.

3) If the subbottom profiler is not used for a remote sensing survey, please include an
explanation of why that technology was not considered necessary for the investigation.

For any questions concerning our comments, please contact April Westerman, Historic
Preservationist, by electronic mail at amwesterman(@dos.state.fl.us, or by phone at (850} 245-
6333. We appreciate your continued interest in protecting Florida’s historic properties.

Sincerely,

latpea

Frederick P. Gaske, Director, and
State Historic Preservation Officer









INTERAGENCY COORDINATION AGREEMENT
FOR CIVIL WORKS PROJECTS

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT
UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS MOBILE DISTRICT

I. Parties, Purposes and Goals

A Parties: Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), United States Army
Corps of Engineers Jacksonville District (SAJ), and United States Army Corps of
Engineers Mobile District (SAM). SAJ and SAM shall jointly be known as the Corps.

B. Common Vision: Mutual recognition of the environmental and economic benefits to

the State of Florida and the nation associated with planning, designing, constructing,
and operating Federal water resource projects that are consistent with Federal law and
the State of Florida’s environmental regulatory and proprietary requirements.

C. Goals:

1.

Work together cooperatively within the Corps’ schedules and budgets and the
state’s statutory and rule timeframes and requirements during project development
and throughout the project lifecycle, to develop and review project designs and
process permit applications.

. Provide quality service to the taxpayers through the planning and implementation of

environmentally sound public works projects and environmental protection and
restoration programs.

. Fully satisfy appropriate environmental standards and requirements applicable to

Corps public works activities covered by this agreement.

D. Objectives:

1

N

oW

. Establish and maintain close, professional partnership.
- Establish better integration of Corps civil works processes with FDEP regulatory,

Sovereignty submerged lands, and Coastal Zone Management (CZM) requirements.
Implement effective project coordination at early stages of project development.
Streamline application submittal and processing requirements.

. Establish a clear understanding of criteria and parameters for development of

specific conditions.

Meet mutual expectations with regard to business processes and regulatory
requirements.

II. Acknowledgements



A. The Corps agrees to apply for and the FDEP is responsible for taking action on the

following permits:

1. Joint Coastal Permits (JCPs) issued pursuant to Ch. 161 and Part IV of Ch. 373, F.S.

2. Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan Regulation Act (CERPRA) permits
issued pursuant to Section 373.1502, F.S.

3. Lake Okeechobee Protection Act Permits (LOPA) issued pursuant to Section
373.4595, F.S.

4. Environmental Resource Permits (ERPs) and Wetland Resource Permits (WRPs)
processed by FDEP pursuant to Part IV of Ch. 373, F.S.

B. For the purposes of this agreement, the term “permit” or “permits” means one of the

permit types referenced in Section II. A., the issuance of which constitutes the granting
of water quality certification and concurrence with the CZM program. Issuance of such
Joint Coastal Permits, Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan Regulation Act
Permits, Lake Okeechobee Protection Act Permits, Environmental Resource Permits
and Wetland Resource Permits constitutes certification of compliance with state water
quality standards pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. Section
1341, and where applicable constitutes a finding of consistency with Florida’s Coastal
Zone Management Program, as required by Section 307 of the Coastal Management

Act, 16 U.S.C. Section 1456, 15 C.F.R. Part 930, and Section 380.23 of the Florida
Statutes.

C. The Corps is engaged in its mission in Florida, which includes activities for which water

D.

quality certification is required pursuant to 33 U.S.C. Section 1341.

The Corps considers its mission in Florida to include the requirement to be consistent to
the maximum extent practicable with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan under
16 U.S.C. Section 1456, as defined by 15 C.F.R.§930.32, in accordance with Corps
regulations at 33 C.F.R. Parts 335-337. 1t is the Corps’ position that the state can
impose reasonable conditions on water quality certification, consistency concurrence,
and other required permits. The Corps contends that “reasonableness” is defined by a
comparison to a “Federal standard,” which is the least costly environmentally
acceptable alternative consistent with engineering requirements established for the
project. Pursuant to Corps regulations, the District Engineer will cooperate to the
maximum extent practicable to achieve consistency to the maximum extent practicable
with an approved coastal zone management program. 33 CFR 337.2(a). Corps
regulations provide that the District Engineer may request the State or local sponsor to
pay for costs above the Federal standard. If a state agency attempts to impose
conditions or controls which in the District Engineer’s opinion cannot be reasonably
accommodated or requires additional conditions or activities above that required for the
Federal standard, the project may be referred to Corps headquarters with deferral likely.
See 33 CFR § 335-338.

FDEP contends that 33 CFR § 335-338, which includes the “Federal standard”, cannot
apply to consistency determinations under the CZMA, and disagrees that there is a



“reasonableness test” different from or in addition to the requirements of the CZMA
and NOAA'’s implementing regulations, which require that the COE comply with the
CZMP to the maximum extent practicable, as defined by 15 C.F.R.§ 930.32. FDEP also
contends that there is no "irreconcilable conflict” test apart from the requirements of the
CZMA and NOAA's implementing regulations.

. Pursuant to Florida Statute 403.061(4), during the feasibility phase of a project, the
FDEP’s Office of Intergovernmental Programs serves as the Florida State
Clearinghouse for CZM review. The Clearinghouse solicits and coordinates comments
from other agencies and regulatory programs within FDEP for the preliminary CZM
consistency determination. Once a permit application is submitted, the FDEP’s
regulatory program coordinates the CZM review. The FDEP regulatory program
solicits and coordinates comments from other agencies and other programs within
FDEP for the final CZM consistency determination, which is granted as part of the
permit. As stated in II D. above, the Corps agrees to comply with reasonable comments
and requirements of the commenting agencies to the maximum extent practicable, as
defined by 15 C.F.R. § 930.32, and 33 CFR § 335-338 unless to do so creates an
irreconcilable conflict with the Corps’ view of its federal responsibilities.

. It 1s the intent of the parties to coordinate with all involved federal and state agencies to
determine if there are mutually acceptable alternatives that would avoid an
irreconcilable conflict with the Corps’ interpretation of its federal responsibilities. The
parties agree that conditions that are inconsistent with the Corps' view of its Federal
responsibilities shall not be imposed in FDEP permits, but rather, a permit application
will be denied and the denial will include alternatives, if any, that would make the
project consistent with state requirements. Nothing in this agreement will be construed
to imply that the State will issue a permit that does not comply with State requirements.

. The parties recognize that the provisions of Section 404(r) of the Clean Water Act could
be used for projects with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents which
are approved by Congress. For a project authorized under 404(r), the COE is not
required to obtain water quality certification from the state. However, it is not current
Corps policy to avail itself of the provisions of 404(r). The parties will make all
reasonable efforts to avoid the use of the provisions of 404(r) but recognize that the
Corps may consider it necessary in certain cases.

L. All parties maintain positions regarding their authority and sovereign immunity and do

not waive their respective positions by entering into this agreement.

J. Nothing in this agreement will be construed to imply that the State waives any rights it

has to mediation or judicial challenge regarding any requirement under the CZMA.



HI.

Early Project Coordination

A. General

1. It is the intent of the parties to coordinate with all involved federal and state agencies

to determine if there are mutually acceptable alternatives that would avoid an
irreconcilable conflict between the State’s view of Federal and state requirements
and the Corps' view of its federal responsibilities. The goal of including all project
requirements into the planning documents and plans and specifications is critical to
the success of the parties’ respective missions.

2. The parties agree that early participation by, and close coordination among the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) on
listed species protection measures recommended for proposed projects is critical to
the success of the parties’ respective missions. The parties agree to promote and
facilitate such participation and coordination in order to avoid conflicts between
federal and state requirements, to the extent possible within the responsibilities and
capabilities of the parties. It is the intent of the parties to coordinate with all federal
and state agencies to determine if there are mutually acceptable alternatives that
would avoid an irreconcilable conflict.

As previously stated in II D., the Corps complies with Federal law with regard to
protected species and agrees to consider input from and to comply with reasonable
requirements of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission for
consistency with the FCMP to the maximum extent practicable to the extent that to
do so would not create an irreconcilable conflict with the Corps’ view of its federal
responsibilities.

4. The parties agree to work to identify other agencies that are a part of Florida’s

Coastal Management Program that may have a heightened interest in a particular
project (such as Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services with respect to
CERPRA and LOPA projects) early in project development and to promote and
facilitate coordination and participation of such agencies to the extent possible
within the responsibilities and capabilities of the parties.

5. The parties, within their respective authorities and funding allocations, shall ensure

that, for Joint Coastal Permits, beach compatible dredged material is disposed on
Florida’s beaches to the extent economically feasible consistent with Florida’s
beach management plan adopted pursuant to Chapter 161 F.S. and other beneficial
uses criteria as may be specified by the FDEP and applicable federal standards. To
further the parties’ goals for sediment management, the Corps shall provide the
FDEP with geotechnical information characterizing the sediments to be dredged and
alternative disposal options with projected costs to allow the FDEP to participate in
funding alternative disposal options over the least costly method.



B.

6. The goal for obtaining required permits from the State is one year prior to the
expected start of the work.

New Work

This category of work includes any new project being considered for Federal
Involvement. The process normally begins with a series of studies, including
reconnaissance and feasibility studies, to determine if Federal involvement is
warranted. Project design can begin after the Federal interest is determined. Each
project with a Federal interest is also authorized in public law. Construction can begin
after the project is authorized (and needed permits are obtained). Project operation and
maintenance (O&M) commences when construction is completed. The responsibility
for O&M varies from Federal to local depending upon the project type. Navigation

projects are typically federally maintained while flood control projects are typically
locally maintained.

1. Reconnaissance Phase (Applies to ERP, WRP, and JCP)

Under this phase, there is a reconnaissance study which includes tasks to determine
if a proposed project has sufficient merit to warrant moving into more detailed
studies prior to authorization of the project. The study includes reconnaissance and
assembly of the Project Management Plan (PMP). Reconnaissance is designed to
compile the best input in the shortest amount of time. At its conclusion, all potential
issues that may derail a project should be identified. Participation by the State is
critical to help identify these issues.

a) At the initiation of the reconnaissance phase the Corps will contact appropriate
persons on the contact list (Appendix A) for initial input on the proposed
activity. The State will identify any critical issues over which the state has
authority to the Corps project manager.

b) The Corps will include all comments in the Draft Reconnaissance (905b)
Report.

¢) A copy of the draft report will be sent to all contacts to ensure their issues are
accurately captured.

d) A copy of the draft report will be provided to the state clearinghouse for
interagency review

2. Project Management Plan

The Project Management Plan (PMP) lists all the activities which are required to
complete the feasibility phase. Examples of activities are cultural resource surveys,
endangered species reports, and seagrass surveys. The PMP has cost estimates, time
estimates and identifies who performs the activities. It is critical for the State to
participate in its formulation to ensure its issues are fully explored and that any
requirements are included prior to funding.



a) The Corps will include the issues raised by the State in the “issue gathering”
phase when planning activities under the PMP.

b) A template of a typical PMP is included under Appendix B.

¢) The Corps will provide a copy of the current PMP to the contact person at
FDEP.

Feasibility Phase

The feasibility phase continues the study process to determine Federal Interest in
construction of a project. The study efforts include gathering a significant amount
of information for engineering, environmental, and economic analysis. The
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document is prepared during this phase
and is normally incorporated as part of the feasibility report. The entire report is
coordinated with the public and numerous Federal, State, and Local agencies. The
Project Implementation Report (PIR) phase serves the same function for CERP
projects as the feasibility phase.

The State has three mechanisms under which they may participate in this early
coordination including the Feasibility Study scoping letter, serving as a Project
Delivery Team (PDT) member(s) and serving as a cooperating agency under NEPA.

a) The Corps will send a Feasibility Study scoping letter to the State
Clearinghouse. The State Clearinghouse will provide comments upon receipt of
the letter. The Corps will include a copy of the reconnaissance study in the
scoping letter when possible.

b) The State agrees to designate a member to serve on the PDT. Members will be
encouraged to attend team meetings when possible, comment on interim ’
products when possible, and express any concerns on resource or regulatory
issues. At a minimum State PDT members agree to participate in Feasibility
Scoping Meetings (FSM) and the Alternative Formulation Briefings (AFB).

¢) As an additional option the state may elect to be a cooperating agency under
NEPA. This will entail attendance at the scoping meeting, in progress reviews
on portion(s) of the NEPA document (Environmental Assessment
(EA)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)), input into project descriptions
and alternatives, comments on draft EIS, comments on a response matrix and on
the draft EIS and final EIS.

It is the goal of the Corps to submit the permit application when the Draft NEPA
document is completed. The draft NEPA document will contain the preferred
alternative which will form the basis of the permit application. At the conclusion of
the feasibility phase the final NEPA document is approved and a decision document
is written (Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision).

It is the ultimate goal to obtain the State authorizations which constitute Water
Quality Certification and Coastal Zone Management concurrence when the decision
document is completed at the Corps District level. It is recognized that receipt of a



permit during this part of the Federal process may result in the need to apply for a
permit modification at a later date due to changes to the project.

4. Design Phase

This phase focuses on preparation of plans and specifications which take into
account all pertinent issues identified in the feasibility phase and permitting
requirements, and will contain more detailed information on geotechnical data and
various required surveys. Occasionally additional studies will need to be done at the
request of sponsors, due to the discovery of unknown site conditions, or
reevaluations that occur due to new technology.

Plans and specifications will be provided to all state PDT members. Differences
between plans and specifications and a permitted project will be identified by the
Corps and the Corps will notify FDEP when there are changes in:

a) Plans for operation of facilities such as water control structures
b) Dimensions, size or location of proposed work

c) Ability to adhere to permit conditions

d) Project Description included in the permit

e) Monitoring plans

f) Environmental impacts

If the FDEP determines that a modification to the permit is required, then the Corps
shall apply for and obtain the modification. FDEP approval of the modification
shall be obtained prior to implementing the change, unless the change is determined
by the FDEP to reduce the scope of work from that authorized under the original
permit, and will not affect compliance with permit conditions or monitoring
requirements.

If the FDEP determines that a modification would affect the consistency
concurrence of a partner FCMP agency, the partner agency’s concurrence with the
modification will be required.

Communication between the Corps and FDEP will occur during the design phase
through participation in the PDT, and plans and specifications sent to PDT members
via electronic means such as CDs, email, phone, or letters when appropriate.

5. Construction Phase

During the construction phase unforeseen site conditions or other environmental
conditions may require that modifications to permits be obtained. The parties
recognize that there are significant costs whenever the Corps requests a
modification during the construction phase. The FDEP and the Corps will expedite
the processing of modifications to the extent possible.



Plans and specifications will be provided to all state PDT members. Differences
between plans and specifications and a permitted project will be identified by the
Corps and the Corps will notify FDEP when there are changes in:

a) Plans for operation of facilities such as water control structures
b) Dimensions, size or location of proposed work

c) Ability to adhere to permit conditions

d) Project Description included in the permit

€) Monitoring plans

f) Environmental impacts

If the FDEP determines that a modification to the permit is required, then the Corps
shall apply for and obtain the modification. FDEP approval of the modification
shall be obtained prior to implementing the change, unless the change is determined
by the FDEP to reduce the scope of work from that authorized under the original
permit, and will not effect compliance with permit conditions or monitoring
requirements.

If the FDEP determines that a modification would affect the consistency
concurrence of a partner FCMP agency, the partner agency’s concurrence with the

modification will be required.

C. Operations and Maintenance Projects

Projects included under this category include, for example, maintenance dredging of
federal channels and revision of regulation schedules for lakes, canals, and structures.
Procedures similar to those described above in Section IIL.B.5. Construction Phase will
apply for renewal of state permits (water quality certification and certification of
consistency with the State CZMP) for existing Operations and Maintenance projects
with no new project features or significant changes in operation and maintenance
activities. Application for renewal of the state permit for a routine Operations and
Maintenance project would be submitted one year prior to expiration of the current

State permit, with the goal to obtain the renewal permit prior to expiration of the current
State permit.

Procedures similar to those described above in Sections II1.B.3, Feasibility Phase and
IIL.B. 5. Construction Phase would apply to Operations and Maintenance projects with
new project features or significant changes in project operations and maintenance
activities. The level of reporting documentation, e.g. Post Authorization Change Report
with Congressional approval, PAC with higher level Corps approval, revision to a
Dredged Material Management Plan, revision to an Operational Manual, modification
of the permit, etc., would be determined depending on the specifics of the change.
Regardless of the level of reporting documentation, the Corps will involve the FDEP at

the earliest stage of planning to define the issues of concern as described in Section
II1.B.3.



IV. Permit Application Fees

The Corps contends that the requirement to pay permit application fees is dependent on
whether the specific federal law that waives sovereign immunity and requires the Corps to
obtain a particular type of permit also waives sovereign immunity as to fees. The parties agree
that the Corps will pay permit application fees as follows:

Permit Type Corps To Pay Application Fee

Joint Coastal Permits issued pursuant to Ch. | No
161 and Part IV of Ch. 373, F.S.

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan | No
Regulation Act permits issued pursuant to
Section 373.1502, F.S.

Lake Okeechobee Protection Act Permits No
issued pursuant to Section 373.4595,F.S.

Environmental Resource Permits and Wetland | No
Resource Permits pursuant to Part IV of Ch.
373, F.S.

*NPDES Generic Permit for Stormwater Yes
Discharges From Large and Small
Construction Activities pursuant to 403.0885,
F.S.

*NPDES Discharge Permits pursuant to Yes
403.0885, F.S.

*Underground Injection Control Permits (for | Yes
aquifer storage and recovery) pursuant to

403.087, F.S.

*Air Pollution Control Permits Pursuantto | Yes
403.087, 403.0872, 403.08725, F.S.

*Solid Waste Disposal Permits pursuant to Yes

403.704(16), 403.707(1), F.S.

*Hazardous Waste Disposal Permits pursuant | Yes
to 403.722(1), F.S.

* This agreement does not specifically address these permitting programs, but this information
is included here for completeness.

V. Permit Application Submittal and Review

A. The parties agree to communicate and coordinate on the anticipated submittal dates of
applications. To this end, the Corps agrees to provide FDEP a list of project
applications expected to be submitted in the next year, along with the desired date of
receipt of the permit. The list shall be updated at least monthly.




B. The Corps agrees to make every effort to submit permit applications that are well
organized, clear and complete in order to facilitate timely and efficient review by
FDEP.

C. FDEP recognizes that engineering drawings and analysis submitted by the Corps as part
of a permit application are not subject to the Florida’s statutory requirement that the
information be signed and sealed by a professional engineer (P.E.) registered in the
State of Florida. However, the engineering documents including permit drawings shall
be signed, and may be sealed, by a P.E. registered in any state. Professional certification
may be required for other portions of the permit application.

D. The Corps shall make every attempt to submit, as part of the application, the specific
requirements that will be included in the plans and specifications for the project (for
example, standard specifications) as a method for providing FDEP with the necessary
reasonable assurances.

E. The parties agree that it shall be a goal to minimize requests for additional information
(RAIJ). The parties agree that communication by phone or e-mail will be used as
appropriate to resolve minor informational issues that do not warrant a formal RAL

F. Weekly or biweekly teleconferences may be held with SAJ and SAM to review and
discuss active permit applications.

G. The parties acknowledge that for Corps maintenance dredging projects the Corps
performs preconstruction bathymetric surveys shortly before actual construction and
that these surveys may not be available at the time of application for water quality
certification. The Corps will send preconstruction surveys prior to the start of
construction.

VI. Permit Condition Principles
A. General

1 Notwithstanding the different positions reflected in II. D and E. above, the parties
agree to work together in good faith in an attempt to resolve any issues concerning
permit conditions. The parties agree to follow the dispute resolution procedures
contained in this agreement prior to referral to Corps headquarters

2. The parties agree that the state and the Corps have an interest in protecting resources
and agree to work together to agree to mutually acceptable resource provisions
related to the project that do not conflict with federal laws. Where necessary, the
parties will work with federal resources agencies concerning appropriate resource
protections.

2

3. In the event of a disagreement regarding the acceptability of certain state
requirements for a federal project, the parties recognize that a local sponsor may
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agree to resolve the dispute by accepting responsibility for meeting such
requirements. The parties acknowledge that the Corps’ position is that it cannot cost

share in requirements agreed to by the local sponsor in a separate agreement with
FDEP that is not also part of the permit.

B. Specific Parameters for Permit Conditions

The parties agree that brand name restrictions, e.g. for equipment or materials used,
are generally not acceptable but may be included if the parties agree that

specification of a brand name is necessary and appropriate and consistent with
Federal law.

?. The parties agree that permit conditions should not require the use of a specific
contractor or provider of services or supplies.

3. The parties agree that conditions will not require specific licensing of Federal
contractors.

4. The parties agree that they will strive to avoid requirements for specific
methodology or equipment (such as requiring the use of a cutter head dredge) in
order to allow flexibility in the Corps bidding process; however, the parties
recognize that there may be situations in which the prohibition of specific
equipment may be acceptable.

5. As stated in IL.D. above, the Corps agrees that permit conditions requiring
reasonable monitoring and testing are generally acceptable.

6. The parties agree that anchorage restrictions should be specifically tailored to
resources to be protected (known hard bottoms, sea grass areas, etc.) and are
generally acceptable conditions; however, restrictions on anchoring outside of the
project limits will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. (For example, depending
on methodology, channel dredging usually requires anchorage outside the channel )

7. As stated in IL.D. above, the Corps recognizes that reasonable restrictions on hours
of operation may impact project costs but are generally acceptable conditions.

8. As stated in ILD. above, the Corps agrees that reasonable lighting restrictions are
generally acceptable conditions within project boundaries.

9. The Corps agrees that conditions requiring aerial over-flight for environmental
protection are acceptable to the extent the Corps contends is allowed by Federal
standards. (For example, Federal Aviation Administration and the Department of
Homeland Security may regulate such flights.)

10. The parties acknowledge that permit conditions that address direct and indirect
effects outside of project boundaries due to the construction, operation or

11



maintenance of the project may be appropriate. The parties acknowledge that
conditions that require work outside of project boundaries may not be within the
control of the Corps or may be outside the scope of the Corps’ authority.

11. If any conditions required by the State prompt safety concemns, the Corps will
provide justification to support their request that the condition be modified. The
parties commit to work together to resolve the conflict.

12. The parties agree that early coordination should eliminate the need for conditions

requiring notice to proceed from the state prior to construction and agree to avoid
such conditions.

C. General Conditions

The parties agree that the general conditions in Appendix C shall be included in permits
issued to SAM or SAJ. These conditions shall be enforceable to the extent sovereign
immunity has been waived under Federal law.

VII. Operating Permits

The parties recognize that some Corps projects include the construction of structures that will
require long-term operation and maintenance. In most cases an entity other than the Corps,
usually the local sponsor, will have the responsibility for long term operation and maintenance.
For these projects, one of the following approaches may be taken:

A. The Corps and the local sponsor may be co-applicants for the permit. The conditions of
the subsequently issued permit shall clearly indicate which activities are the
responsibility of the Corps and which are the responsibility of the local sponsor; or

B. The Corps may be the permittee, and the permit shall contain a condition that requires
that the permit be transferred to the appropriate operation and maintenance entity
following project construction.

C. Separate permits may be issued to Corps (construction) and the local sponsor (operation
and maintenance). Ideally, both permit applications would be applied for at the same
time.

The parties recognize that operations must meet Federal requirements, and the state, Corps and
local sponsor are encouraged to work together to ensure that conflicts are resolved prior to
issuance of the operating permit.

12



VIIL Sovereignty Submerged Lands:

A. Itis the Corps’ position that no authorization to use sovereignty submerged lands is
required for the projects it constructs because of navigation servitude which extends
to its civil works projects under the commerce clause.

B. The state concurs that certain projects constructed by the Corps in the State of Florida
(navigation, flood control, and power generation) fall within one of the federal powers
listed in the Sovereign Submerged Lands Act under 43 USC 1311(d) or 43 USC 1314,
and, under those provisions, needs no authorization from the Board of Trustees to
utilize sovereignty submerged lands. However, under the provisions of the Coastal
Zone Management Act (16 USC 1451-1465), the state’s position is that this activity
requires Florida’s concurrence with a determination of consistency with the
sovereignty submerged lands provisions of Florida’s approved Coastal Management
program prior to Federal approval of the proposed activity. For these projects, the
state shall include a determination of the consistency with the sovereignty submerged
lands provisions of Florida’s approved Coastal Management program in permits
issued for Corps projects.

C. For projects not covered in B. above, such as beach restoration and nourishment, it is
the FDEP’s position that the appropriate form of consent of use is required. Without
waiving their respective positions, the parties agree that authorization to use
sovereignty submerged lands may be issued to the project local sponsor. The parties
recognize that the Corps is concerned that no additional costs be imposed on the
Corps, or on the local sponsor that the Corps would be required to cost-share, as part
of the authorization. The Corps is also concerned that no additional conditions will be
imposed on the federal project or which will interfere with the requirements for local
cooperation imposed by federal law on the local sponsor. The intent of the parties is
that the state submerged lands process, to the maximum extent allowable under
applicable laws, will not add additional cost or time to the process. Nothing in this
paragraph waives the state’s rights under the Coastal Zone Management Act.

D. The parties recognize that the State’s interests in submerged lands include tracking
what submerged lands are being used in order to avoid conflicting uses by other
parties. The Corps agrees to provide the State the information the State needs in an
agreed upon format.

IX. Compliance and Enforcement

A The parties have a mutual interest in protecting environmental resources. Where
sovereign immunity has been waived by Congress, State permit and CZMA
conditions are part of the Congressional intent to protect those resources. In addition,
the parties recognize that non-compliance with permit conditions has resulted in
significant adverse environmental impacts and problems in obtaining permits for
subsequent projects. Non-compliance can lead to imposition of more extensive, time-
consuming or expensive permit conditions on subsequent projects, or permit denial.
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B. In furtherance of the parties’ mutual goals, the Corps agrees that it will monitor
- performance of its contractors for compliance with state permit conditions, and will
use all contractual means available to it to ensure compliance with both permit
conditions and any corrective actions required by the Corps or FDEP.

C. If non-compliant activities are observed at the project site by either FDEP or the
Corps, the other entity shall be notified by phone or e-mail as soon as practicable.

D. During the Corps’ responsibility determination for prospective contractors, the Corps
will coordinate with both the Corps project managers and FDEP about the
contractor’s past performance in complying with FDEP permit conditions and taking
any corrective action required by the Corps or FDEP. The Corps will consider such
comments in its determination of responsibility. The Corps will include appropriate
provisions in the bid package informing contractors.

E. On contracts where past performance is an evaluation factor, the Corps will ask both
the Corps project managers and FDEP for past performance of contractors in
complying with FDEP permit conditions, and taking any corrective action required by
the Corps or FDEP. The Corps will consider such comments in its evaluation of past
performance of prospective contractors. The Corps will include appropriate
provisions in the bid package informing contractors.

F. Contractor performance will be considered in rating Quality of Work, Contractor
Quality Control, Effectiveness of Management, and any other applicable element of
contractor performance that is rated. Unsatisfactory performance on one or more of
the elements to be rated may be sufficient to justify an overall unsatisfactory rating.

G. When subcontractors receive a performance rating, the Corps agrees to follow the
same procedures for subcontractors.

H. The Corps agrees, and may state in its specifications, that the Corps may not issue its
final performance evaluation of the contractor until it has consulted with Corps
project managers and FDEP on the contractor’s compliance with FDEP permits or
any corrective actions required by the Corps or FDEP for violations of permit
conditions. '

I. The Corps agrees, and may state in its specifications, that the contractor’s failure to
comply with FDEP permit conditions, or to take the corrective action required by
FDEP or the Corps, may be considered as a basis for an unsatisfactory performance
rating.

J. The Corps of Engineers agrees that federal law waives sovereign immunity for certain
state penalties for Underground Injection Control (aquifer storage and recovery), Air
Pollution Control, Solid Waste Disposal, Hazardous Waste Disposal, the state’s
NPDES Stormwater programs for Point Sources for Construction Activities, and the
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State’s NPDES permits where applicable. The Corps’ position is that the extent of
liability for penalties depends on the exact language of the federal law waiving
sovereign immunity for penalties in that area.

K. The standard federal Permits and Responsibilities clause, required in all federal
contracts, provides that: “The Contractor shall, without additional expense to the
Government, be responsible for ... complying with any Federal, State, and municipal
laws, codes, and regulations applicable to the performance of the work.” The Corps’
position is that this contract clause does not waive sovereign immunity of the federal
government itself. However, the Corps also agrees that under this contract clause,
federal contractors are liable for penalties for violations of State permit conditions.

L. The Corps agrees to include in its bid package and contract documents a provision
advising prospective contractors that failure of any subcontractor to comply with any
permit condition for the purposes of this section or perform any required corrective
actions may be deemed to be a failure of the contractor to supervise the work and
comply with the Permits and Responsibilities Clause.

X. Staff Training

A. The parties agree to train their respective staffs on the provisions of this agréement
within 90 days of its execution.

B. The parties commit to training each other’s staff on agency processes and policies to
promote a better understanding of each other’s requirements and limitations.

XI. Dispute Resolution

The parties will use the specific dispute resolution agreement, if any, applicable to that work,
or, if there is none, then the provisions of this paragraph.

If disputes arise during the permitting coordination outlined in this agreement, the parties shall
make all efforts to resolve the dispute at the staff level. If resolution is not reached, the issue
shall be elevated within the FDEP and the Corps to the next supervisory level until the dispute
is resolved. If an issue has not been resolved after involving the highest level staff, the issue
shall be raised to the Secretary of FDEP and the appropriate Corps District Engineer. The
parties may also use dispute resolution mechanisms as provided by law.

XII. Superseded Agreements

This Agreement supersedes the Standard Operating Procedure Related to Corps Coastal
Activities between the United States Army Corps of Engineers and the State of Florida
Department of Environmental Protection, dated June 5, 1998.

The parties recognize that as of the effective date of this agreement, many Corps Civil works
projects are in various stages of development and permitting. For these projects the parties
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agree that the provisions of this agreement will be implemented to the greatest extent
practicable.

XIIL. Effective Date

This Agreement shall become effective upon execution by all parties.

XIV. Termination

Any party to this Agreement may terminate, with or without cause, its participation hereunder
by giving 60 days written notice to all parties. In the event of termination by FDEP, the Corps
waives any right to an administrative hearing under Sections 120.569 or 120.57, F.S.

Signatures

/A Tolan, 28 2006

olleen M. Castllle, Secretary J Date
Department of Environmental Protection
State of Florida

‘ 7

Peter F. 'Taylof, Jr. - "~ Date
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer, US Army Engineer District Mobile

Appendices:
Appendix A: List of Contacts with the State of Florida

Appendix B: Project Management Plan Format
Appendix C: General Conditions
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Appendix A: List of Contacts with the State of Florida



Activity Type

CERP

LOPA
Kissimmee River
SF Restoration

Project

Beach Restoration

Geographical Area

Any County
Any County
Any County
Any County

Any County

Beach Renourishmen Any County

Deep Water Ports '

Inlet Work™*
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration

Any County
Any County
Escambia
Santa Rosa
Okaloosa
Walton
Holmes
Bay
Washington
Jackson
Calhoun
Guif
Gadsden
Leon
Liberty
Wakulla
Franklin
Jefferson(split w/NE District)
Nassau
Duval

St. Johns
Flagler

Putnam

Responsible Office

Office of WQS & Special
Projects
Office of WQS & Special
Projects
Office of WQS & Special
Projects
Office of WQS & Special
Projects

Bureau of Beaches and Coastal

Systems

Bureau of Beaches and Coastal

Systems

Bureau of Beaches and Coastal

Systems

Bureau of Beaches and Coastal

Systems

Northwest District Main Office
Northwest District Main Office
Northwest District Main Office
Northwest District Main Office
Northwest District Main Office
Pamana City Branch Office
Pamana City Branch Office
Pamana City Branch Office
Pamana City Branch Office
Pamana City Branch Office
Tallahassee Branch Office
Tallahassee Branch Office
Tallahassee Branch Office
Tallahassee Branch Office
Tallahassee Branch Office
Tallahassee Branch Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office

Northeast District Main Office

Contact Name

Temperince Morgan
Temperince Morgan
Temperince Morgan
Temperince Morgan
Michael Barnett
Michael Barnett
Michael Barnett
Michael Barnett
Connie Lasher
Connie Lasher
Connie Lasher
Connie Lasher
Connie Lasher
Diana Athnos

Diana Athnos

Diana Athnos

Diana Athnos

Diana Athnos

Tom Frankiin

Tom Franklin

Tom Franklin

Tom Franklin

Tom Franklin

Tom Franklin

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Contact Title

Envir. Manager
Envir. Manager
Envir. Manager
Envir. Manager
Bureau Chief
Bureau Chief
Bureau Chief

Bureau Chief
Envir.
Administrator
Envir.
Administrator
Envir.
Administrator
Envir.
Administrator
Envir.
Administrator
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Manager

Envir. Supervisor I
Envir. Supervisor Il
Envir. Supervisor |1
Envir. Supervisor Ii
Envir. Supervisor ||

Envir. Supervisor i
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator

Draft 5-23-05

Telephone
Number

850-245-8424
850-245-8425
850-245-8426

850-245-8427

850 488-7708

850 488-7708

850 488-7708

850 488-7708

850-595-8300
850-595-8302
850-595-8305
850-595-8306
850-595-8309
850-872-4375
850-872-4378
850-872-4379
850-872-4382
850-872-4383
850-488-3705
850-488-3706
850-488-3709
850-488-3710
850-488-3713
850-488-3714
904-807-3300
904-807-3301
904-807-3302
904-807-3303

904-807-3304

E-mail

Temperience.Morgan@dep.state.fl.us
Temperience.Morgan@dep.state.fl.us
Temperience. Morgan@dep.state.fl.us
Temperience.Morgan@dep.state.fl.us
Michael.Barnett@dep.state.fl.us
Michael.Barnett@dep.state.fl.us
Michael.Barnett@dep.state.fl.us
Michael.Barnett@dep.state.fl.us
Connie.La sher@dep.state.ﬂ‘ué
Connie.Lasher@dep.state.fl.us
Connie.Lasher@dep.state.fl.us
Connie.Lasher@dep.state.fl.us
Connie.Lasher@dep.state.fl.us
Diana.Athnos@dep.state.fl.us
Diana.Athnos@dep.state.fl.us
Diana.Athnos@dep.state.fl.us
Diana.Athnos@dep.state.fl.us
Diana.Athnos@dep.state.fl.us
Thomas.Franklin@dep.state.fl.us
Thomas.Franklin@dep.state.fl.us
Thomas.Franklin@dep.state.fl.us
Thomas.Franklin@dep.state.flus
Thomas.Franklin@dep.state.fl.us
Thomas.Franklin@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep state.fl.us

Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us

Mailing Address

3900 Commonwealth Bivd. M.S.
300 Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
3901 Commonwealth Bivd. M.S.
300 Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
3902 Commonwealth Bivd. M.S.
300 Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
3903 Commonwealth Bivd. M.S.
300 Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000
160 Governmental Center
Pensacola, FL 32502

162 Governmental Center
Pensacola, FL 32502

165 Governmentai Center
Pensacola, FL 32502

166 Governmental Center
Pensacola, FL 32502

169 Governmental Center
Pensacola, FL 32502

2353 Jenks Avenue

Panama City, FL 32405

2356 Jenks Avenue

Panama City, FL 32405

2357 Jenks Avenue

Panama City, FL 32405

2360 Jenks Avenue

Panama City, FL 32405

2361 Jenks Avenue

Panama City, FL 32405

2816 Remington Green Circle
Tallahassee, FL 32308-1513
2817 Remington Green Circle
Tallahassee, FL 32308-1513
2820 Remington Green Circle
Tallahassee, FL 32308-1513
2821 Remington Green Circle
Tallahassee, FL 32308-1513
2824 Remington Green Circle
Tallahassee, FL 32308-1513
2825 Remington Green Circle
Tallahassee, FL 32308-1513
7825 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7826 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7827 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7828 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7829 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
Restoration

Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
Restoration

Other Dredging and
Restoration

Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
Restoration

Other Dredging and
Restoration

Clay
Union
Bradford
Baker
Alachua
Levy
Gilcrist
Columbia
Dixie
Lafayette
Suwannee
Hamilton

Madison

Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast Districtl Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office
Northeast District Main Office

Northeast District Main Office

Jefferson(split w/NW District) Northeast District Main Office

Taylor

Marion(split w/SW District)
Lake

Orange

Volusia

Seminole

Osceola

Brevard

Indian River

Marion(split w/SW District)
Sumter

Citru

Hernando

Pasco

Pinellas

Hillsborough

Northeast District Main Office
Central District Office
Central District Office

Central District Office

. Central District Office

Central District Office
Central District Office
Central District Office
Central District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office

Southwest District Office

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher

Jim Maher
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Dave Herbster
Cece McKiernan
Cebe McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan

Cece McKiernan

Environmentai
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmentai
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator

Draft 5-23-05

904-807-3305

904-807-3306

904-807-3307

904-807-3308

904-807-3309

904-807-3310

904-807-3311

904-807-3312

904-807-3313

904-807-3314

904-807-3315

904-807-3316

904-807-3317

904-807-3318

904-807-3319

407-894-7555

407-894-7556

407-894-7557

407-894-7558

407-894-7559

407-894-7560

407-894-7561

407-894-7562

813-744-6100

813-744-6101

813-744-6102

813-744-6103

813-744-6104

813-744-6105

813-744-6106

Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us

Jim Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Jim.Maher@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave. Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Dave.Herbster@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKieman@dep.state fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state. fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us

Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us

7830 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7831 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7832 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7833 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7834 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7835 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7836 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7837 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7838 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7839 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7840 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7841 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7842 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7843 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
7844 Baymeadows Way, Suite
B200 Jacksonville, FL 32256
3319 Maguire Blvd. Suite 232
Orlando, FL 32803-3767

3320 Maguire Bivd. Suite 232
Ortando, FL 32803-3767

3321 Maguire Bivd. Suite 232
Orlando, FL 32803-3767

3322 Maguire Bivd. Suite 232
Orlando, FL 32803-3767

3323 Maguire Blvd. Suite 232
Ortando, FL 32803-3767

3324 Maguire Blvd. Suite 232
Orlando, FL 32803-3767

3325 Maguire Bivd. Suite 232
Orlando, FL 32803-3767

3326 Maguire Blvd. Suite 232
Orlando, FL 32803-3767

3804 Coconut Palm Dr.
Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3805 Coconut Palm Dr.
Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3806 Coconut Palm Dr.
Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3807 Coconut Palm Dr.,
Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3808 Coconut Palm Dr.
Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3809 Coconut Palm Dir.
Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3810 Coconut Paim Dr.
Tampa, FL 33619-8318
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
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Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration
Other Dredging and
Restoration

Manatee
Sarasota
DeSoto
Hardee
Polk
Charlotte
Highlands
Glades

Lee

Hendry
Coliier
Monroe
Okeechobee
St. Lucie
Martin

Palm Beach
Broward

Dade

Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Southwest District Office
Punta Gorda Branch Office
Punta Gorda Branch Office
Punta Gorda Branch Office
South Disrict Office

South Disrict Office

South Disrict Office
Marathon Branch Office
Port St. Lucie Branch Office
Port St. Lucie Branch Office
Port St. Lucie Branch Office
Southeast District
Southeast District

Southeast District

Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Cece McKiernan
Calvin Alvarez
Calvin Alvarez
Calvin Alvarez
Lucy Blair

Lucy Blair

Lucy Blair

Tania McMillan
Kim Hefty

Kim Hefty

Kim Hefty
Vacant

Vacant

Vacant

Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmentai
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Manager
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Envirinmental
Manager

Envir, Specialist 1)}
Envir, Speciaiist (Il

Envir. Specialist 111
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator
Environmental
Administrator

Draft 5-23-05

813-744-6107

813-744-6108

813-744-6109

813-744-6110

813-744-6111

941-575-5810

941-575-5811

941-575-5812

239-332-6975

239-332-6976

239-332-6977

305-289-2310

772-398-2806

772-398-2807

772-398-2808

561-681-6600

561-681-6601

561-681-6602

Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Cece.McKiernan@dep.state.fl.us
Calvin.Alvarez@dep.state.fl.us
Calvin.Alvarez@dep.state.fl.us
Calvin.Alvarez@dep.state.fl.us
Lucy. Blair@de‘p.state.ﬂ.us
Lucy.Blair@dep.state.fl.us
Lucy.Blair@dep.state.fl.us
Tania.McMillan@dep.state.fl.us
Kimberly.Hefty@dep.state.flus
Kimberly. Hefty@dep .state.flus

Kimberly. Hefty@dep.state.fl.us

3811 Coconut Paim Dr.

Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3812 Coconut Palm Dr.

Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3813 Coconut Palm Dr.

Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3814 Coconut Paim Dr.

Tampa, FL 33619-8318

3815 Coconut Palm Dr.

Tampa, FL 33619-8318

A-10 Airport Road

Punta Gorda, FL 33982

A-10 Airport Road

Punta Gorda, FL 33983

A-10 Airport Road

Punta Gorda, FL 33984

P.O. Box 2549

Ft. Myers, FL 33902

P.O. Box 2549

Ft. Myers, FL 33903

P.O. Box 2549

Ft. Myers, FL 33904

2796 Overseas Hwy.

Marathon, FL 33050

1801 SE Hilmoor Dr. Suite C-204
Port St. Lucie, FL 34952

1802 SE Hilmoor Dr. Suite C-204
Port St. Lucie, FL 34952

1803 SE Hilmoor Dr. Suite C-204
Port St. Lucie, FL 34952

400 N. Congress Ave. Suite 200
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

401 N. Congress Ave. Suite 200
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

402 N. Congress Ave. Suite 200
West Palm Beach, FL 33401



Appendix B: Project Management Plan Format



This reference defines the minimum requirements for Project/Program Management
Plans (PMPs/PgMPs). The PMP/PgMP is required to provide the framework so that
all team members can work together efficiently. The PMP/PgMP communicates
critical project/program information to all interested parties. The PMP/PgMP serves
as the planning, communications, and quality management tool for the project. It
encompasses all aspects, phases, and resources for the lifecycle of a project. The
Environmental Operating Principles
(http://www.hg.usace.army.mil/cepa/envprinciples.htm) shouid be considered as a
critical component in the planning and execution of the project. The document
records endorsement by the PDT. The following items comprise the PMP/PgMP:

a. Scope, based on customer need (project definition, objective, identification of
customer(s) and stakeholder(s), description of services to be provided, key products,
authority, location, unique customer requirements/concerns stored within P2 as
notebook items or other features, etc.). Referto Project Scope and Customer
Requirements Definition — PROC2010.

b. Team ldentification: refer to Team Establishment — PROC2020.

c. Critical Assumptions and Constraints. Critical assumptions are considered to
be true at the time the PMP/PgMP is written/updated and if changed, could cause
major impact to the project. Constraints are items that limit the PDT’s options.

d. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS). Specifies the task and subtask necessary

to fulfill the objectives of the project. Refer to Activity/Schedule Development —
PROC2030

e. Funding (sources, available budget, customer requirements for
requesting/receiving funds and reporting of expenditures, resource estimates). Refer
to Resource Estimate Development — PROC2040

f. Schedule (schedule in Project Manager™, continuously maintained to show actual
completion status and show how schedule will be progressed). Refer to
Activity/Schedule Development — PROC2030 and Project Execution and Control —
PROC3000.

g. Project Quality Control Plan and Objectives (customer expectations, applicable
Quality Management Plans, criteria and regulations) Refer to  Quality Management
Plan — REF8008G.




h. Acquisition Strategy. Refer to Project Delivery Acquisition Strateqy —
PROC2050.

. Risk Analysis. Referto Risk Management Plan — REF8007G.

j- SOH hazard analysis and monitoring. Referto Safety and Occupational Health
Plan — REF8016G.

k. Change Management Plan — REF8009G (Schedule/cost risk analysis,
thresholds, how cost growth and other changes to the plan will be approved, what

changes require customer re-approval). Referto Change Management —
PROC3010. .

I. Communications Strategy - how the team will communicate with the customer(s)
and each other, customer's requirements for status reporting. Refer to
Communications Plan — REF8006G.

m. Value Management. Referto Value Management Plan - REF8023G.

n. Closeout Plan. Refer to Activity/Project/Program Closeout — PROC4000.

o. Approvals. Referto PMP/PgMP Approval - PROC2070 . Page may include
signatures of the PM and the customer(s) and may be electronic.

Additional information may be found at:
http://bp.usace.army.mil/Robo/BIN/Robo.dlI?mgr=agmé&tpc=%2Frobo%2Fprojects%2F
pmbp manual%2Fpages%2Findex.htmi&wnd=PMBP_Manual%7CPMBP%20Manual
&agt=wsm&ctxid=




Appendix C: General Conditions



GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. This permit, including its general and specific conditions, must be construed in light of the
[date] Interagency Cooperative Agreement for Civil Works Projects (ICA) between the
Department and the Corps. As recognized in the ICA, the Department has the authority to
include reasonable conditions in this permit. All of the conditions in this permit, both
general and specific, are enforceable to the extent sovereign immunity has been waived
under 33 U.S.C. §§ 1323 and 1344(t). The ICA is incorporated herein by reference.

2 All activities approved shall be implemented as set forth in the drawings incorporated by
reference and in compliance with the conditions and requirements of this document. The
Corps shall notify the Department in writing of any anticipated changes in:

a) operational plans;

b) project dimensions, size or location;

c) ability to adhere to permit conditions;

d) project description included in the permit;
¢€) monitoring plans.

If the Department determines that a modification to the permit is required then the Corps
shall apply for and obtain the modification. Department approval of the modification shall
be obtained prior to implementing the change, unless the change is determined by the
Department to reduce the scope of work from that authorized under the original permit, and
will not effect compliance with permit conditions or monitoring requirements.

3 If, for any reason, the Corps does not comply with any condition or limitation specified
herein, the Corps shall immediately provide the Department with a written report
containing the following information:

a) a description of and cause of noncompliance;

b) the period of noncompliance, including dates and times;

c) impacts resulting or likely to result from the non-compliance;

d) steps being taken to correct the non-compliance; and

¢) the steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent recurrence of the
noncompliance.

Compliance with the provisions of this condition shall not preclude the Department from
taking any enforcement action allowed under state law with respect to any non-compliance.

4. The Corps shall obtain any applicable licenses, permits, or other authorizations which may
be required by federal, state, local or special district laws and regulations. Nothing herein
constitutes a waiver or approval of other Department permits or authorizations that may be
required for other aspects of the total project.

5 Nothing herein conveys to the Corps or creates in the Corps any property right, any interest
in real property, any title to land or water, constitutes State recognition or acknowledgment



10.

12.

of title, or constitutes authority for the use of Florida’s sovereign submerged lands seaward
of the mean high-water line or an established erosion control line, unless herein provided,
and the necessary title, lease, easement, or other form of consent authorizing the proposed
use has been obtained from the State.

Any delineation of the extent of a wetland or other surface water submitted as part of the
application, including plans or other supporting documentation, shall not be considered
specifically approved unless a specific condition of this authorization or a formal
determination under section 373.421(2), F.S., provides otherwise.

Nothing herein authorizes any entrance upon or activities on property which is not owned

or controlled by the Corps or local sponsor, or conveys any vested rights or any exclusive
privileges. :

This document or a copy thereof, complete with all conditions, attachments, modifications,
and time extensions shall be kept at the work site of the authorized activity. The Corps shall

require the contractor to review this document prior to commencement of the authorized
activity.

The Corps specifically agrees to allow Department personnel with proper identification, at
reasonable times and in compliance with Corps specified safety standards access to the
premises where the authorized activity is located or conducted for the purpose of
ascertaining compliance with the terms of this document and with the rules of the
Department and to have access to and copy any records that must be kept; to inspect the
facility, equipment, practices, or operations regulated or required; and to sample or monitor
any substances or parameters at any location reasonably necessary to assure compliance.
Reasonable time may depend on the nature of the concern being investigated.

At least forty-eight (48) hours prior to the commencement of authorized activity, the Corps
shall submit to the Department a written notice of commencement of activities indicating
the anticipated start date and the anticipated completion date.

If historic or archaeological artifacts such as, but not limited to, Indian canoes, arrow heads,
pottery or physical remains, are discovered at any time on the project site, the Corps shall
immediately stop all activities in the immediate area which disturb the soil and notify the
Department and the State Historic Preservation Officer. In the event that unmarked human
remains are encountered during permitted activities, all work shall stop in the immediate
area and the proper authorities notified in accordance with Section 872.05, Florida Statutes.

Within a reasonable time after completion of construction activities authorized by this
permit, the Corps shall submit to the Department a written statement of completion. This
statement shall notify the Department that the work has been completed as authorized and
shall include a description of the actual work completed. The Department shall be provided,
if requested, a copy of any as-built drawings required of the contractor or survey performed
by the Corps.






AGENDA

Meeting Date

Section | New Business

August 19, 2008

Item
No.
AGENDA REPORT
BREVARD COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SUBJECT: Brevard County Shore Protection Project: Mid Reach Plan, State Beach Management
Long Range Budget Request and State Cost-Share Request
DEPT/OFFICE: Natural Resources Management Office

Requested Action:

Select a shore protection plan for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to pursue along the Mid Reach shoreline and
approve a resolution supporting the Brevard County Shore Protection Project and requesting State cost-share
funding as match for dedicated local funds. All Local Match is derived from the TDC Dedicated Beach
Improvement Fund

Summary Explanation & Background:

The Mid Reach is a 7.78-mile section of critically eroded beach lying between Patrick Air Force Base and
Indialantic that includes the Towns of Satellite Beach and Indian Harbour Beach. The Mid Reach was deleted
from the Brevard County Federal Shore Protection Project in 1996 due to environmental concerns regarding
rocky hard bottom habitat present in the surf zone. Since that time, Brevard County has been working with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to develop a suitable shore protection plan for the Mid Reach.

On October 26, 2004, the Board executed an Agreement with the Corps to cost share a General Re-evaluation
Report (GRR) for developing a federally authorized shore protection project for the Mid Reach. The GRR
process is nearly complete. After evaluating over 100 different shore protection options for the Mid Reach, the
Corps has identified an environmentally acceptable plan that yields the greatest federal benefits. This National
Economic Development (NED) Plan maximizes the available federal cost share for the project. During the
Corps’ GRR process, County staff and consultants developed and evaluated shore protection alternatives with the
desire to enhance local benefits beyond the NED plan. This Local Option Plan increases sand placement and
shore protection benefits along the Mid Reach while still maintaining the required federal scope. These two
possible shore protection options are described in Attachment A. On August 4, 2008, the TDC Beach
Improvement Committee voted unanimously in favor of recommending the Local Option.

In order to complete the GRR, the Corps needs the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners to formally
select either:

A. National Economic Development (NED) Plan (TDC 50 year funding obligation $28.3 million) or

B. The Local Option Plan. (TDC 50 year funding obligation $31.2 million)

As part of this agenda, staff also requests authorization to solicit State cost share for the non-federal costs of
restoring Brevard’s critically eroded beaches. This is accomplished each year by submitting a resolution and
funding request to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Office of Beaches and Coastal
Systems. This request contains a 10-year Long Range Budget Plan (LRBP). Attachment B contains two draft
LRBP’s, one includes cost share for the NED Plan and a second is based on the Local Option Plan. It is
requested the Board approve the cost share resolution (Attachment C) and submittal of the appropriate LRBP
based on the Board’s selection of either the NED Plan or Local Option Plan for shore protection along the Mid
Reach.

Fiscal Impact: FY 07-08 No fiscal impact to the General Fund (GF) associated with this item.
FY 08-09 There is no GF impact. Long Range Budget Plan 08-09 expenses to the TDC are up to
$4,205,310.

Staff Contacts: Ernest Brown (5-2439) or Mike McGarry (5-2696) Natural Resources Management Office, 633-2016.

Exhibits Attached:

Attachment A: Staff Report RE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Mid Reach Plan with option map
Attachment B: Staff report RE: State Long Range Budget Plan with LRBP option tables

Attachment C: Resolution supporting the Brevard County Shore Protection Project and requesting State cost-
share funding as a match for the TDC’s dedicated local funds.

Contract /Agreement (If attached): Reviewed by County Attorney | Yes ] No [ pending

County Manager's Office Natural Resources Management Office
Peggy Busacca, County Manager Ernest N. Brown, Director




BREVARD COUNTY STAFF

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS REPORT

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OFFICE

SUBJECT: US Army Corps of Engineers Mid Reach Plan
DATE: August 5, 2008
AUTHOR: Mike McGarry

The US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is finalizing the Mid Reach General Reevaluation Report
(GRR) to determine the best shore protection plan for the Mid Reach. For the purpose of evaluating
the options, the Mid Reach was subdivided into 6 “reaches,” so the optimal beach width could be
determined for each reach based on the unique shore protection needs and submerged rock habitat in
that reach. The six reaches are illustrated in the Corps’ Figure 3.3 which is attached.

The GRR process has evaluated over 100 combinations of shore protection options combined across
the 6 reaches and narrowed the search to two plans that offer different strengths. The Corps process
focuses on identifying a National Economic Development (NED) Plan. The NED Plan is designed to
maximize national economic benefit within constraints imposed by environmental and other
regulations. Maximizing shore protection or recreational benefits is not a specific goal of the NED
Plan. The highest NED Plan with not more than 3 acres of rock impact is the federally chosen plan.
This plan is illustrated as a blue line on Figure 3.3 with project widths ranging from “dune only” in
Reaches 4 and 6, to 30+ feet of beach widening in Reach 3.

In order to provide Brevard County with an option that provides a more equitable treatment of
reaches while maximizing shore protection and recreational benefits, the Corps has considered a
Local Option. In this plan the width of additional beach in Reach 3 has been reduced from 30’ to 20’
to allow construction of 10” of beach in Reach 4. Additional costs of this plan, if selected, would be
the responsibility of Brevard County. To facilitate comparison of the two plans, the primary
differences are highlighted in the table below and relative beach widths are sketched on Figure 3.3.

Comparison of NED Plan and Local Option Plan

NED Plan Local Option Plan

Initial Sand Volume 540,000 cy 588,000 cy
Total Project Length 7.78 miles 7.78 miles
Length of Widened Beach 5.36 miles 6.42 miles
Length of Dune Only 2.42 miles 1.36 miles
Rock Impact 2.9 acres 3.0 acres
Average Storm Protection 32 year return 35 year return
Total 50 Year Project Cost $103.5 M $108.4 M
Federal Cost Share 54% 51.55%
Local 50 Year Project Cost $28.3 M $31.2 M

On August 4, 2008 the Tourist Development Council (TDC) Beach Improvement Committee
reviewed both plans and the relative benefits. The County and State will bear the extra cost of the
local option which amounts to $2.9 million for the TDC over the 50 year project life. A 25 year
budget forecast indicates the TDC Beach Improvement Fund can provide sufficient funding for either
plan. The TDC Beach Improvement Committee voted unanimously to recommend the Local Option
Plan. The Corps has requested that the Brevard County Board of County Commissioners decide
whether to finalize the GRR based on the NED Plan or the Local Option Plan.
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Mailing List



COMMANDER (OAN)
SEVENTH COAST GUARD DISTRICT
909 SE 15T AVENUE

BRICKNELL PLAZA FEDERAL BLDG
MIAMI FL 33131-3050

FIELD SUPERVISOR

U S FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

7915 BAYMEADOWS WAY, SUITE 200
JACKSONVILLE FL 32256-7517

MR GEORGE GETSINGER

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
9741 OCEAN SHORE BLVD.

ST. AUGUSTINE FL 32080-8618

SOUTHERN REGION FORESTER
U S FOREST SERVICE

1720 PEACHTREE ROAD NW
ATLANTA GA 30309-2405

U S DEPT OF HSG & URBAN DEVELOPMENT
FIVE POINTS PLAZA

ROOM 600-C

40 MARIETTA STREET 16™ FLOOR
ATLANTA GA 30303-2806

FLORIDA DEPT OF ENV PROTECTION
BUREAU OF SURVEY & MAPPING
DIVISION OF STATE LANDS

MAIL STATION 105

3900 COMMONWEALTH BLVD
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-3000

MS LAUREN MILLIGAN

FLORIDA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3900 COMMONWEALTH BLVD MS 47
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-3000

REGIONAL DIRECTOR

U S FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
1875 CENTURY BLVD
ATLANTA GA 30345-3301

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
CHIEF, PROTECTED SPECIES BRANCH
SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE

263 13™ AVENUE SOUTH

ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

REGIONAL DIRECTOR

FEMA INSURANCE & MITIGATION DIV
3003 CHAMBLEE-TUCKER ROAD
ATLANTA GA 30341

MR HEINZ J MUELLER

U S ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
61 FORSYTH STREET

ATLANTA GA 30303-8960

U S DEPT OF AGRICULTURE-NRCS
TAVARES SERVICE CENTER

1725 DAVID WALKER DRIVE
TAVARES FL 32778-4954

DR BARBARA MATTICK

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
500 S BRONOUGH STREET
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-0250

MS LYNN GRIFFIN

FLORIDA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
3900 COMMONWEALTH BLVD

MAIL STATION 47

TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-3000



FL FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMM
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
BRADLEY J HARTMAN, DIRECTOR

620 S MERIDIAN STREET

TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-1600

MR STEVE TERRY

CULTURAL REPRESENTATIVE, MICCOSUKEE
TRIBE

PO BOX 440021

TAMIAMI STATION

MIAMI FL 33144

MR ROBERT THROWER

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
POARCH BAND OF CREEK INDIANS

HCR 69 A, PO BOX 85B

ATMORE AL 36503

MS JOYCE BEAR

CULTURAL PRESERVATION OFFICER
MUSCOGEE (CREEK) NATION

PO BOX 580

OKMULGEE OK 74447

MS AUGUSTINE ASBURY

CULTURAL PRESERVATION SPECIALIST
ALABAMA-QUASSARTE TRIBAL TOWN
PO BOX 187

WETUMBA OK 74883

MS NATALIE DEERE

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
SEMINOLE NATION OF OKLAHOMA

PO BOX 1498

WEWOKA OK 74884

REFUGE MANAGER

U S FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
MERRITT ISLAND & PELICAN ISLAND
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES

P O BOX 6504

TITUSVILLE FL 32782

EAST CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL
PLANNING COUNCIL

631 NORTH WYMORE ROAD

SUITE 100

MAITLAND FL 32751

MR WILLARD STEELE

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA

AH TAH THI KI MUSEUM

HC-61, BOX 21-A

CLEWISTON FL 33440

CANAVERAL NATIONAL SEASHORE
NATIONAL PARKS SERVICE

212 S. WASHINGTON AVENUE
TITUSVILLE FL 32796

MS JENNIE LILLARD, TOWN CHIEF
PO BOX 332
WETUMBA OK 74883

MR CHARLES COLEMAN

CULTURAL PRESERVATION OFFICER
THIOPTHLOCCO TRIBAL TOWN

PO BOX 188

OKEMAH OK 74859



COMMANDER, 45™ SPACE WING
PATRICK AIR FORCE BASE

45 CES/CE

1224 JUPITER STREET

PATRICK AFB FL 32925-3343

DR PETER ORTNER

ATLANTIC OCEANOGRAPHIC &
METEOROLOGICAL LABORATORY OF NOAA
DIRECTOR OF OCEAN CHEMISTRY DIVISION
4301 RICKENBACKER CAUSEWAY

MIAMI FL 33149

MR RICH PAPERNO

FL FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERV COMMISSION
FLORIDA MARINE RESEARCH INSTITUTE
1220 PROSPECT AVE #285

MELBOURNE FL 32901

FL DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIRECTOR DIVISION OF PLANNING & PROD
719 S WOODLAND BLVD

DELAND FL 32720

FL DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ST SEBASTIAN BUFFER PRESERVE

1000 BUFFER PRESERVE DRIVE
FELLSMERE FL 32948

MS SARA BERGQUIST
ISAAK WALTON LEAGUE
P O BOX 97

ESTERO FL 33928

MR MARIO BUSACCA

NASA ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
MAIL CODE TA-C3

KENNEDY SPACE CENTER FL 32899

BUREAU CHIEF

FL FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERV COMMISSION
FLORIDA WILDLIFE RESEARCH INSTITUTE
100 8™ AVENUE SW

ST PETERSBURG FL 33701

MR STEVE LAU
FL FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERV COMMISSION
255-154™ AVENUE

VERO BEACH FL 32968

FL INLAND NAVIGATION DISTRICT

MR DAVID ROAC, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
1314 MARCINSKI ROAD

JUPITER FL 33477-9498

ISAAK WALTON LEAGUE
707 CONSERVATION LANE
GAITHERSBURG MD 20878

SOUTH FLORIDA REGIONAL OFFICE
SIERRA CLUB FLORIDA OFFICE
2700 SW 3RP AVENUE SUITE 2F
MIAMI FL 33129



SAVE THE MANATEE CLUB
500 N MAITLAND AVENUE
MAITLAND FL 32751

AUDUBON OF FLORIDA
444 BRICKELL AVE SUITE 850
MIAMI FL 33131

MR HOWARD TIPTON, COUNTY MANAGER
2725 JUDGE FRAN JAMIESON WAY, BLDG. C
VIERA, FL 32940

MR RICHARD MARTENS
STORMWATER UTILITY

BREVARD COUNTY

2725 JUDGE FRAN JAMIESON WAY
BLDG 2, SUITE 213

VIERA FL 32940

MAYOR MARY ANNE O’NEILL

CITY OF INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH
2055 S PATRICK DRIVE

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH FL 32937

DIRECTOR

PUBLIC WORKS DEPT

CITY OF INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH
2055 S PATRICK DRIVE

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH FL 32937

MR MICHAEL CROTTY, CITY MANAGER
CITY OF SATELLITE BEACH

565 CASSIA BLVD

SATELLITE BEACH FL 32937

FLORIDA WILDLIFE FEDERATION
P O BOX 6870
TALLAHASSEE FL 32314-6870

COMMISSIONER CHUCK NELSON
BREVARD COUNTY COMMISSION
2575 N. COURTENAY PARKWAY
MERRITT ISLAND, FL 32953

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OFFICE
MANAGEMENT OFFICE

BREVARD COUNTY

2725 JUDGE FRAN JAMIESON WAY

VIERA FL 32940

CITY MANAGER

CITY OF INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH
2055 S PATRICK DRIVE

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH FL 32937

MAYOR MARK BRIMER

CITY OF SATELLITE BEACH
565 CASSIA BLVD
SATELLITE BEACH FL 32937

MR ALLEN POTTER, DIRECTOR
PUBLIC WORKS DEPT

CITY OF SATELLITE BEACH

565 CASSIA BLVD

SATELLITE BEACH FL 32937



MR MARTY SMITHSON, MANAGER
SEBASTIAN INLET TAX DISTRICT
114 SIXTH AVENUE

INDIALANTIC FL 32903

TOWN MANAGER
TOWN OF INDIALANTIC
216 FIFTH AVENUE
INDIALANTIC FL 32903

U S ENV PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4 WATER MGMT DIVISION
400 N CONGRESS AVENUE SUITE 120
WEST PALM BEACH FL 33401

HONORABLE THAD ALTMAN
SENATE DISTRICT 24

6767 NORTH WICKHAM ROAD
SUITE 211

MELBOURNE FL 32940

HONORABLE STEVE CRISAFULLI
HOUSE DISTRICT 32

SUITE 108

2460 NORTH COURTNEY PKWY
MERRITT ISLAND FLORIDA 32953-4193

HONORABLE JOHN TOBIA
HOUSE DISTRICT 31

SUITE 508

1901 SOUTH HARBOR CITY BLVD
MELBOURNE FL 32901-4770

HONORABLE RICH WORKMAN
SUITED

33 SUNTREE PLACE
MELBOURNE FL 32940-7602

MAYOR DAVE BERKMAN
TOWN OF INDIALANTIC
216 FIFTH AVENUE
INDIALANTIC FL 32903

DIRECTOR

PUBLIC WORKS DEPT
TOWN OF INDIALANTIC
216 FIFTH AVENUE
INDIALANTIC FL 32903

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY
1333 GATEWAY DRIVE #1016
MELBOURNE FL 32901

BILL KERR

SJRWMD GOVERNING BOARD
325 FIFTH AVENUE #208
INDIALANTIC FL 32903

HONORABLE MIKE HARIDOPOLOS
SENATE DISTRICT 26

3270 SUNTREE BOULEVARD
SUITE 122

MELBOURNE, FL 32940

HONORABLE DEBBIE MAYFIELD
HOUSE DISTRICT 80

1053 20™ PLACE

VERO BEACH FL 32960-5359

HONORABLE BILL NELSON
225 EAST ROBINSON STREET SUITE 410
ORLANDO FL 32801



HONORABLE GEORGE LEMIEUX
315 EAST ROBINSON STREET
LANDMARK CENTER 1, SUITE 475
ORLANDO FL 32801

PINEDA OCEAN CLUB CONDOMINIUM
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
JAMES SHOLAR, PRESIDENT

175 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

SANDPIPER TOWERS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
205 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

OCEAN RESIDENCE NORTH
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
SCOTT KEMPS, PRESIDENT
263 OCEAN RESIDENCE CT.
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

SILVER SANDS CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O GEORGE GOFF

297 HIGHWAY A1A UNIT 415
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

EAST HORIZON CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
ROGER KESSELBACH, PRESIDENT
401 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 141
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MONACO CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O DONALD LOGSDON

571 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT A-202
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

HONORABLE BILL POSEY

2725 JUDGE FRAN JAMIESON WAY
BUILDING C

MELBOURNE FL 32940

OCEANUS CONDOMINIUM
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
JOHN LOUGHERY

199 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

FLORES DE LA PLAYA
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
GEORGE CRANE, PRESIDENT
245 HIGHWAY A1A UNIT 503
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

OPAL SEAS OCEANFRONT CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

C/O DAVID CRONIN

275 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

LAS BRISAS CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O LARRY KIENTZ

539 HIGHWAY A1A UNIT 2A
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR ERNEST H. GAULT OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

905 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937



MR JOHN PINTER OR CURRENT RESIDENT
100 N. PALM AVENUE
TITUSVILLE, FL 32796

MR STEVEN MOOSMAN OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

55N. 4™ STREET

COCOA BEACH, FL 32931

MAHUDI INT'L CORP.
2110 95™ AVENUE
MIAMI, FL 33172

LUNG RX INC.
1735 CONNECTICUT AVE NW 3ND FL
WASHINGTON, DC 20009

SEAMARK CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O JOHN ZSCHEILE

1195 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 215
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR WERNER TREPTAU
4205 N. RIVERDALE DR.
MC HENRY, IL 60050

PARADISE BEACH CLUB
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
975 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

CAMERON-ASH PROPERTIES
PO BOX 507
LAKE BUTLER, FL 32054

OCEANS DEVELOPMENT OF BREVARD
C/O ROB KODSI

PO BOX 320637

COCOA BEACH, FL 32932

BUCCANEER CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O WILLILAM HIGGINSON
1175 HIGHWAY A1A UNIT 707
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

LAS OLAS BEACH CLUB
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1215 HIGHWAY A1A
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR MICHAEL WOLFINGTON OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

5 PARK AVENUE

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937



SAND CASTLE CONDOMINIUM ASSOC. INC.

1273 HIGHWAY A1A
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

LA COLONNADE DEVELOPMENT
152 N. HARBOR CITY BLVD.
MELBOURNE, FL 32901

LA PLAYA EAST CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1343 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

SUMMER COVE CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1385 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

EMERALD SHORES CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
VICTOR CHURCHWARD, PRESIDENT
1405 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 304
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

EAST WIND CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1455 HIGHWAY A1A
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR MICHAEL P. O’'NEILL
725 LITTLE HAMPTON LAND
GOTHA, FL 34734

MR MAURICE KODSI, TRUSTEE
PO BOX 320637
COCOA BEACH, FL 32932

MISTY SHORES CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1369 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

REFLECTIONS CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1395 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

SEA VILLA CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O PHYLLIS MOODY

1425 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 25
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR DALE M. ABRAHAMS
1934 COVE LANE
CLEARWATER, FL 33764



MR ROBERT J. KERRIGAN
6091 TINLEY MILL DR.
HAYMARKET, VA 20169

MR JOSEPH CORRENTI OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

638 OCEAN STREET

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR JOSEPH VECCHIO OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

648 OCEAN STREET

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR DONALD GRAY OR CURRENT RESIDENT
3440 POSEIDON WAY
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR RICHARD WEBER
1101 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
WINTER PARK, FL 32789

MS MARY ANN DI BLASI OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

634 OCEAN STREET

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR MICHAEL J. ADAMS OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

640 OCEAN STREET

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR WAYNE LUNSFORD OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

1655 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR ROBERT J. BARTRUFF, TRUSTEE OR
CURRENT RESIDENT

1683 HIGHWAY A1A

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

CARIBBEAN CONSERVATION CORP.
4424 NW 13TH ST. SUITE A-1
GAINESVILLE, FL. 32609

MR EARL BRUNSON OR CURRENT RESIDENT
721 BEACH STREET
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937



MR JAMES MC MANUS OR CURRENT

RESIDENT
725 BEACH STREET
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR SHERMAN LOWY
4800 WILDEWOOD DRIVE
DELRAY BEACH, FL 33445

MS NADIA HESHMATI
PO BOX 1287
MELBOURNE, FL 32902

THE ALOHA CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O VINCE GRAZIANO

490 EAST AMHERST CIRCLE
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

GOLDEN PALM CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

C/O CLIFF DICKINSON

1941 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 206
INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

MR GARY WILLIAMS OR CURRENT RESIDENT
735 BEACH STREET
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR RONALD M. FAULIS OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

785 SHELL STREET

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

LANTANA CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

C/O GEROGE PLAKIOTIS

1831 HIGHWAY A1A N, UNIT 3306
INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

SURFSIDE 6 OFFICE CONDOMINIUM
C/O JAMES JENSEN

603 GRANT COURT

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

SEASHORE ESTATES CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

C/O JAMES BONE

1923 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT C-1

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

SERENA SHORES CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

2035 HIGHWAY A1A

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937



INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH CLUB
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

2055 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 102
INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

OCEANIQUE OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC
C/O TIM NOLAN

2105 HIGHWAY A1A

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

OCEANWALK BEACH CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

2225 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 109

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

CORAL PALM CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
JOSEPH SAVIO, PRESIDENT
2875 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 202
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

SANDY KAYE CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O HENRY SMITH

2835 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 801
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

SOMERSET OCEANFRONT CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

C/O JAMES MURRELL

2095 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 4702

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

GARDENIA OCEANFRONT CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

2195 HIGHWAY A1A

INDIAN HARBOUR BEACH, FL 32937

MELBOURNE OCEAN CLUB
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
3101 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

VILLA RIVIERA CLUB
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
2925 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

THE CLUB RESIDENCE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
2855 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

SILVER PALM CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
2805 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

OCEANS SANDS CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O EDWARD BELL

2727 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 101
INDIALANTIC FL 32903



MELBOURNE HOSPITALITY ASSOC. LTD
3445 PEACHTREE ROAD STE. 700
ATLANTA, GA 30326

MS KIM ROLLY
5703 RED BUG LAKE ROAD
WINTER SPRINGS, FL 32708

MR HOWARD LICHENSTEIN OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

2125 HIGHWAY A1AN

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MS DORIS PRIMICERIO
2810 E ROBINSON STREET
ORLANDO, FL 32803

MR WILLARD WEBSTER OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

2085 N HIGHWAY A1A

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR ADELE GODDARD OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

PO BOX 372576

SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR RALPH PIERCE OR CURRENT RESIDENT

2045 HIGHWAY A1AN
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MS SARAH BECTON OR CURRENT RESIDENT
2165 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR INGEBORG ELLZEY
1340 GROVE TERRACE
WINTER PARK, FL 32789

MR R.P. GATYAS OR CURRENT RESIDENT
2115 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR KENNETH BUTTON OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

2095 HIGHWAY A1A N.

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR GARY WEISS OR CURRENT RESIDENT
2055 HIGHWAY A1A N.
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903



MS MARY GAYDEN OR CURRENT RESIDENT
1955 HIGHWAY A1A N
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

RADO LLC
PO BOX 1287
MELBOURNE, FL 32902

MR LLOYD MATHESON OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

1915 N HIGHWAY A1A

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR DOUGLAS HALL OR CURRENT RESIDENT
1885 HIGHWAY A1A N
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

THE BARRINGERS CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

C/O SUSAN FOW

1835 N HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 501
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR BRIAN BECK OR CURRENT RESIDENT
497 N. HARBOR CITY BLVD.
MELBOURNE, FL 32935

MS DENISE VAN CLEEF OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

3370 N. WICKHAM ROAD
MELBOURNE, FL 32934

OCEANS 610 LLC
2115 PALM BAY ROAD
PALM BAY, FL 32905

MS GABRIELE SCHWARZ OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

1925 N HIGHWAY A1A

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR JOHN GAYDEN OR CURRENT RESIDENT
1905 HIGHWAY A1A N
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR CHARLES GRIFFIN OR CURRENT
RESIDENT

1875 N HIGHWAY A1A

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

THE BARRINGERS CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

1845 HIGHWAY A1A

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903



MR MICHAEL GAGNON OR CURRENT

RESIDENT
5685 S HIGHWAY A1A
MELBOURNE BEACH, FL 32951

SEA PEARL CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
JACK FRITZ, SECRETARY
1575 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 211
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MAJESTIC SHORES
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
DENNIS JARVIS, PRESIDENT
1525 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 703
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

ROYAL PALM CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O JOHN KENNEDY

1505 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 202

INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

THE DUNES OF INDIALANTIC CONDOMINIUMS

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1415 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

BELLA VISTA CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
SPENCE FILLEMAN, PRESIDENT
1755 HIGHWAY A1A, UNIT 302
INDIALANTIC FL 32903

SPE #21 LLC
3400 S TAMIAMI TRAIL
SARASOTA, FL 34239

OUTRIGGER CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
C/O EVELYN GLOVER

PO BOX 790

MELBOURNE, FL 32902

CLARIDGE DEVELOPMENT INC.
925 N. COURTENAY PARKWAY
MERRITT ISLAND, FL 32952

JADE PALM CONDOMINIUMS
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
1345 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903



MR SARKIS ACOPIAN
1 WINDWOOD HILL
EASTON, PA 18045

MS MERINELDA QUESADA
PO BOX 033683
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MS DALE ABRAHAMS
620 OCEAN ST
SATELLITE BEACH, FL 32937

MR HAROLD MANNS OR CURRENT RESIDENT
401 HWY A1A, UNIT 124
SATELLITE BEACH FL 32937

MR WILLIAM ROSE OR CURRENT RESIDENT
124 PALM ST
WINDERMERE, FL 34786

MR DANIEL KING OR CURRENT RESIDENT
1245 HIGHWAY A1A
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903

MR THIRREL ALTMAN
PO BOX 360911
MELBOURNE, FL 32936

THE ALOHA CONDOMINIUMS
C/O JAN BOATRIGHT

255 PARADISE BLVE. #28
INDIALANTIC, FL 32903



APPENDIX J

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT



APPENDIX J — CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT

The following describes the methods, rationale, and results of the Cumulative
Effects Assessment for the proposed action in terms of the eleven steps in
cumulative effects analysis (CEA) identified by the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ, 1997).

1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the proposed
action and define the assessment goals.

The goal of the NEPA process is to reduce adverse environmental effects,
including cumulative effects. The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA
define cumulative effects as “the impact on the environment which results form
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or
non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR, 1508.87)".
Cumulative effects analysis is an iterative process in which consequences are
assessed repeatedly following incorporation of avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures into the alternatives. Monitoring is the last step in
determining the cumulative effects that ultimately results from the action. The
significance of cumulative effects depends upon the ecosystem, resource
baseline conditions, and relevant resource stress thresholds (CEQ, 1997).

Cumulative impacts “result from spatial (geographic) and temporal (time)
crowding of environmental perturbations. The effects of human activities will
accumulate when a second perturbation occurs at a site before the ecosystem
can fully rebound from the effect of the first perturbation” (CEQ 2007).

Priority habitats within the Brevard County shore protection project area
subjected to potential cumulative effects include (1) nearshore hardbottom reefs
along the shoreline that are within the direct and/or indirect influence of beach
nourishment (sand placement) activities, and (2) benthic, fish and related
resources within offshore sand borrow areas subject to dredging, and (3)
benthic, fish and related biotic community along shoreline areas subject to
periodic sand burial and/or turbidity associated with beach nourishment activities.
The nearshore hardbottom habitat in particular is generally considered by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as Resource Category 2, and no net loss of in-kind
habitat value is recommended. Within this resource, no known Resource
Category 1 habitats are known to be included (viz., those considered to be
unique resources which cannot be replaced.)

The proposed action, in addition to past projects and future actions, primarily
impacts habitat or environmental factors related to the beach, nearshore
hardbottom, offshore sand borrow areas, upland sand stockpile area, and upland



development. Of these, the first two [beach and nearshore harbottom] are
identified as being of greatest potential significance from a standpoint of
cumulative effects, as described below.

The proposed action will increase the length of ocean beach shoreface along
which sand fill is placed, relative to the adjacent beaches where sand fill has
been placed in the past and will be placed in the future. The beach will continue
to be maintained as an area suitable for shoreline protection, recreation, and
wildlife habitat. Principal effects to the beach habitat include temporal impacts to
the benthic community and potentially to marine turtle nesting.

Approximately 3 acres of existing nearshore hardgrounds will be affected by the
proposed action, principally through increased sedimentation (whole or partial
burial, varying in time) along the landward edge of the rock reef outcrops. Direct
mechanical impacts to the hardgrounds (by pipeline, etc.) will not occur because
the sand fill is placed by truck. The 3-acre impact area comprises about 7% of
the total exposed hardground area mapped in 2004 along the project area and
immediate adjacent shoreline. The existing nearshore hardgrounds are adjacent
to beach areas where beach fill has been placed in the past and will be placed in
the future. These hardground resources are therefore subject to cumulative
effects from the proposed activity and similar activities.

The proposed activity would increase the future, anticipated dredging
requirements at the offshore borrow areas from about 12 Mcy to about 15.3 Mcy,
forecast 50 years into the future. This action would not deplete the borrow areas.
Remaining, proven reserves within the existing limits of the permitted offshore
borrow areas comprise over 39 Mcy of sand (23 Mcy in CS-Il plus 16 Mcy in CS-
). These borrow areas are anticipated to be the subject of excavation for the
future renourishment of previously established (and possibly future) shore
protection projects throughout Brevard County. Dredging-related impacts to the
offshore borrow area(s) for the proposed activity is anticipated to occur
commensurate and equivalently with other present and future foreseen dredging
activities. That is, the gross volume of sand removed from the borrow areas will
be increased by the proposed action, but the spatial and temporal extents of
environmental impacts will not be significantly different or greater than the
impacts from past, present and expected future activities.

The upland stockpile area proposed for interim disposal of the dredged material
(before transfer to the beach fill project area) is already developed and
designated as a dredged-material stockpile area, and its boundaries and function
will remain unchanged. With monitoring for, and relocation of, gopher tortoise
and other species of concern proximate to that stockpile area, no singular or
cumulative significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from the
stockpile activity.



The transport of fill sand from the offshore area to the stockpile area (within Port
Canaveral) will increase vessel traffic near the Port Entrance and within the Port.
Transport of fill sand from the stockpile area to the beach site will increase truck
traffic within local upland roadways. These activities are not continuous but
would occur for several months every few years. Both activities increase air
pollution and carbon emissions. Equivalent activities have occurred in the past,
and will continue through the present and future. Vessel and truck activities at
the Port and stockpile area are all within existing, industrial areas developed for
similar purposes. Transport of the sand on the public roads cumulatively
increases traffic and related impacts on these roads; however, truck transport
conducted through the proposed action will replace nearly identical truck
transport conducted by non-federal interests for periodic dune restoration after
storm events. (That is, with the proposed action, there will be less or no need for
placement of dune sand along the Mid Reach by the County or other local
interests). Thus there are no significant cumulative impacts associated with
these factors.

The proposed project will increase the length of shoreline where sand is placed
to mitigate beach erosion and decrease property losses. Because the upland
shorefront property along the project area and adjacent shores is more or less
fully developed, and because the proposed beach fill and level of storm
protection is small, the action is not anticipated to significantly alter (increase) the
density of nature of upland development — when viewed in the cumulative context
of past, present and future related activities. In the absence of the proposed
action -- and/or the absence of continued or future, similar beach fill actions in
the overall area -- it is not reasonably anticipated that development will decrease.
Instead, in the absence of the proposed action and other beach fill actions, it is
likely that property values and maintenance will decrease, blight may increase,
and seawalls and shoreline armoring will increase. Thus, in regard to upland
development and related trends, there are no significant adverse cumulative
effects anticipated with implementation of the project. Instead, adverse impacts
are more likely associated with the no-action alternative and/or the cumulative
effects of discontinuing existing and future active beach management activities.

In sum, the significant cumulative effects associated with the proposed action are
those associated with the nearshore hardgrounds and the sand beach habitat.
The attendant issues include (1) direct and indirect sedimentation (burial) and/or
turbidity upon the nearshore hardground resources that are located immediately
along the shoreline, and (2) burial and/or alteration of the beachface and berm
sediment by placement of beach fill sediment.

Local, short-term impacts of turbidity and sedimentation will occur adjacent to the
beach fill sites during project construction, in addition to sedimentation (burial)
associated with equilibration of the placed beach fill. Sedimentation (burial) of
the landward edge of the nearshore hardbottom by direct placement and
subsequent equilibration/diffusion has been predicted in the project formulation



(i.e., on the order of 3 acres, time-varying). Sedimentation (burial) of nearshore
hardbottom from long-term diffusion of existing, adjacent beach fill projects has
been likewise considered and monitored.

The proposed action shall place sand from the same offshore borrow areas as
has been used for past beach fill activities along adjacent shores since 2000.
Through these prior actions, no adverse impacts from turbidity have been
observed. Measurement of turbidity at the borrow, dump, rehandling, and
hydraulic discharge locations of this material has never resulted in turbidity
measurements that approached or exceeded State water quality limits. This is
consistent with the granular nature of the material, measured both at the borrow
areas and upon the beach, which contains less than 2% to 3% fine sediments
and is, overall, as coarse or coarser than the native beach sediment. Significant
adverse cumulative impact from turbidity associated with the proposed activity is
not anticipated.

Based upon June 2004 mapping, there are approximately 31.3 acres of
nearshore hard bottom in a band along the entire Mid-Reach shoreline, exposed
in irregularly scattered outcrops near the mean low water shoreline. There is an
additional 11.2 acres of exposed nearshore hard bottom along the adjacent mile
of shoreline immediately north of the Mid Reach, along Patrick Air Force Base.
The rock surface supports macroalgae and other epibionts that are important
food sources or shelter for fishes and marine turtles of varying life stages. Much
of the epibiota is emphemeral and subject to extensive wave scour. Portions of
the exposed rock are colonized by the sabellarid worm Phragmatopoma
lapidosa. As noted above, portions of this hardground resource will be impacted
by the placement of beach fill.

Brevard County beaches serve as important nesting habitat for threatened and
endangered sea turtle species. Overall, approximately 39% of the loggerhead
and green sea turtle nests laid annually in Florida are on Brevard County
beaches, although Brevard's beaches comprise only 9% of the state’s ocean
shore length. The average number of sea turtle nests established along a 111.5
km survey length of Brevard County, in 1990-2007 was 25,445 for loggerhead,
1782 for green, and 28 for leatherback sea turtles. The nesting density of
loggerhead turtles in southern Brevard County is among the greatest in the
world, and the nesting density of green turtles is rising in global rank. In 2007
average nesting density for loggerhead and green turtles was twice as great in
Brevard County than for Florida’'s east coast beaches, overall. (Source — Florida
FFWCC, Fish and Wildlife Research Institute).

The proposed project has the potential to adversely affect nesting females, nests,
and hatchlings within the proposed project area. However, prior analogous
activities have not been observed to result in significant adverse effects to marine
turtle nesting. The dune and beach berm along the project area has been



renourished with sand (from upland sources) in 2005, 06, and 08. The adjacent
13.6 miles of shoreline to the north, and 4 miles of shoreline to the south, have
been renourished with sand (mostly from offshore sources proposed for this
project) since 1974. The dune further south has been restored with sand (from
upland sources) in 2005, 06, and 08. To-date, appropriate protective measures
and the use of compatible sand sources have maintained the beaches as
suitable nesting habitat for sea turtles without jeopardizing the existence of these
species. Monitoring reports from these beaches “indicate that the [North Reach]
nourishment material is compatible with sea turtle nesting behavior and hatching
success” (Geomar 2008), and “continues to provides evidence of the overall high
quality and suitability as an incubation medium of the fill material used on the
South Reach....” (Ehrhart, L. M. and S. Hirsch 2008). The proposed action will
replace the haphazard use of upland sand for beach (dune) placement with the
use of sand from the offshore sand borrow areas. This action will better ensure
the consistency and high-quality of the beach fill sediment as a nesting medium —
relative to existing measures (which require increasingly difficult identification of
suitable upland sand sources). The slopes and grades of the beach fill
placement follow “turtle friendly” designs that were developed and introduced by
Brevard County; and monitoring has proven these fill innovations as being
effective for turtle nesting, hatching success, and emergence.

The principal goal of this assessment is to identify, avoid, minimize, and mitigate
adverse environmental impacts associated with the project objectives of
providing storm protection along the Mid Reach shoreline of Brevard County, with
particular emphasis upon potential cumulative impacts to the nearshore rock
resources and the sand beach habitat along the Mid Reach and adjacent
shoreline.

2. Establish the geographic scope for the analysis.

Brevard County is located on the east central coast of Florida and includes
approximately 80 miles of Atlantic Ocean coastline divided approximately equally
in length by the Canaveral Harbor Entrance. The project impact area comprises
the beach-fill placement (project) area, offshore borrow areas and upland
stockpile area, and the uplands there between. This broadly encompasses an
area from the south boundary of the Mid Reach project area to Cape Canaveral,
or about 26 miles by shoreline measure. Included therein is the Mid Reach
project area which encompasses slightly less than 8 miles of this shoreline, from
the south boundary of Patrick Air Force Base to near the north boundary of
Indialantic, Florida; or between approximately 13.5 and 21.5 miles south of
Canaveral Harbor Entrance.

The affected nearshore hardground area encompasses all of the project impact
area (the Mid Reach) in addition to approximately 1 mile north thereof; i.e., the
southern mile of Patrick Air Force Base, more or less. These nearshore



hardgrounds occur within about a 400-ft wide band, at and seaward of the mean
low water shoreline. There are no other known exposed hardgrounds along the
Brevard County shoreline. The nearest exposed hardground resources occur
18.5 miles or more to the south (south of Sebastian Inlet -- Brevard County’s
southern boundary -- in Indian River County), and well over 22 miles to the north
(north of the Cape, or north of Brevard County).

In addition to the proposed action, past, present and future actions that would
potentially affect the project impact area principally include beach management
activities (including beach nourishment) conducted within the littoral zone of the
Mid Reach. Broadly, this includes the shoreline from Cape Canaveral to
Sebastian Inlet. Beach management activities within this zone include sand
bypassing and inlet sand management at Canaveral Harbor, beach nourishment
along the North Reach (Brevard County Shore Protection Project, BCSPP) and
Patrick Air Force Base immediately north of the Mid Reach, the Mid Reach (the
project shoreline), the South Reach (BCSPP) immediately south of the Mid
Reach, and the South Beaches extending to Sebastian Inlet. Near the north end
of this zone, Canaveral Harbor acts as a complete littoral barrier to sediment
transport excepting sand bypass activities that commenced in 1995. At the south
end of this zone, Sebastian Inlet divides the littoral system and inhibits the
natural drift of alongshore sediment transport.

As such, the geographic scope of this analysis includes the coastline from Cape
Canaveral to Sebastian Inlet; viz., about 45 miles of ocean coastline, more or
less. Coastal jurisdictions or cities within this range, from north to south, include
Cape Canaveral Air Station (US Air Force), the Canaveral Port Authority (CPA),
Cities of Cape Canaveral and Cocoa Beach, Patrick AFB (USAF), Indian
Harbour, Satellite Beach, Indialantic, and Melbourne Beach, among others, along
with unincorporated areas of Brevard County.

3. Establish the time frame for the analysis.

The anticipated project construction start date is 2010-2011. Initial construction
is anticipated to be phased over one to three years, encompassing rehabilitation
of the upland sand stockpile area at Cape Canaveral Air Station, dredging and
stockpiling of sand, transport and placement of initial fill material, and
construction of nearshore mitigation reefs. Temporal overlap of these activities is
anticipated. Planning for the project was formulated by the Corps of Engineers
over a 50-year horizon. Assessment of the project’s mitigation requirements for
impacts to nearshore hardgrounds was computed over an indefinite (perpetual)
horizon; i.e., presuming perpetual impacts to resources. The proposed action
includes periodic renourishment of the project beach fill in nominal three year
intervals after initial construction.



Prior activities affecting the project impact area potentially include the initial
construction of Canaveral Harbor (c. 1951-54), the inception of comprehensive
inlet sand management at Canaveral Harbor (c. 1992-95) and initial construction
of modern (“prevailing”) dredging and beach restoration activities along the
Brevard coastline (c. 2000-01). While there were beach restoration activities
(mostly from upland sand sources) prior to 2000-01, these earlier activities were
either of limited scale or physically distant from the project impact area.
Accordingly, apart from downdrift littoral impacts from the construction of the
Canaveral Harbor Federal Navigation Project (which may not have necessarily
caused definitive impacts to the Mid Reach shoreline (Kriebel et al. 2002)), those
beach activities that principally affected the existing Mid Reach shoreline and
resources are principally those beach and dune restoration projects commencing
in/after 2000-01, in addition to Canaveral Harbor inlet sand management projects
(bypassing and jetty improvements) commencing in/after 1995. Anecdotal
accounts of the nearshore rock outcrops along the Mid Reach and Patrick AFB
date from at least the 1940’s; however, there is no known quantitative mapping of
the topographic extent of these resources prior to about 1989 or 1995 (CSA
1990, USACE 1996, Olsen 2003).

4. ldentify other actions affecting the resources, ecosystems, and human
communities of concern.

Other significant actions potentially affecting the resources of concern identified
in this analysis (nearshore hardbottom and sand beach habitat) principally
include adjacent beach restoration and related activities, beach lighting and
urban storm water runoff (outfalls).

There are no other direct mechanical (e.g., pipeline) impacts to the hardgrounds
associated with the proposed action or other, adjacent actions. Beach fill
placement along the project area shall be from the upland (truck-haul).
Elsewhere in the region, where pipeline (hydraulic) delivery of beach fill material
is implemented, there are no hardbottom resources. There are no other regional
beach restoration activities that result in direct impact to hardgrounds.

Sand fill placement within the project impact area (Mid Reach) has previously
included dune restoration to partially restore sand eroded from the dune, above
the high water line, from severe storms in 2004 through 2007. These activities
have not advanced the beach or shoreline relative to pre-storm conditions. The
sand fill for these activities has been from permitted upland sources. No adverse
environmental effects have been identified from these activities. However,
identifying upland sand sources with adequate quantities of acceptable beach-
compatible material has become increasingly difficult and is anticipated to
become further difficult in the future (Mike McGarry, Brevard County Natural
Resource Management Office — personal communication). The proposed action
would serve to replace ongoing non-federal actions for post-storm dune



restoration. It would fulfill future requirements for dune restoration (in terms of
both maintenance and storm protection) using high-quality, beach compatible
sand from proven offshore sources.

The historical and future placement of beach nourishment material adjacent to
the Mid Reach project impact area can potentially result in cumulative impacts to
the nearshore hardgrounds and beach habitat along the Mid Reach. Immediately
north of the Mid Reach, these activities include beach nourishment along the
adjacent 4-mile long Patrick Air Force Base (PAFB) shoreline and further north
along the 9.6-mile long North Reach of the Brevard County Shore Protection
Project (BCSPP). Immediately south of the Mid Reach, these activities include
beach nourishment along the adjacent 3.8-mile long South Reach of the BCSPP.

The southern mile of the PAFB shoreline is immediately adjacent to the Mid
Reach and features nearshore rock outcrops. Along this 1-mile subreach,
placement of dune and beach fill is made only above the mean high water line.
(Sand placement along this one mile of shoreline has been limited to dune
restoration in 2005, pursuant to erosion caused by the 2004 hurricane season.
The source of this dune fill material was stockpiled sand dredged from the CS-lI
offshore borrow area, similarly to that of the proposed activity.) Beach fill along
the northern 3-mile remainder of the PAFB shoreline consists of a long “taper”
that extends from the south end of the BCSPP North Reach project to one mile
north of the Mid Reach project area. Within this broad 3-mile long taper, the
southernmost one mile tapers from hydraulic-fill placement to beachface/dune-fill
placement above the high water shoreline. The purpose of this 3-mile long taper
is to minimize/avoid impacts (burial) of the nearshore hardgrounds that exist
along the southern mile of the PAFB shoreline and further south along the Mid
Reach project area. Specific physical monitoring conducted since 2005 pursuant
to coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, 2005b), has
indicated no net effects to the nearshore rock hardground along the southern
mile of PAFB and north end of the Mid Reach, relative to historically expected
natural fluctuations. (See Appendix K — Subappendix [). This monitoring
intrinsically includes the effects of beach fill placement along the North Reach of
the BCSPP, north of PAFB, which provides some littoral drift southward from the
North Reach to the PAFB project area.

Recent beach nourishment along the South Reach, BCSPP, immediately south
of the Mid Reach, was initially constructed in 2002-03. It was renourised in
Spring 2005 to restore erosion losses sustained during the severe hurricane
impacts of 2004. The northern limit of this project was truncated to its initially
constructed limits to avoid potential impacts to nearshore hardgrounds at the
south end of the Mid Reach. This project otherwise includes only a nominal
taper length in view of the relatively sparse and highly ephemeral exposure of
hardgrounds immediately north of the South Reach project area. Specific
physical monitoring conducted since 2005 pursuant to coordination with the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, 2005a), has indicated no effects to the



nearshore rock hardground along the southern 1.5 miles of the Mid Reach,
immediately adjacent to the South Reach, relative to historical natural
fluctuations. (See Appendix K — Subappendix I).

Improvements to inlet sand management improvements at Port Canaveral, since
1992/95, are intended to mitigate ongoing and future erosion impacts associated
with the Canaveral Harbor federal navigation project. Evaluation by an
independent coastal expert study concluded that, while these inlet improvements
are not intended to restore historical littoral impacts, they appear to be adequate
to offset present and future impacts (Kriebel et al. 2002). These improvements
include numerous measures. Nearshore disposal of suitable maintenance-
dredged sandy material is placed in about 18 ft water depths, offshore of Cocoa
Beach, over 8 miles north of the Mid-Reach. Sand bypassing transfers an
average of about 936,000 cy of sand from the shoreline north of the inlet for
placement within 1 to 3 miles south of the inlet (about 12 miles north of the Mid
Reach), about every six years. Improvements to the north and south jetties at
the inlet include extensions and sand-tightening to retain sand upon the beach
and out of the inlet. These measures are intended to maintain the natural littoral
system, and not to advance the shoreline. Kriebel et al. (2002) concluded that
there is no direct indication that the littoral impacts associated with Canaveral
Harbor extend significantly into the Mid Reach; i.e., beyond 10 to 15 miles south
of the inlet.

Artificial lighting, coupled with loss of dune/coastal hammock vegetation and
increased elevation of the beach berm, exposes the marine turtle nesting beach
to increased artificial lighting. This lighting can lead to disorientation of marine
turtles (viz., hatchlings), impeding their timely entry from nest to sea. To address
this impact, to date, all beach nourishment activities along the Brevard County
shoreline, adjacent to the Mid Reach, have incorporated (1) dune vegetation, (2)
sloping “turtle friendly” berm elevations, (3) beach lighting surveys and follow-up
measures to reduce lighting. The slopes, elevations and widths of the beach fill
placement in the proposed action are likewise designed to minimize impacts to
marine turtles. Beach lighting surveys will be likewise conducted.

Urban storm water runoff can potentially degrade water quality and the biotic
community associated with the nearshore hardgrounds. The geographic region
includes about 17 storm water outfalls that discharge upon the sand beach
during rainfall events, of which 12 are within the project impact area. Of these
17, three are considered high-flow, four are considered to be moderate to low
flow, five are observed as no-flow, three have been already improved, and two
are small and maintained by private interests. The non-federal interests in the
project have developed a plan and schedule to improve these outfalls in order to
minimize discharge onto the beach (Brevard County NRMO, 2008).
Improvements in this regard are typically required by the State of Florida as part
of its issuance of permits for the proposed action. As such, the proposed action



represents a stimulus for the non-federal interests to improve urban storm water
runoff.

5. Characterize the resources, ecosystems, and human communities identified in
scoping (Items 1-4) in terms of their response to change and capacity to
withstand stresses.

The nearshore hardgrounds exist in a shallow, turbulent, highly dynamic,
energetic and sedimentary environment. The hardgrounds are subject to
frequent burial and exposure by sand, turbidity, and abrasion. Ground-truth
transects indicate changes in the amount of exposed rock along the entire Mid
Reach shoreline of over 35% within a few weeks (Olsen 2003), with dynamic
burial varying between 1 and 100 centimeters in vertical thickness).

The physical stresses of the nearshore habitat limit the biodiversity and
survivability of epibenthic species. Despite this physically demanding
environment, however, several sessile organisms are well adapted to the
prevailing conditions and often cover high portions of the exposed rock. One
such organism is the sabellarid polychaete Phragmatopoma lapidosa, which
forms large gregarious colonies commonly referred to as worm reefs (Kirtley and
Tanner, 1968; McCarthy, 2001). The worm reef colonies are composed of sand
grains cemented together to form rugose structures that add relief and structural
complexity to existing natural and artificial hard bottom. The growth of worm reef
depends on a combination of available hard substrate, wave energy, sediment
availability, and larval supply (McCarthy et al., 2003). Wave impacts from fairly
frequent to severe storms can dislodge and destroy much or almost all of the
worm rock colonies that have formed upon the nearshore coquina rock outcrops
along the Mid Reach. The colonies are typically reformed within a few summers
thereafter (Olsen 2003).

In addition to fish species, worm reef supports associated assemblages of
organisms, such as decapod crustaceans (Gore et al., 1978). A total of 22
species of algae, at least two sponge species, a gastropod mollusk, a crab, and
unidentified hydroids and ascidians was identified within the project area rock
habitat (CSA 2005b); see Appendix K — Subappendix B. The occurrence of
fish species is described in CSA 2005a; see Appendix K — Subappendix C.

Turbidity can affect feeding, movements and respiration in fishes. High
concentrations of suspended or fine sediments can clog or abrade gills. The
ability of these biota -- specific to the existing hardgrounds -- to survive within this
dynamic and turbulent environment indicates their tolerance to high levels of
sedimentation, turbidity and periodic burial.

While nesting marine turtles are likewise adapted to a dynamic, energetic, sandy
environment, non-nesting emergences may result on beaches that are overly
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compact. Hatching success may be adversely impacted by nests established on
sand beaches with poor gas exchange, or which are subject to physical erosion
or frequent inundation.

The proposed action will introduce additional sediment to the beach system,
directly or indirectly at the nearshore hardgrounds. The degree to which this
sediment will impart change or stress to the system is in large part associated
with the amount and quality (grain size, compatibility) of the sediment, and the
lines, grades and slopes to which the sediment is placed.

6. Characterize the stresses affecting these resources, ecosystems, and human
communities and their relation to regulatory thresholds.

Critical levels of sedimentation (in terms of thickness and temporal length of sand
burial) and sedimentary abrasion affecting the survival or growth of macroalgae,
worm rock, infauna and other biota associated with the nearshore hardgrounds
are likely cross-dependent on numerous other factors and vary with the biota,
and are otherwise not definitive. Levels of sedimentation associated with the
nearshore habitat along the Mid Reach can not be pragmatically measured (as is
done for coral reef monitoring, for example) and compared to regulatory
thresholds, for which there are none applicable to these very shallow water,
dynamic habitats.

Relevant State of Florida turbidity thresholds require that activities create less
than 29 NTU above background levels. It is not anticipated that the proposed
action will result in turbidity that reaches or approaches this level given (1) the
coarse nature of the beach fill sediment with very low (<2% to 3%) fines fraction,
(2) the beach fill will be placed by truck-haul after previously being dewatered in
an upland stockpile area, and (3) there have been no prior instances of the use
of the proposed material nearing the 29 NTU turbidity level in five years of
previous project applications.

Standards developed by the USFWS require that measured beach compaction
be less than 500 cone penetrometer units at 67, 127, and 18” below beach grade,
in order that the beach be compliant with marine turtle nesting activity (else, the
beach must be tilled). Monitoring for beach compaction, and subsequent tilling
when required, is undertaken for all beach restoration activities in Brevard
County. The standards developed and followed in this regard have thus far
appeared to be appropriate relative to their objectives.
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7. Define a baseline condition for the resources, ecosystems, and human
communities.

The general occurrence of nearshore rock hardgrounds along the project impact
area was described by Continental Shelf Associates (1990). Preliminary
mapping of the hardgrounds from aerial photography was conducted by the
Corps of Engineers in 1995, and identified about 32 acres along the Mid Reach
shoreline (USACE 1996). Multi-spectral image analysis of January 2001 aerial
photography with ground-truth transect surveys indicated an estimated 51.4
acres of exposed rock along the Mid Reach area plus an additional 9.3 acres
along the southern mile of Patrick AFB. Image analysis of June 2004 aerial
photography with repeated transect surveys indicated an estimated 31.3 acres of
rock along the Mid Reach, plus an additional 11.2 acres along PAFB.

Collecting aerial photography of sufficient clarity (in terms of water clarity, surf
and turblulence, cloud cover, etc.) to accurately identify and quantify the amount
of exposed nearshore rock hardgrounds along this coastline is extremely difficult.
Because the June 2004 results represent the most recent, reliable mapping of
the rock outcrops, they have been used as the baseline for the project
formulation, described in this report.

Percent cover analyses from surveyed sites along the Mid Reach rock
hardgrounds showed total green algal cover ranging from 0.0% to 30.4% (11.4%
average), total red algal cover from 4.7% to 47.0% (22.2% average), and total
algal cover from 16.3% to 54.5% (39.1% average) at individual locations
(Continental Shelf Associates 2005b). The two most abundant green algae
species were C. prolifera and U. lactuca, which had percent cover values ranging
from 0.0% to 24.4% (5.9% average) and 0.0% to 12.5% (2.3% average),
respectively. Bryocladia cuspidata was the only abundant species of red algae
that could be consistently identified from the video data set, and its percent cover
at specific sites ranged from 0.0% to 41.6% (6.5% average). Wormreef (P.
caudata) was observed at nine of 14 sampling locations and had percent cover
values ranging from 0.0% to 27.2%, and 5.2% cover for all sites averaged. This
value is consistent with estimates from aerial image analysis (Olsen 2003). The
abundance and foraging activities of marine turtles among the nearshore
hardgrounds of the project impact area are described by Holloway-Adkins and
Provancha (2005). See also Appendix K — Subappendix A and B.

Pre-project, baseline conditions that characterize the biota and physical exposure
(and natural variation) of the nearshore rock hardgrounds and beach profile shall
be measured as part of the project’'s Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Details of
this plan are presented in Appendix K — Subappendix J.

Baseline conditions for marine turtle nesting activities have been previously

established through mostly annual monitoring conducted in Brevard County since
1992 and before.
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8. Identify the important cause-and-effect relationships between human activities
and resources, ecosystems, and human communities.

Anthropogenic factors that may principally, and potentially, result in substantial
effects to the nearshore hardground communities in the project impact area
would be shore protection, pollution, mechanical destruction, and overfishing. Of
these, only shore protection activities are pragmatically relevant. Pollution would
adversely affect the hardground biota. A source of pollution may be stormwater
outfalls upon the beaches, and these outfalls are to be modified by non-federal
actions in the future, particularly as the proposed action may be implemented.
Mechanical destruction of the hardgrounds (by dredging or displacement, etc.) is
not known to occur or likely to occur at this location. Recreational (surf) fishing
occurs along the hardgrounds, from the beach, but is not known to be unusually
frequent or abundant in the quantity of catch.

Shore protection activities can affect the nearshore hardgrounds by (1) direct
burial/sedimentation by sand placement, (2) indirect burial/sedimentation by
alongshore or cross-shore diffusion (transport) of sand across the reefs, (3)
turbidity, (4) accumulation of sand by the construction of groins, breakwaters, or
similar structures intended to entrap or stabilize sand movement, and (5) beach
erosion and burial of the nearshore rock, such as induced by seawalls and
armoring.

Mechanical and beach lighting activities along the beach can adversely impact
marine turtle nesting by (1) physical impact, (2) burial, indundation and/or
exposure of nests, (3) establishment of beach sediment that is not compatible
with nesting, and (3) disorientation.

Direct burial of nearshore hardbottom will result in mortality of macroalgae and
faunal epibenthic species, as well direct burial of newly settled life stages of
fishes. Suspension of sediment may cause mortality of eggs and larvae of marine
and estuarine fish, and a reduction in feeding in juvenile and adult fish.
Settlement and shelter of juvenile fish may be reduced by the gradual burial of 3
acres of nearshore hardbottom habitat. Foraging sea turtles and fish will be
displaced to adjacent areas of hardbottom. Some speculate that reduced
feeding success may influence survival, year-class strength, and recruitment of
juvenile fish that inhabit nearshore hardbottom. For these reasons, the proposed
action includes compensatory mitigation to serve towards replacing ecological
functions potentially lost with the partial or total burial of about 3 acres of existing
nearshore hardgrounds.

9. Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative effects

The proposed action is anticipated to impact on the order of 3 acres of existing
nearshore hardgrounds, or about 7% of the total exposed hardground resource
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along the Mid Reach project area and adjacent Patrick AFB shoreline, based
upon June 2004 mapping. The impacts are predicted to vary, decreasing (to on
the order of 1.8 acres) between project renourishments. Formulation of the
project, including requirements for mitigation, are based upon the higher, nominal
value of 3 acres.

This assessment accounts for cumulative impacts to the nearshore hardgrounds
from adjacent, regional beach nourishment activities. Annual monitoring of the
beach and hardground resources since 2005 indicates that beach and dune
renourishment activities along the adjacent shorelines have not adversely
impacted the occurrence of exposed nearshore hardgrounds relative to
historically expected, natural fluctuations. (See Appendix K — Subappendix 1.)

Through a detailed assessment based upon field prototype investigations and
related analysis, the project’s mitigation reef has been evaluated and developed
in terms of its likely ability to replace ecological functions impacted by the
proposed action. (See Appendix K — Subappendix G.) Mitigation reefs
proposed for this project cannot be assumed to replace all ecological functions
for the same suite of species or life stages that exist on natural reefs in shallower
water. There are likely species-specific differences in sensory perception to
water depth, wave energy, light penetration, turbidity, and other factors that may
be different at the proposed mitigation site. In addition to these deterministic
factors, there is an element of uncertainty associated with the colonization of
newly available substrate by marine organisms that leads to variability and
unpredictability. Nevertheless, an estimate of the fraction of the macroalgal,
invertebrate, and fish species present at the impact site that will ultimately reside
on the mitigation reefs located 300 to 400 m offshore is 75%. Over time, this will
lessen the significance of the initial adverse impact affected by direct burial of the
landward edge of the hard bottom feature. Detailed discussion of the anticipated
functional loss and functional gain associated with the biotic community and
habitat at the impacted (nearshore hard bottom) and mitigation reef features is
presented in CSA et al. (2006, 2008), and Appendix K — Subappendix G.

Annual monitoring of marine turtle nesting success on Brevard's beaches have
indicated no significant adverse impacts associated with prior or ongoing
renourishment activities. The proposed action will utilize sand from the same
sources utilized for these other activities, and shall adopt similar “turtle friendly”
fill placement geometries, construction restrictions and monitoring protocols.

The proposed action will not result in a cumulative increase in sand placement
along the Mid Reach project impact area, as it will replace dune restoration that
has been periodically required by the non-federal sponsor in response to dune
erosion effected by severe storms, since 2004. Instead, the action should act to
better ensure the beach-compatible quality of the placed sand through the
placement of high-quality sand from offshore sand sources that has been
successfully used on the adjacent shorelines.
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The results of the environmental monitoring of the beach/seabed, nearshore
hardground and mitigation reef structures will provide the information necessary
to assess the overall cumulative impacts of the proposed action upon the
affected environmental resources in and offshore of Brevard County.

10. Modify or add alternatives to avoid, minimize, or mitigate significant
cumulative effects

The Corps of Engineers and Brevard County, through research activities and
through coordination and discussion with the representatives of the Corps
regulatory division, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service, Environmental Protection Agency, and Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, has reduced the potential for significant cumulative
effects to environmentally sensitive nearshore resources from turbidity and
sedimentation through the development of the selected plan.

As described in Chapter 5, formulation of the proposed action considered over 70
beach-fill project alternatives in addition to other alternatives comprising coastal
structures and armoring, reefs, nearshore sand mounds, coastal regulation,
retreat, acquisition and no-action. The ultimate selection of the proposed plan
sought to avoid and minimize project-related impacts to the greatest extent
possible while maintaining the project objectives and to likewise implement
mitigation for unavoidable impacts. (See Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion.)
Development of the project’s innovative mitigation reef structure has been
modified through the course of the project formulation to increase the probable
success of the reef in replicating displaced ecological function of the impacted
nearshore hardgrounds, by better emulating the physical nature of the impacted
resource and decreasing the possibility of subsidence of the structure.

11. Monitor the cumulative effects of the selected alternative and adapt
management.

A physical and biological monitoring program will be implemented to evaluate the
pre- and post-project conditions, performance and effects of the proposed beach
fill placement, nearshore hardgrounds, and mitigation reef. Details of this
program are described in Appendix K — Subappendix J (Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan). This Plan likewise describes adaptive management actions
that shall be taken in response to results of the monitoring plan.

In the present instance, the proposed activity and its predicted effects are
relatively small and reversible. The resources of the nearshore hardgrounds that
will be affected by the proposed sand placement exist in a dynamic environment
and are adapted to naturally high sedimentation, sand abrasion, turbidity, and
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cyclical sand burial and exposure. The physical and temporal scales of the sand
placement and resultant impacts to the beach and nearshore hardgrounds are
relatively small. The scale of the project can be readily adapted to respond to the
monitored effects of the project’'s action, relative to the predicted effects
described herein.

The project shall likewise implement monitoring during construction attendant to
threatened and endangered species protection, turbidity, cultural resources,
beach compaction, beach lighting and marine turtle nesting and success,
sediment-quality assurance, and dredge location and control. These monitoring
activities are described in Section 7.2.34 (Environmental Commitments). Each
activity includes prescribed measures for monitoring and real-time response
(adapative management) to the monitoring observations. ldentical or analogous
monitoring protocols and measures have been successfully utilized in the past for
analogous projects constructed within the affected region and elsewhere
throughout the State of Florida.
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