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SYLLABUS

This report provides the results of a feasibility level study conducted under the
authority of Section 1135 of the 1986 Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA), as amended, to restore and provide habitat for fisheries and wildlife in
Sarasota Bay, Sarasota County, Florida. Section 1135 authorizes the Corps of
Engineers to make modifications in the structures and operations of water
resources projects constructed by the Corps, if determined that the modifications
are: (1) feasible and consistent with the authorized project purposes, and (2) will
improve the quality of the environment in the public interest. The primary
benefits from projects must be associated with improvements to fish and wildlife
resources.

During the construction of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway project in the 1950’s
and early 1960’s, some of the material dredged from the channel was placed
within Sarasota Bay, within areas of mangroves and shallow water bay bottom,
creating upland disposal islands. The locally preferred plan for this Section 1135
project calls for the restoration of three of the six dredged material disposal
islands. The recommended plans for the three project disposal islands include
excavation and removal of dredged material deposits, removal of exotic
vegetation, planting of native plant species, and shoreline stabilization.

The ecosystem restoration will result in the creation and protection of a total of
nearly 33 acres of habitat, including: 2 acres of uplands; 20.6 acres of low marsh
and mangroves; 7.9 acres of tidal lagoon / mud flats; and the protection of 2
acres of mangrove dominated bird nesting habitat. The habitat created will
benefit a wide variety of fish and wildlife species, including the federally listed
Piping Plover and West Indian Manatee. Indirect benefits would expand
throughout the entire Sarasota Bay ecosystem, which due to extensive
development, currently has very little or no high quality wetland or upland wildlife
habitat. The total project cost is estimated at $6,740,483.

Cover Photo: Bird Colony Islands, Sarasota Bay
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PROJECT MODIFICATION FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
SARASOTA BAY, SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION REPORT

1. STUDY AUTHORITY

This report was prepared under the authority of Section 1135 of the 1986 Water
Resources Development Act (WRDA), as amended. The act reads, in part, as
follows:

“The Secretary is authorized to carry out a program for the purpose
of making such modifications in the structures and operations of
water resources projects constructed by the Secretary which the
Secretary determines (1) are feasible and consistent with the
authorized project purposes, and (2) will improve the quality of the
environment in the public interest.”

2. STUDY PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this study is to present a recommended plan for the restoration of
six spoil disposal islands within Sarasota Bay, created as a result of the disposal
of material dredged by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the construction of
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW).

The alternatives analyzed for this restoration project concentrated on restoring
high quality natural habitats that once occurred along the mainland and the
barrier islands, but have been lost due to extensive development in the area.
These habitat types include mangrove forests, tidal lagoons, mud flats, high and
low salt marshes, and coastal sub-tropical hardwood hammocks. Restoration
includes removing most of the dredged material and regrading the islands to
appropriate elevations, and replacing the currently existing invasive exotic plants
with native vegetation.

2.1 LOCATION

Sarasota Bay is located in Manatee and Sarasota Counties, on the south central
west coast of Florida between Bradenton and Venice, Florida. This estuarine
ecosystem is bordered by a chain of coastal barrier islands (Anna Maria Island,
Longboat Key, Lido Key, Siesta Key, and Casey Key). The six dredged material
disposal islands for this project are located in lower Sarasota Bay, in Sarasota
County (see Figure 1). The following is a location description of the islands from
south to north:

Sarasota Bay - Final ERR 1
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e« Snake Island is the southernmost project disposal island located at the
Venice Inlet. Snake Island is approximately 2 acres in size and is owned by
the West Coast Inland Navigation District.

o Palmer Point Park is a 33-acre disposal island owned by Sarasota County.
Palmer Point Park is located in lower Sarasota Bay (Little Sarasota Bay)
toward the north end of Casey Key. The project area includes approximately
5 acres of the northeast portion of the island.

« Jim Neville Marine Preserve, a 35-acre preserve owned by Sarasota County,
is located directly north of Palmer Point Park, toward the southern end of
Siesta Key.

o Skier’'s Island is an 8-acre disposal island, which is owned by the West Coast
Inland Navigation District, located in Roberts Bay.

« The Bird Colony Islands, covering approximately 2 acres, are located across
the GIWW to the northeast of Skiers’ Island in Roberts Bay. The Bird Colony
Islands are submerged lands, owned by the State of Florida. Currently, the
National Audubon Society is managing these islands.

e Big Edwards Island is a 6-acre disposal island owned by Sarasota County.
Big Edwards Island is located in Roberts Bay just south of the Siesta Key
Bridge.

3. PRIOR STUDIES, REPORTS, AND EXISTING WATER PROJECTS

In the years before Florida’'s explosive growth, Sarasota Bay was a highly
productive estuarine ecosystem between the mainland and the coastal barrier
islands. In the past, mangrove-lined shorelines stretched as far as the eye could
see, native plant communities provided ample foraging and nesting habitat for
birds and wildlife, and excellent water quality supported abundant fish and
shellfish populations.

The natural shorelines have since all but been replaced by vertical seawalls, and
intense residential and commercial development is found throughout the region
with an accompanying loss of natural upland and wetland habitats necessary for
food, shelter, and nesting for birds and other wildlife. The water quality of the
bay has also been degraded, leading to a decrease in fish and shellfish
production.

Sarasota Bay was designated as a priority water body by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in Section 320 of the Clean Water Act, as amended in
1987. In 1993, the Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program (SBNEP) completed
a comprehensive technical assessment of the estuarine system in Sarasota Bay,
Sarasota Bay - The Voyage to Paradise Reclaimed: The Comprehensive
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Conservation Management Plan for Sarasota Bay (CCMP). The Sarasota Bay
National Estuary Program’s CCMP was approved by the Governor of the State of
Florida and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency in 1995.
The SBNEP has been working with the community to reduce the levels of
pollutants entering the bay, and to initiate wetland enhancement and artificial reef
construction projects to help increase fishery habitats.

To meet the restoration goals identified in the CCMP, the SBNEP, in 1996,
funded a Comprehensive Habitat Restoration Plan that identified 23 sites
throughout Sarasota Bay that were in need of restoration and enhancement and
were in public ownership. In 1997, the SBNEP, together with the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection, Sarasota County, and the West Coast
Inland Navigation District, submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers a
“Request for Section 1135 Funding” for five of the 23 sites previously identified
for restoration, including the following project disposal islands: Big Edwards
Island, Skiers’ Island, the Bird Colony Islands, Jim Neville Marine Preserve, and
Palmer Point Park. At the request of the West Coast Inland Navigation District,
Snake Island was added to this study. The local non-federal sponsor for this
effort is Sarasota County, based upon a letter of support dated February 28,
2003, a copy of which is included in Appendix I, ‘Public Involvement'.

The 6 sites identified for restoration in this study are considered by the SBNEP to
be integral components of the restoration of the Sarasota Bay ecosystem, as
described in the Comprehensive Habitat Restoration Plan. The other 18 projects
identified in the Plan have either been successfully completed or are being
addressed separately, with alternate funding sources. These other projects are
not directly related to the original Corps Gulf Intracoastal Waterway dredging
project, so do not qualify for inclusion in this Section 1135 project.

It should be noted that this proposed Section 1135 project, which is the subject of
this report, is a complete project within itself. It does not rely upon the
completion of the other projects (restoration of the other 18 sites in the bay
identified by the SBNEP) to realize the environmental benefits intended to be
achieved in this project. Once the project is completed, no significant further
action would be required to reap the benefits of the restored habitats, and since
the project islands are all in public ownership, no concerns about future
development pressures are expected. It should also be noted that even though
some of the areas which received the dredged material during the construction of
the GIWW were shallow water bay-bottom, the subject islands are not all being
restored back to their original condition, but are being amended in such a way
that restores as much as possible the high quality habitats that have been lost to
development over the years along the mainland and barrier island coastlines. It
is not cost-effective or feasible to recreate the original bay-bottom conditions in
those areas that were originally bay-bottom before the GIWW dredging project,
and it would not serve to help replace the beneficial effects of the now lost
coastal habitats.
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4. PLAN FORMULATION
4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Sarasota Bay is a coastal estuary system and is located on the south central
west coast of Florida between Bradenton and Venice, Florida. The system is
bordered to the west by a chain of substantially developed coastal barrier islands
(Anna Maria Island, Longboat Key, Lido Key, Siesta Key, and Casey Key) and to
the east by the City of Sarasota mainland. Sarasota Bay is designated by the
State of Florida as a Class Il Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) except for the
area directly east of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) in Sarasota County,
which is designated as a Class Ill OFW. Federally protected animal species
utilizing the restoration project area that have been documented include: the
piping plover (Charadrius melodus), the West Indian manatee (Trichechus
manatus), the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), the green sea turtle
(Chelonia mydas), and the hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata).

Big Edwards Island

Big Edwards Island is a 6-acre island owned by Sarasota County. It is the
northernmost project disposal island, located in Roberts Bay immediately south
of the Siesta Key Bridge. Historically, Big Edwards Island was originally
comprised of two small mangrove islands that were utilized for disposal of
dredged material from previous channel dredging operations, including the
construction of the GIWW. Big Edwards Island is about 550 feet north-to-south
and 400 feet east-to-west. The topography of this island includes a relatively
narrow perimeter berm enclosing an area where dredged material was placed
during the dredging of the GIWW. The elevation of the perimeter berm generally
varies from 12 to 13 feet MSL. The ground elevations of the interior portion of
the island range from 5 to 17 feet MSL. As a result of the range of these
topographic features, the vegetation on the island varies. The upland disposal
mounds are dominated with an invasive exotic nuisance plant canopy of large
Australian pines and encroaching carrotwoods (Cupaniopsis anacardioides). At
the low, level, southern end of the island, a temporary cover of rye grass (Lolium
perenne L.) appears to have been planted and possibly maintained at certain
times of the year. Wetland communities around the fringe of the island are less
evident, thus producing a more “beach-like” environment. Few native plants
appear to have survived the encroachment of exotic species on the island.
Those native plants identified on the island include the shade-tolerant rouge plant
(Rivina humilis), cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto), Florida privet (Forestiera
segragata), corky passionvine (Passiflora suberosa), and moonvine (Ipomoea
alba). In addition, there are scattered mangroves surrounding the island fringe.
The disposal material on Big Edwards Island consists of fine sand with varying
amounts of shell and limestone rubble (Figure 23).
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Skiers’ Island

Skiers’ Island is an 8-acre island owned by the West Coast Inland Navigation
District. It is about 1250 feet long and varies in width from 400 feet at the
northern end to 200 feet toward the southern end. Current ground elevations on
the island range from 7 feet MSL to O MSL. Historically, the area that is now
Skiers’ Island was located in the open waters of Roberts Bay, an estimated 600
feet offshore from Siesta Key. The dredged material from the construction of the
GIWW was deposited on bay bottom to create the disposal island. The dredged
material on Skiers’ Island predominately consists of shell and limestone rubble
with some fine sands. Skiers’ Island has had an excessive amount of fill placed
on it from past dredging activities. A 7-foot embankment follows the perimeter of
the island. The island is surrounded by a deep-cut channel, which is used for
recreational water-skiing. This deep-cut channel precludes the colonization and
growth of seagrass around the island. The perimeter of the island is dominated
by a mixed-mangrove fringe including red (Rhizophora mangle), black (Avicennia
germinaus), and white (Laguncularia racemosa) mangroves and buttonwoods
(Conocarpus erecta). The interior portion of the island is dominated by invasive
exotic species including a canopy of large Australian pines and encroaching
carrotwoods. A few small areas of native plants exists including native rouge
plants, corky passionvine, moonvine, and prickly pear cactus (Opuntia spp.) that
have been able to survive the increasing shade of the fast-growing Australian
pine and carrotwood. In the past, Skiers’ Island has been known for its
importance as a colonial bird nesting site. However in recent years, few active
nesting sites have been documented there (Figure 24).

Bird Colony Islands

The Bird Colony Islands are four small mangrove islands, a total of approximately
two acres in size located just east of the GIWW north of Skiers’ Island in Roberts
Bay. The Bird Colony Islands constitute one of the most significant bird nesting
colony sites along Florida’'s west coast and have suffered substantial erosion
primarily from large boat wakes associated with their close proximity to the
GIWW (Figure 25). According to the National Audubon Society, the following
birds have utilized the Bird Colony Islands for nesting in the past three years: the
brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), a state-listed species of special concern;
the snowy egret (Egretta thula), a state-listed species of special concern; the little
blue heron (Florida caerulea), a state-listed species of special concern; the tri-
colored heron (Egretta tricolor), a state-listed species of special concern; the
American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliatus), a state-listed species of special
concern; the reddish egret (Dichromanassa rufescens), a state-listed species of
special concern; the double-crowned cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus); the
great blue heron (Ardea herodias); the great egret (Casmerodius albus); the
cattle egret (Bubulcus ibis); and the black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax
nycticorax).
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Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Jim Neville Marine Preserve is a 35-acre preserve owned by Sarasota County.
This island is located to the west of the GIWW toward the southern end of Siesta
Key. The former Midnight Pass is located to the west of the preserve. The
southern area of the disposal island has gentle topography with a slight ridge
running in the northwest to southeast direction. The highest point of this area is
elevation 7 feet MSL. The northern portion of the island has gentle topography
with a high point of 10.5 feet MSL located near the north end. Historically, a large
mangrove island and a small area of adjoining open waters of Little Sarasota Bay
occupied the area that is now Jim Neville Marine Preserve. During past dredging
and the construction of the GIWW, the dredged material was deposited over
much of the eastern portions of the island and adjacent bay waters. This created
the present characteristic of the island which is an upland area, slightly elevated
above surrounding mangroves. The wetlands surrounding the upland areas of
Jim Neville Marine Preserve are in fairly good condition. These areas have a
wide diversity of wetland native vegetation and community types. There is a mix
of mangrove swamps as well as a diverse expanse of saltwater marshes with
some encroachment of Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius) primarily in the
mangrove fringe and at the center of the northern end of the island. The interior
upland portion of the preserve is degraded consisting primarily of a dense
canopy of encroaching invasive exotics, including primarily Australian pines with
some melaleuca (Melaleuca quinquenervia). This monoculture of Australian pine
has totally disrupted the natural upland plant community. There are virtually no
native trees in the canopy or subcanopy and only scattered Florida privet and
saltbush (Baccharis halmifolia) in the shrub cover. The dense shade and
Australian “pine needle” groundcover has virtually excluded the natural
community. The dredged material on the Jim Neville Marine Preserve
predominately consists of a mix of fine sands, shell fragments, limestone,
phosphate, and silt (Figure 26).

Palmer Point Park

Palmer Point Park is a 33-acre park owned by Sarasota County. It is located at
the north end of Casey Key. Palmer Point Park has very little topography with
the highest point at elevation 4 feet MSL. Prior to the placement of dredge
material, Palmer Point Park consisted of a narrow strip of mangrove that
extended from the northern tip of Casey Key into the adjoining waters of Little
Sarasota Bay. Dredged material was also placed in the bay waters immediately
south of the original mangrove strip east of the island. This project area has an
intact wetland fringe, which is relatively high in diversity and quality. There are
very few nuisance species in the saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) meadow or the salt
flat marsh dominated by a broad expanse of saltwort (Batis maritima), sea
purslane (Sesuvium portulacastrum), and sea blite (Suaeda linearis). The
mangrove fringe contains white, black and red mangroves and buttonwood with
some encroachment of Brazilian pepper. In addition, the seagrass beds
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surrounding the island appear to be relatively dense. The upland interior of the
area is the most disturbed primarily by the encroachment of exotic nuisance
species, including a large monoculture of Austrailian pines and scattered
carrotwood. However, it appears that private citizens and local environmental
groups have made a concerted effort to kill and remove nuisance species north
of this area in order to recreate and allow a natural native plant community to
prevail. These communities consist of the Florida privet, wax myrtle (Myrica
cerifera), and various shrubs of this maritime hammock. The dredged material
on Palmer Point Park predominately consists of primarily fine sands with varying
amounts of shell fragments (Figure 27).

Snake Island

Snake Island is the southernmost project disposal island, located at the Venice
Inlet. This island was originally more than 3 acres in size, but over the years this
island has decreased to approximately 2 acres. Because the fringe of Snake
Island is primarily unconsolidated shore, erosion occurs to some extent almost
from the whole circumference of the island. However, it is evident from historical
aerials that the majority of the erosion since the dredging of the GIWW has
occurred at the northwest and southeast portions of the island. The elevations of
the interior portion of the island range from 2 feet MSL to 7 feet MSL. According
to 1948 aerial photography, the area that is now Snake Island formed
approximately the southern one-quarter of an elongated beach ridge island
fringed by mangroves and open water at the confluence of Lyons Bay, Donna
Bay, and Venice Inlet. Construction of the GIWW separated Snake Island from
the remaining island, which today is called Turner Key. Snake Island is a highly
disturbed island that consists primarily of exotic plant species including Brazilian
pepper, Austrailian pines and scattered carrotwood. There are several
established mangroves on the island which are remnants of the original
mangrove island prior to the dredging of the GIWW. Due to its location at the
mouth of the Venice inlet, the island is surrounded by several navigational
channels including the GIWW. This has resulted in significant erosion primarily
on the western side of the island that currently precludes the growth of
seagrasses in this area. A cultural resource investigation for Snake Island
resulted in the identification of an archaeological site (Site S02336) located on
Snake Island. Testing of this site on Snake Island determined that the site is
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Coordination and consultation
with the SHPO will determine what is the appropriate mitigation measure for
preservation of the archeological site on Snake Island. The dredged material on
Snake Island predominately consists of fine sands with a small amount of shell
fragments (Figure 28).

4.2 FUTURE WITHOUT-PROJECT CONDITIONS
The future without-project conditions include several non-federal initiatives to

improve water quality through the reduction of nitrogen pollution in the bay, and
to restore some wetland areas. However, due to the high degree of development
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in the region, the amount of sites available for restoration are very limited, so
every opportunity to restore habitats that had been lost historically should be
taken advantage of. Without this project, these disposal islands will continue to
be dominated by invasive exotic trees, with little or no nesting or foraging habitat
value for wildlife or resident and migratory birds, while maintaining a seed source
which may contribute to the infestation of other areas not yet under seige by
these pests. The Bird Colony Islands will continue to erode, losing additional
valuable nesting areas. Snake Island will also continue to erode, adversely
affecting, or at worst eliminating, the cultural resources on the island. These
eroded sediments will cover whatever seagrasses are nearby, and act to partially
fill in the adjacent federal navigation channels. Given enough time, these islands
may completely erode away.

4.3 PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

A portion of the historical wetland and seagrass habitat loss in Sarasota Bay is a
result of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ placement of dredged fill material
from the construction of the GIWW during the 1950’s and early 1960’s. During
this time, the dredged material was placed within the bay to build-up existing
islands or create new disposal islands visible to navigators, thus preventing
dangerous shoals. Dredge material was frequently placed in mangroves and
shallow water bay bottoms creating upland areas. The disposal islands that are
part of this project, including Big Edwards Island, Bird Colony Islands, Skiers’
Island, Snake Island, Jim Neville Marine Preserve, and Palmer Point Park, are all
examples resulting from this practice.

Many of the remaining intertidal wetlands are fragmented and may no longer
provide the same level of function that they did at one time. In addition, the
remaining wetlands and upland habitat within and adjacent to the study limits are
impacted by the presence of non-native nuisance vegetation on these disposal
islands and on-going erosion problems. According to the CCMP completed by
the SBNEP, about 66 percent of the remaining mangrove wetlands are affected
by encroachment of these non-native plants. The presence of exotic plant
species inhibits the growth of native species resulting in low to no diversity of
native species found on these islands. In addition, one exotic species, the
Australian pine (Casuarina equisetifolia), has shallow root systems that can
easily be uprooted and displaced by hurricanes and strong winds, potentially
causing navigational problems or damaging property. Erosion is a problem on
several of the disposal islands, which impacts both the water quality, as a result
of the increased turbidity in the bay, and the filling of navigational channels.

Problems

e Loss of upland, wetland, and open water habitats for wildlife, resident and
migratory birds, fish and shellfish throughout Sarasota Bay, due largely to
development.

¢ Invasive exotic vegetation dominating spoil disposal islands
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e Erosion of sediments from islands, potentially causing the need for more
frequent maintenance dredging of the Federal channel.

Opportunities

e Provide restoration of high quality habitats to benefit wildlife, resident and
migratory birds, fish and shellfish.

e Eliminate seed sources of invasive exotic plants

e Eliminate sources of erosion of material into the bay

4.4  OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS

Planning objectives are the purposes of a study. They are what we are trying to
achieve and give direction to the management measures and alternatives.
Objectives are based on the problems and opportunities. Constraints are factors
that limit what can be done. They describe what we want to avoid doing.

The main goal or purpose of this study is to restore high quality upland, wetland,
and open water habitats, damaged during the Corps’ Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
dredging project, which will help to restore the overall quality of the Sarasota Bay
ecosystem, while also maintaining recreational values for use by the general
public. The creation of a variety of high quality habitats will benefit a very wide
range of wildlife throughout the Sarasota Bay ecosystem, such as resident and
migratory birds including the federally listed piping plover, invertebrates, fish,
shellfish, and various reptiles, amphibians, and mammals. The removal of
invasive exotic vegetation will halt the degradation of the upland and wetland
habitats by allowing native vegetation, which is beneficial to wildlife, a chance to
reclaim and repopulate the islands. Reducing the amount of erosion of material
into the bay should improve the bay’s water quality, prevent smothering of
seagrasses, and reduce adverse impacts to the GIWW.

Objectives:
e Create habitat for birds, resident and migratory, and other wildlife

e Create habitat for invertebrates and juvenile fish
e Eliminate and remove invasive exotic vegetation
e Protect shorelines from erosion/loss of habitat.

Constraints:

e Financial capability of local sponsor to cost-share project construction

e Maximum total federal statutory cost limit of $5 million

e No adverse impacts to Federal Navigation Channels, Threatened and
Endangered Species, or Cultural Resources.
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45 MANAGEMENT MEASURES

A management measure is a feature or activity that can be implemented at a
specific place to address one or more planning objectives. Features are usually
structural measures and usually require construction or assembly. Activities are
usually nonstructural measures and often are actions, procedures, or policies
that affect actions or procedures. Measures for the restoration of the project
spoil disposal islands in Sarasota Bay were developed to meet at least one of the
planning objectives and to avoid constraints.

e Measure 1 - Removal of invasive exotic vegetation in both the upland and
wetland areas. Invasive exotic vegetation poses a serious threat to the
biodiversity and health of the ecosystem by colonizing and then dominating
native plant communities. As a result, many indigenous sources of food,
shelter, and nesting areas are reduced or eliminated. The removal of
invasive exotics will allow native vegetation to grow and provide improved
habitat areas to benefit a variety of fish and wildlife species.

e Measure 2 - Creation of coastal upland habitats that will provide resting and
feeding areas for native and migratory birds. Upland restoration areas will
include coastal hammock vegetation as well as native sub-tropical trees and
shrubs that will create diverse habitats. Upland restoration areas will be
planted at an elevation above +2.5 feet mean sea level (MSL).

e Measure 3 - Creation of high and low salt marsh areas, that will function as
nursery grounds for many fish and shellfish, as well as provide a benefit to
water quality through the assimilation of nutrients and by reduction of erosion.
High marsh areas will be planted at an elevation between +1.0 feet MSL and
+2.5 feet MSL. Low marsh areas will be planted at an elevation between
MSL and +1.0 feet MSL.

e Measure 4 - Creation of mangrove fringe forest habitat, which will also
function as important nursery areas for fish and shellfish, but which will also
add a vertical structural component missing in the salt marsh communities,
which provides for additional nesting and resting opportunities for a variety of
birds.

e Measure 5 - Creation of tidal lagoons or open water areas that will provide
foraging areas for bottom feeding fish, shorebirds, and invertebrates. These
areas will also maximize the “edge effect” of adjacent marsh systems, in
addition to providing some hydraulic flow through the islands. Tidal lagoons
will be constructed at an elevation between MSL and —3.0 feet MSL.

e Measure 6 — Construct erosion protection. The close proximity of some of the
islands to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway exposes them to the potential to
experience rough boat wakes, which can cause island sediments to erode
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into the bay. This can lead to a decrease in water clarity, and the smothering
of seagrasses. The material can also settle into the federal channel, causing
the need for maintenance dredging sooner than would otherwise be
necessary.

The following table (Table 1) presents the management measures for this study
and the planning objectives each measure is designed to address.

Table 1. Management Measures and Planning Objectives. The symbols in the boxes illustrate
which measures address which objectives.
F = Fully Meets Objective, P = Partially Meets Objective

Objectives
R T Create Invertebrate |~ _ T B T
_M?ﬂ?_u_r_?_s _________ Create Bird Habitat and Fish Habitat Eliminate Exotics Reduce Erosion
Remove Exotics P P F
Create Coastal F p
Hammock Habitat
Create Salt Marsh
Habitat F F P P
Create Mangrove
Habitat F F P P
Create Tidal Lagoons F F
Erosion Protection P P F

4.6 ALTERNATIVES

An alternative is a set of one or more management measures functioning
together to meet one or more of the planning objectives. Some measures can
stand alone as alternatives. Some measures can not be implemented alone and
must be combined with certain other measures in order to be implemented.

The study team considered several combinations of measures on each of the
subject islands. These several different configurations of each habitat type were
presented for each island, based upon reasonable professional scientific
judgement and public input, which provided a diverse array of different beneficial
habitat types which was generally accepted by the public based on responses
from several public meetings held throughout the region. These different
configurations of habitat types were formed into alternative plans, and are
described below. Preliminary cost estimates were prepared for each alternative.

Big Edwards Island

Alternative 1

This alternative (Figure 2) involves retaining over half of the island as restored
upland and lowering the grades of the remainder to intertidal elevations to
support marsh grasses and mangroves. A small area of high marsh is also
proposed. With alternative 1, approximately 4.4-acres of habitat will be created,
including 2.7-acres of upland restoration, 1.4-acres of low marsh/mangroves, and
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0.3-acres of high marsh. This alternative will result in the excavation of
approximately 33,500 cubic yards of material and a total project cost of
approximately $1.07 million.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 (Figure 3) includes the creation of approximately 4.3-acres of
habitat. Approximately 1.7-acres of upland areas will be restored, involving two
separate areas on the north and south ends of the island. This alternative also
includes the creation of 1.9-acres of low marsh/mangroves and 0.2-acres of high
marsh. In addition, an open water/tidal lagoon (0.5-acres) that will be exposed at
low tides is located in the middle of the island with channel openings on the west
and north sides of the islands. This alternative will result in the excavation of
approximately 28,600 cubic yards of material and a total project cost of
approximately $925,000.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 (Figure 4) includes three separate upland restoration/enhancement
areas (1.3-acres); a high marsh area (1.0-acres); two separate low
marsh/mangrove areas (1.8-acres); and an open water/tidal lagoon feature (0.4-
acres) with an opening to the bay on the west side of the island. In addition, this
concept includes a trail/boardwalk around the island and two overlooks for public
use. It also includes the potential for educational interpretive signage. This
alternative will result in the excavation of approximately 28,650 cubic yards of
material and a total project cost of approximately $925,000.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 (Figure 5) was developed in response to several public comments
at the public workshops held in February 2000 for this project. This alternative is
similar to alternative 3 with some minor modifications. It includes a mosaic of
upland enhancement (1.7-acres), low marsh/mangroves (1.6-acres), high
marshes (0.2-acres) and an open water/tidal lagoon (0.5-acres) with openings to
the bay on both the north and west sides of the island. As a result of the public
workshop, the upland enhancement/restoration areas were modified to retain
some of the unique features of the island, such as the southern upland portion of
the island used frequently by the public. This alternative also includes a
recreational/educational element with a meandering foot trail within the upland
areas. This alternative will result in the excavation of approximately 26,750 cubic
yards of material and a total project cost of approximately $875,000.

Alternative 5 — No Action

The No-Action alternative does not include the removal of exotic vegetation or
the creation of new habitat. As a result, the No-Action alternative will result in the
continued degradation of the existing upland and mangrove areas by invasive
exotic vegetation. There will also be continued erosion occurring on the island,
resulting in impacts on water quality. In addition, the potential for fully
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implementing the SBNEP’s approved management plan for Sarasota Bay will be
reduced by eliminating this site from consideration.

Skiers’ Island

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 (Figure 6) involves both upland restoration (2.9-acres) and the
creation of low marsh/mangrove areas (2.7-acres). The upland restoration areas
are located longitudinally in the center of the island with low marshes and
mangroves around the outer portions. No filling will occur in the deep water
areas surrounding the island, which are currently used for recreation. This
alternative will result in the excavation of approximately 11,500 cubic yards of
material and a total project cost of approximately $625,000.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 (Figure 7) includes a mosaic of upland restoration (2.0-acres), low
marsh/mangroves (3.7-acres), and open water/tidal lagoon (0.4-acres) areas.
The upland restoration areas are proposed at the north and south ends of the
island, which have the highest existing elevations. These upland areas are
surrounded by low marsh/mangroves systems that extend into the middle of the
island. Two small open water/tidal lagoon areas are located toward the middle of
the island, one opening to the bay on the west side of the island and one opening
to the bay on the east side. These open water/tidal lagoon areas will be exposed
during low tides. No filling will occur in the deep water areas surrounding the
island, currently used for recreation. This alternative will result in the excavation
of approximately 14,000 cubic yards of material and a total project cost of
approximately $650,000.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 (Figure 8) includes upland restoration (2.5-acres), low
marsh/mangroves (2.0-acres), and open water/tidal lagoons (0.8-acres). The
upland restoration areas are located at each end of the island with an open water
channel located through the center of the island with openings to the bay on both
the east and west side of the island. Mangroves and emergent marshes
surround both the upland and open water areas. No filling will occur in the deep
water areas surrounding the island, currently used for recreation. This alternative
will result in the excavation of approximately 15,100 cubic yards of material and a
total project cost of approximately $650,000.

Alternative 4

This alternative (Figure 9) is similar to alternative 3 with some modifications
identified by several participants at the public workshops that were held for this
project in February 2000. Like alternative 3, this alternative includes two upland
restoration areas (2.5-acres) on each end of the island. Mangroves and
emergent marshes (1.8-acres) surround these upland areas and an open
water/tidal lagoon network (1.0-acres) provides both north/south and east/west
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flow on the island. The addition of a second opening from the tidal lagoon to the
bay is the primary difference between alternative 3 and alternative 4. This
alternative will result in the excavation of approximately 15,700 cubic yards of
material and a total project cost of approximately $700,000.

Alternative 5 — No Action

The No-Action alternative does not include the removal of exotic vegetation or
the creation of new habitat. As a result, the No-Action alternative will result in the
continued degradation of the existing upland and mangrove areas by exotic
vegetation. There will be no reduction of the amount of erosion occurring on the
island and therefore no benefit to water quality and the ecosystem as a result of
the No-Action alternative. In addition, the potential for fully implementing the
SBNEP’s approved management plan for Sarasota Bay will be reduced by
eliminating this site from consideration.

Bird Colony Islands

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 involves shoreline armoring of the Bird Colony Islands along the
Intracoastal side of the islands to prevent further erosion. No earthwork is
proposed on the islands as a result of this concept. This alternative will not
create any additional habitat; however, it will protect the existing critical bird-
nesting habitat that has been documented on these islands. The total project
cost for this concept is estimated to be $87,500.

Alternative 2 — No Action

The No-Action alternative does not provide any additional protection to the Bird
Colony Islands. There will be no reduction of the amount of erosion occurring on
the island and therefore no benefit to water quality and the ecosystem as a result
of the No-Action alternative.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 (Figure 10) involves connecting the two portions of the island with a
tidal lagoon network (7.2-acres). The tidal lagoons will have two openings to the
bay on the east side of the island, one on the north portion and one on the south
portion. Low marsh/mangroves (17.9-acres) surround the tidal lagoon network.
The low marsh/mangrove areas and the tidal lagoon network will work together to
create a sheet flow effect over a portion of the island during high tides. In
addition, there are occasional upland restoration areas (2.0-acres) located at the
existing higher elevations on both the north and south portions of the island.
Alternative 1 will require the excavation of approximately 123,500 cubic yards of
material and the total project will cost approximately $3.2 million.
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Alternative 2

This alternative (Figure 11) is identical to alternative 1, except that it does not
provide the connection between the two portions of the island. However, two
separate tidal lagoon systems (6.1-acres) are proposed, one on each portion of
the island. Low marsh/mangrove areas (18.9-acres) surround the tidal lagoon
systems on each portion of the island. In addition, occasional upland restoration
areas (2.0-acres) are located on both the north and south portions of the island.
Alternative 2 will require the excavation of approximately 118,900 cubic yards of
material and the total project will cost of approximately $3.1 million.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 (Figure 12) includes an upland restoration plateau and an upland
restoration area on the northern portion of the island and a smaller upland
restoration area on the southern portion of the island. The project will restore
6.9-acres of uplands. High salt marshes will surround the upland areas (9.3-
acres). Areas of low marsh and mangroves (10.5-acres) will be constructed
between the high marsh and the existing salterns. This alternative will require
the excavation of approximately 34,300 cubic yards of material and the total
project will cost approximately $1.35 million.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 (Figure 13) was developed from public input at the February 2000
workshops for this project. Similar to alternative 1, this concept involves
connecting the two portions of the preserve with a tidal lagoon network. This
alternative also extends that tidal lagoon to provide more openings to the bay on
the west, east and north sides of the island. A total of 10.0-acres of tidal lagoon
is included in this concept. As with alternative 1, low marsh and mangroves
(16.6-acres) surround the tidal lagoon network on the island with occasional
upland areas (2.0-acres) at some of the high points of the island. This alternative
will require the excavation of approximately 127,250 cubic yards of material and
the total project will cost approximately $3.3 million.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 (Figure 14) is similar to alternative 4 with some modifications.
Similar to alternative 4, this alternative involves connecting the two portions of
the preserve with a tidal lagoon network. However, this alternative provides
openings to the bay only on the north and east sides of the island. A total of 7.9-
acres of tidal lagoon is included in this alternative. As with alternatives 4 and 1,
low marsh and mangroves (17.6-acres) surround the tidal lagoon network on the
island with occasional upland areas (2.0-acres). These low marsh/mangrove
systems will provide an opportunity for sheet flow across the island during high
tides. This alternative will require the excavation of approximately 125,400 cubic
yards of material and the total project will cost approximately $3.28 million.

Alternative 6 — No Action
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The No-Action alternative does not include the removal of exotic vegetation or
the creation of new habitat. As a result, the No-Action alternative will result in the
continued degradation of the existing upland and mangrove areas by exotic
vegetation. In addition, the potential for fully implementing the SBNEP’s
approved management plan for Sarasota Bay will be reduced by eliminating this
site from consideration.

Palmer Point Park

Alternative 1

This alternative (Figure 15) includes a tidal lagoon/open water system (0.9-acres)
in the center of the island surrounded by low marsh and mangroves (1.6-acres).
A small area on the western side of the project is proposed for upland restoration
(0.3-acres) with a high marsh (0.2-acres) transitioning down to the low marsh
areas. Alternative 1 will require the excavation of approximately 7,950 cubic
yards of material and the total project will cost approximately $400,000.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 (Figure 16) is similar to alternative 1 except for the upland
restoration area (0.4-acres) is proposed toward the southern portion of the
project. Like alternative 1, this concept includes a tidal lagoon/open water
system (0.8-acres) in the center of the island surrounded by low marsh and
mangroves (1.7-acres). Alternative 2 will require the excavation of approximately
6,650 cubic yards of material and the total project will cost approximately
$350,000.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 (Figure 17) includes lowering the grade of the entire project area to
create a low marsh/mangrove area. This alternative will create 3.0-acres of low
marsh and mangroves and will allow for sheet flow over the island during high
tides. Alternative 3 will require the excavation of approximately 5,900 cubic yards
of material and the total project will cost approximately $350,000.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 (Figure 18) was developed by one group of citizens at the February
2000 public workshop for this project. This alternative involves a tidal lagoon
network (1.4-acres) that will provide two openings to the bay on the north and
east sides of the project site. The tidal lagoon system is surrounded by low
marsh/mangrove areas (1.4-acres), including a small mangrove island in the
center of the proposed tidal lagoon. Alternative 4 will require the excavation of
approximately 8,700 cubic yards of material and the total project will cost
approximately $400,000.

Alternative 5 — No Action
The No-Action alternative does not include the removal of exotic vegetation or
the creation of new habitat. As a result, the No-Action alternative will result in the
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continued degradation of the existing upland and mangrove areas by exotic
vegetation. In addition, the potential for fully implementing the SBNEP’s
approved management plan for Sarasota Bay will be reduced by eliminating this
site from consideration.

Snake Island

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 (Figure 19) includes lowering the grade of the entire project area to
create a low marsh/mangrove area. This alternative will create 1.9-acres of low
marsh and mangroves and will allow for sheet flow over the island during high
tides. Alternative 1 will require the excavation of approximately 5,950 cubic yards
of material and the total project will cost approximately $325,000.

Alternative 2

This alternative (Figure 20) includes an upland enhancement area (0.4-acres)
toward the eastern side of the island with low marsh/mangroves (0.8-acres)
along the northern, western and southern sides. A high marsh transitional system
(0.2-acres) is shown between the uplands and low marshes. Alternative 2 will
require the excavation of approximately 4,050 cubic yards of material and the
total project will cost approximately $275,000.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 (Figure 21) utilizes material dredged from the waterway to re-
establish marshes (1.7-acres) along the outer edge of the island. Low marsh and
mangroves (1.4-acres) surround a center portion of upland restoration (0.5
acres). The upland areas have public access via a small boardwalk over the
marsh area. Shoreline stabilization will be required to protect the marshes after
construction. A cove is also included on the west side of the island to provide
boater access to the upland area. Alternative 3 will require the excavation of
approximately 1,940 cubic yards of material and the total project will cost
approximately $925,000.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 (Figure 22) was developed through comments from the February
2000 public workshop. The alternative is similar to alternative 3, but includes
several modifications to address the public’s concern regarding public access to
the island. Like alternative 3, this alternative utilizes material dredged from the
waterway to re-establish low marshes (1.4-acres) along the western side of the
island where much of the erosion has been occurring. Shoreline stabilization will
be required to protect the marshes and the island itself after construction. A
large area of upland enhancement (0.9-acres) is provided on the eastern side of
the island. This area will be surrounded to the north and south of the island by a
low marsh/mangrove system (0.9-acres) to help eliminate further erosion of the
island. The existing unconsolidated shore (0.6-acres) at the southern end of the
island will be maintained and may be enhanced and extended to the eastern side
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of the island. Alternative 4 will require the excavation of approximately 500 cubic
yards of material and the total project will cost approximately $275,000.

Alternative 5 — No Action

The No-Action alternative does not include the removal of exotic vegetation or
the creation of new habitat. As a result, the No-Action alternative will result in the
continued degradation of the existing upland and mangrove areas by exotic
vegetation. In addition, there will be no reduction of the amount of erosion
occurring on the island and therefore no benefit to water quality as a result of the
No-Action alternative. In addition, the potential for fully implementing the
SBNEP’s approved management plan for Sarasota Bay will be reduced by
eliminating this site from consideration.

4.7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

After the alternative plans were developed, they were evaluated against each
other, and compared to the future without-project condition. They were also
judged relative to other criteria, including how well they meet the project
objectives and avoid the constraints.

Several other important issues regarding the restoration of the disposal islands
have been identified during the feasibility study through data collection and the
public involvement process. These are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Big Edwards Island

The overall issue and basis of choice regarding the restoration of Big Edwards
Island is based on the restoration goals of this project and cost feasibility.
However, through the public involvement process, other issues were identified
that should also be considered. Because this island is currently used frequently
by the public, continued public access is an important issue that was raised
during the public workshops held for the project. Related to this is the issue of
balancing the public access to the island with the restoration of diverse and
improved fish and wildlife habitat, which is the primary goal of this project. The
upland restoration areas will provide for the creation of coastal upland habitats
that will provide resting and feeding areas for native and migratory birds. The use
of upland restoration areas also helps to reduce the extent of excavation from the
island, which reduces the cost of the project. Finally, the upland restoration areas
will help to maintain the existing public access to the island. Another issue
identified by a few members of the public, who live on the Bay, is a need to
maintain the visual buffer currently provided by the vegetation on Big Edwards
Island. Finally, a third issue identified through the public involvement process
included looking at both Big Edwards Island and Skiers’ Island comprehensively.
At the public workshop held for this project in February 2000, the majority of the
participants indicated a desire to enhance the recreational and educational
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opportunities on Big Edwards Island while still meeting the restoration goals of
this project and to focus purely on habitat creation and restoration on Skiers’
Island.

Skiers’ Island

Issues for consideration identified for Skiers' Island include the need to provide
improved and diverse fish and wildlife habitat and the need to reduce erosion
from the perimeter of the existing island. In addition, an issue identified through
the public involvement process for this project is to maintain the deep-water
channel surrounding the island that is used for recreation. As stated above, the
public also indicated a desire to look at Skiers' Island comprehensively with Big
Edwards Island, which includes enhancing the recreational elements on Big
Edwards Island and focusing on purely habitat restoration on Skiers' Island.

Bird Colony Islands

Issues for consideration identified for the Bird Colony Islands include the need to
protect, through stabilization and erosion control, the existing nesting bird habitat
these islands provide.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Issues for consideration identified for Jim Neville Marine Preserve include the
need to provide improved and diverse fish and wildlife habitat while minimizing
impacts to the existing unique saltern areas and the existing mangrove systems.
Another issue is to return the historical sheet flow across the island during high
tides prior to the addition of the disposal material. Finally, a separate study
regarding whether or not to reopen a closed pass, Midnight Pass, close to the
island is currently underway. Therefore, an important issue regarding this
disposal island is to provide an alternative that will be successful independent of
the decision on the Pass.

Palmer Point Park

Similar to the Jim Neville Marine Preserve, issues for consideration identified for
Palmer Point Park include the need to provide improved and diverse fish and
wildlife habitat while minimizing impacts to the existing unique saltern areas and
the existing mangrove systems. In addition, alternatives should be successfully
independent of the Midnight Pass decision.

Snake Island
Issues for consideration identified for Snake Island include the need to provide

erosion control and stabilization around the perimeter of the island. Another
issue is to provide improved and diverse fish and wildlife habitat. Protection of
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the cultural resource located on the island from further exposure, due to erosion,
is also an issue. Finally, through the public involvement process, an issue that
has been identified is to maintain the existing recreational use of the island by the
public through provision of an upland restoration/enhancement area for access.

Tables 2 through 11 provide the matrix of alternatives, including the without-
project condition, for each project island. A table is not provided for Bird Colony
Islands because the only alternatives proposed involve no earthwork.

In addition to the above criteria, policy requires the use of four criteria in the
screening and evaluation of alternative plans. The criteria are acceptability,
completeness, effectiveness, and efficiency.

Acceptability is the workability and viability of the alternative plan with respect to
acceptance by State and local entities and the public and compatibility with
existing laws, regulations, and public policies. One aspect of acceptability is
whether the alternative is feasible or possible with regard to technical,
environmental, economic, social, or similar reasons.

Completeness is the extent to which an alternative plan includes and accounts
for all necessary investments or other actions to insure the realization of the
planned effects.

Effectiveness is the extent to which an alternative plan contributes to the
attainment of the planning objectives (alleviates the problems and achieves the
opportunities). The most effective alternatives make significant contributions to
all of the planning objectives. Less effective alternatives make smaller
contributions to one or more of the objectives. Effectiveness is a matter of
degree rather than ‘all or nothing'.

Efficiency is the extent to which an alternative plan is the most cost-effective
means of alleviating problems and realizing opportunities, consistent with
protecting the Nation’s environment. It is a measure of the allocation of
resources. Cost-effectiveness is one common measure of efficiency. Both
monetary and non-monetary costs are considered. Opportunity costs are also
considered.

—_ =3
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Table 2 - Big Edwards Island — Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition

Estimated Project Cost $1.07 million $925,000 $925,000 $875,000 $0
Air/Noise Temporary noise increase Temporary noise increase during Temporary noise Temporary noise increase No Change

during construction construction increase during during construction
construction
Water Quality Improve Improve Improve Improve No Change
Vegetation Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives No Change
Threatened & Endangered Species Beneficial to Piping Plover Beneficial to Piping Plover Beneficial to Piping Beneficial to Piping Plover No Change
Plover

Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Create nesting & Create nesting & migratory Continued

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Create nesting & migratory
bird habitat
Low Marsh- fisheries habitat

Create nesting & migratory bird
habitat. Low Marsh-fisheries
habitat. Tidal lagoon creates

feeding grounds for bottom

migratory bird
habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat

bird habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat. Tidal lagoon
creates feeding grounds for

degradation of
uplands & low
marsh by exotic

feeding fish, shorebirds and bottom feeding fish, vegetation.
invertebrates shorebirds and invertebrates.
Community Cohesion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Public Acceptance* Moderate Moderate High High Moderate

Recreation

Upland areas provide public
access to the island for
passive recreation

Provides a small upland area for
the public for passive recreation

Provides boardwalk,
overlooks, and
educational signage
for more intense

Provides trail and educational
signage for public use and
access to upland areas for
passive recreation

Upland areas
provide public
access to the
island for passive

public use recreation
Life, Health, & Safety No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Sponsors Ability to Cost-Share Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Maximum Federal Share $5 Million Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Shoreline Erosion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 3 - Big Edwards Island — Plan Evaluation — Planning Criteria, Objectives, Constraints

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Acceptability Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Completeness Complete Complete Complete Complete N-A
Effectiveness Partially Effective Partially Effective Partially Effective Effective Not Effective
Efficiency Not as Efficient as Not as Efficient as Alternative Not as Efficient as Efficient
: : N-A
Alternative 4 4 Alternative 4
OBJECTIVES:
Create habitat for birds & other Partially Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
wildlife objective
Create habitat for invertebrates & Does not create tidal lagoon Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
juvenile fish habitat objective
Eliminate/remove exotic vegetation Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
objective
Protect shorelines from erosion Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
objective

CONSTRAINTS:

Financial capability of sponsor to
cost-share project construction

Larger amount of restored
uplands causes increased
costs for maintenance

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Federal share $5 million or less

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

No adverse impacts to Navigation
Channels, Threatened &
Endangered Species, or Cultural
Resources

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Exotic vegetation
may continue to
reduce habitat for
Piping Plover

Maximum Federal Share $5 Million

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 4 - Skiers’ Island — Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Estimated Project Cost $625,000 $650,000 $650,000 $700,000 $0
Air/Noise Temporary noise increase Temporary noise increase during Temporary noise Temporary noise increase No Change

during construction construction increase during during construction
construction
Water Quality Improve Improve Improve Improve No Improvement
Vegetation Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives No Change
Threatened & Endangered Species Beneficial to Piping Plover Beneficial to Piping Plover Beneficial to Piping Beneficial to Piping Plover No Change
Plover

Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Fish and Wildlife Resources Create nesting & migratory Create nesting & migratory bird Create nesting & Create nesting & migratory Continued

bird habitat
Low Marsh- fisheries habitat

habitat. Low Marsh-fisheries
habitat. Tidal lagoon creates
feeding grounds for bottom

migratory bird
habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat.

bird habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat. Tidal lagoon
creates feeding grounds for

degradation of
uplands & low
marsh by exotic

feeding fish, shorebirds and Tidal lagoon creates bottom feeding fish, vegetation.
invertebrates feeding grounds for | shorebirds and invertebrates.
bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds and
invertebrates
Community Cohesion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Public Acceptance* Moderate High High High Moderate
Recreation Maintains Ski-ability Maintains Ski-ability Maintains Ski-ability. Maintains Ski-ability. Public Maintains Ski-
Public access to access to upland area ability. Public
upland area access to upland
area
No Impact May produce stagnant water No Impact No Impact No Change
Life, Health, & Safety conditions conducive to mosquito
larvae development
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Sponsors Ability to Cost-Share Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Maximum Federal Share $5 Million Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Shoreline Erosion Reduce Reduce Reduce Reduce No Change

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 5 - Skiers’ Island — Plan Evaluation — Planning Criteria, Objectives, Constraints

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Acceptability Acceptable Partially Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Completeness Complete Complete Complete Complete N-A
Effectiveness Partially Effective Partially Effective Partially Effective Effective Not Effective
Efficiency Efficient Efficient Efficient Efficient N-A
OBJECTIVES:
Create habitat for birds & other Partially Meets Obijective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
wildlife objective
Create habitat for invertebrates & Does not create tidal lagoon Creates a minimal amount of Creates more tidal Creates the maximum Fails to meet
juvenile fish habitat tidal lagoon habitat lagoon habitat than amount of tidal lagoon habitat objective

Alternative 2, but less
than Alternative 4

Eliminate/remove exotic vegetation Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet

objective
Protect shorelines from erosion Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet

objective

CONSTRAINTS:

Financial capability of sponsor to
cost-share project construction

Larger amount of restored
uplands causes increased
costs for maintenance

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Federal share $5 million or less

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

No adverse impacts to Navigation
Channels, Threatened &
Endangered Species, or Cultural
Resources

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Exotic vegetation
may continue to
reduce habitat for
Piping Plover

Maximum Federal Share $5 Million

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 6 - Jim Neville Marine Preserve — Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Without Project

Condition
Estimated Project Cost $3.2 million $3.1 million $1.35 million $3.3 million $3.28 million $0
Air/Noise Temporary noise Temporary noise Temporary noise Temporary noise increase Temporary noise No Change

increase during

increase during

increase during

during construction

increase during

construction construction construction construction
Water Quality Improve Improve Improve Improve Improve No Improvement
Vegetation Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives No Change
Threatened & Beneficial to Piping Beneficial to Piping Beneficial to Piping Restores some Piping Beneficial to Piping No Change
Endangered Species Plover Plover Plover Plover habitat, impacts Plover
other Piping Plover habitat

Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Fish and Wildlife Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Continued

Resources

migratory bird habitat.
Low Marsh-fisheries
habitat. Tidal lagoon

migratory bird habitat.
Low Marsh-fisheries
habitat. Tidal lagoon

migratory bird
habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat.

migratory bird habitat. Low
Marsh- fisheries habitat.
Tidal lagoon creates

migratory bird habitat.
Low Marsh-fisheries
habitat. Tidal lagoon

degradation of
uplands & low
marsh by exotic

creates feeding grounds | creates feeding grounds feeding grounds for creates feeding grounds vegetation.
for bottom feeding fish, for bottom feeding fish, bottom feeding fish, for bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds and shorebirds and shorebirds and shorebirds and
invertebrates invertebrates invertebrates. invertebrates
Community Cohesion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Public Acceptance* Moderate Low Low High High Low
Recreation Limited public access Limited public access Limited public Limited public access Limited public access Limited public
access access
Life, Health, & Safety May produce stagnant May produce stagnant No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
water conditions water conditions
conducive to mosquito conducive to mosquito
larvae development larvae development
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Sponsors Ability to Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Cost-Share
Maximum Federal Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Share $5 Million
Shoreline Erosion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 7 - Jim Neville Marine Preserve — Plan Evaluation — Planning Criteria, Objectives, Constraints

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Without Project

Condition
Acceptability Partially Acceptable Partially Acceptable Acceptable Partially Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
Completeness Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete N-A
Effectiveness Partially Effective Partially Effective Partially Effective Partially Effective Effective Not Effective
Efficiency Efficient Efficient Efficient Efficient Efficient N-A
OBJECTIVES:
Create habitat for birds & other Meets Objective Meets Obijective Partially Meets Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
wildlife Objective objective
Create habitat for invertebrates & Meets Objective Meets Objective Does not create tidal Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
juvenile fish lagoon habitat. objective
Creates less marsh
habitat than other
alternatives
Eliminate/remove exotic vegetation Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
objective
Protect shorelines from erosion Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
objective

CONSTRAINTS:

Financial capability of sponsor to
cost-share project construction

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets
Constraint

Meets Constraint

Federal share $5 million or less

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets
Constraint

Meets Constraint

No adverse impacts to Navigation
Channels, Threatened &
Endangered Species, or Cultural
Resources

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Adversely impacts
mangrove & salt
marsh habitats
utilized by the piping
plover

Meets
Constraint

Exotic vegetation
may continue to
reduce habitat for
Piping Plover

Maximum Federal Share $5 Million

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets
Constraint

Meets Constraint

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.

26




Table 8 - Palmer Point Park — Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Estimated Project Cost $400,000 $350,000 $350,000 $400,000 $0
Air/Noise Temporary noise increase Temporary noise increase Temporary noise Temporary noise increase No Change

during construction

during construction

increase during
construction

during construction

Water Quality

Improve

Improve

Improve

Improve

No Improvement

Vegetation

Increase Natives

Increase Natives

Increase Natives

Increase Natives

No Change

Threatened & Endangered Species

Beneficial to piping plover

Beneficial to piping plover

Beneficial to piping

Restores some Piping Plover

Exotic vegetation

plover habitat, impacts other Piping may continue to

Plover habitat reduce habitat
Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Fish and Wildlife Resources Create nesting & migratory Create nesting & migratory bird | Create all mangrove Create nesting & migratory Continued

bird habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat. Tidal lagoon

habitat. Low Marsh-fisheries
habitat. Tidal lagoon creates

habitat -beneficial for
birds, fisheries,

bird habitat. Low Marsh-
fisheries habitat. Tidal lagoon

degradation of
uplands & low

creates feeding grounds for feeding grounds for bottom invertebrates. creates feeding grounds for marsh by exotic
bottom feeding fish, feeding fish, shorebirds and bottom feeding fish, vegetation.
shorebirds and invertebrates invertebrates shorebirds and invertebrates.
Community Cohesion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Public Acceptance* Moderate High Moderate Moderate Low
Recreation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
May produce stagnant water May produce stagnant water No Impact No Impact No Change
Life, Health, & Safety conditions conducive to conditions conducive to
mosquito larvae development mosquito larvae development
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Sponsors Ability to Cost-Share Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Maximum Federal Share $5 Million Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed Does Not Exceed N-A
Shoreline Erosion Reduce Reduce Reduce Reduce No Change

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 9 - Palmer Point Park — Plan Evaluation — Planning Criteria, Objectives, Constraints

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Acceptability Partially Acceptable Partially Acceptable Acceptable Partially Acceptable Acceptable
Completeness Complete Complete Complete Complete N-A
Effectiveness Partially Effective Partially Effective Effective Partially Effective Not Effective
Efficiency Not as efficient as Efficient Efficient Not as efficient as N-A

Alternatives 2 and 3 Alternatives 2 and 3

OBJECTIVES:
Create habitat for birds & other Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
wildlife objective
Create habitat for invertebrates & Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
juvenile fish objective
Eliminate/remove exotic vegetation Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet

objective
Protect shorelines from erosion Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet

objective

CONSTRAINTS:

Financial capability of sponsor to
cost-share project construction

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Federal share $5 million or less

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

No adverse impacts to Navigation
Channels, Threatened &
Endangered Species, or Cultural
Resources

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Adversely impacts mangrove
& salt flat habitats utilized by

piping plover

Exotic vegetation
may continue to
reduce habitat for
Piping Plover

Maximum Federal Share $5 Million

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 10 - Snake Island — Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Estimated Project Cost $325,000 $275,000 $925,000 $275,000 $0
Air/Noise Temporary noise increase Temporary noise increase | Temporary noise increase | Temporary noise increase No Change

during construction

during construction

during construction

during construction

Water Quality Improve Improve Improve Improve Worsen- erosion
continues
Vegetation Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives Increase Natives No Change

Threatened & Endangered Species

Beneficial to Piping Plover

Beneficial to Piping Plover

Beneficial to Piping Plover

Beneficial to Piping Plover

Exotic vegetation
may continue to
reduce habitat

Cultural Resources

Creates adverse impacts to
archaeological site

Lack of shoreline
stabilization will adversely
affect archaeological site

Shoreline stabilization will
help preserve
archaeological site

Shoreline stabilization will
help preserve
archaeological site

Continued erosion
and degradation to
archaeological site

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Creates low Marsh wetlands
for bird habitat & fisheries

Creates nesting &
migratory bird habitat. Low
Marsh-fisheries habitat.

Creates nesting &
migratory bird habitat.
Low Marsh/reclamation
area-fisheries habitat.

Creates nesting &
migratory bird habitat. Low
Marsh/reclamation area-
fisheries habitat.

Continued
degradation of
uplands & low marsh
by exotic vegetation.

Community Cohesion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Public Acceptance* Low Moderate Low High High
Recreation Limit public access Public access to beach & Public access provided to Public access provided to Public access
upland area upland area through upland area adjacent to currently exists
boardwalk. Cove provides beach. Beach area
boat mooring area. potentially expanded
Life, Health, & Safety No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Change
Navigation Reduced channel Continued need for channel Reduced channel Reduced channel Continued need for
maintenance, less erosion maintenance as a result of | maintenance, less erosion | maintenance, less erosion channel

erosion

maintenance as a
result of erosion

Sponsors Ability to Cost-Share

Does Not Exceed

Does Not Exceed

Does Not Exceed

Does Not Exceed

N-A

Maximum Federal Share $5 Million

Does Not Exceed

Does Not Exceed

Does Not Exceed

Does Not Exceed

N-A

Shoreline Erosion

Reduce

Does Not Reduce

Reduce & regain some
lost acreage

Reduce & regain some lost
acreage

Erosion will continue

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table 11 - Snake Island — Plan Evaluation — Planning Criteria, Objectives, Constraints

Evaluation Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Condition
Acceptability Minimally Acceptable Minimally Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Minimally
Acceptable
Completeness Complete Complete Complete Complete N-A
Effectiveness Partially Effective Partially Effective Effective Effective Not Effective
Efficiency Not as efficient as Efficient Not as efficient as Efficient N-A
Alternatives 2 and 4 Alternatives 2 and 4
OBJECTIVES:
Create habitat for birds & other Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
wildlife objective
Create habitat for invertebrates & Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
juvenile fish objective
Eliminate/remove exotic vegetation Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
objective
Protect shorelines from erosion Meets Objective Fails to meet Objective Meets Objective Meets Objective Fails to meet
objective

CONSTRAINTS:

Financial capability of sponsor to
cost-share project construction

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Federal share $5 million or less

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

No adverse impacts to Navigation
Channels, Threatened &
Endangered Species, or Cultural
Resources

Creates adverse impact to
archaeological site

Creates adverse impact to
archaeological site

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Continued erosion
would cause
adverse impacts
to navigation
channels &
archaeological site

Maximum Federal Share $5 Million

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

Meets Constraint

* Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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4.8 TRADE-OFF ANALYSIS

Trade-off considerations for the islands in this study involved determining how
much of each type of habitat would be restored on which areas of which island.
Each habitat provides distinct benefits that are valuable components of a healthy
and varied ecosystem.

The open water/tidal lagoon habitat provides benefits to aquatic organisms such
as juvenile fish and invertebrates, but also serves as foraging area for wading
birds. It provides a direct hydraulic connection to the interiors of the islands to
improve water circulation, and helps maximize the “edge-effect” of the adjacent
low marsh and mangrove habitats. The low marsh and mangrove habitats are
extremely beneficial in terms of production of aquatic organisms as well as in
providing nesting and resting habitat for a wide variety of birds. The uplands
provide some bird nesting habitat as well as recreational areas and educational
opportunities for visitors to the islands.

The trade-off analysis tried to take into account the ‘whole picture’, by not
allowing any one habitat type to either predominate or be left out of the mix. An
over-abundance of upland areas may be of some benefit to the recreational user,
but it may not allow enough habitat to be created for aquatic organisms.
Conversely, if all of the islands were scraped to provide mangrove habitat, there
would be no access for public recreation or education through interpretive
signage, and the project costs would increase as a result of the higher quantity of
material that would need to be removed and disposed of.

4.9 RISK AND UNCERTAINTY

Risk and Uncertainty analysis comparing alternative plans is required in ER
1105-2-100, and is intended to characterize the different degrees of risk and
uncertainty inherent in water resources planning and to describe them clearly so
that the selection of an alternative plan can be based on the best available
information.

This project involves, like other similar projects such as the Section 1135 Peanut
Island and Munyon Island Ecosystem Restoration projects, the restoration of
small islands created or impacted by the deposition of dredged material in
coastal areas of Florida. These coastal areas are subject to heavy storms,
including hurricanes, which have the potential to disrupt or disturb the restoration
sites. However, the likelihood that any particular restoration site will be hit by a
storm severe enough to cause damage to the restoration work is relatively small.

There is always a certain amount of uncertainty regarding the ultimate success of
creating viable habitats. For instance, the final ground elevations and grades
need to be appropriate for the type of habitat, especially for wetlands, which can
be particularly sensitive to elevations that are too high. But proper selection of
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an experienced contractor and diligence to adhere to the plans and specifications
that will be developed can help insure that the proper elevations and grades will
be achieved. Each of the alternative plans addressed in this study is subject to
essentially the same risks and uncertainties, so any comparison between plans
based on these described risks and uncertainties may not be significant.

4.10 SELECTION OF RECOMMENDED PLANS
Below is a discussion, by island, of the Recommended Alternative Plans for each
island and a discussion of some of the evaluations that helped lead to their

selection.

Big Edwards Island

Alternative 4 (Figure 5) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for ecosystem
restoration on Big Edwards Island. This alternative provides improved and
diverse fish and wildlife habitat through the use of a mix of upland restoration,
low marsh/mangroves, high marsh, and tidal lagoons. The open water/tidal
lagoon system also maximizes the "edge effect" of the adjacent low marsh and
mangrove systems. The amount of upland areas remaining on this island will
allow for the creation of coastal upland habitat that will provide resting and
feeding areas for native and migratory birds. Because of the amount of dredged
material placed on Big Edwards Island, creating these coastal upland habitats
will not only provide diversity to the island, but will help reduce the cost of the
project by reducing the amount of material to be excavated; thus making the
project more efficient. Finally, to incorporate public concerns, this alternative,
through the use of upland restoration areas and their placement, also maintains
public access and use of the island. As an example, in response to public
comments, the Recommended Alternative Plan maintains the existing upland
area at the southern portion of the island where the majority of existing public
access to the island occurs. In addition, the Recommended Alternative Plan
maintains the eastern upland berm along the island and the existing mature
mangrove fringe around the perimeter of the island to provide a visual buffer for
homeowners located on either side of the bay. This Recommended Alternative
Plan for Big Edwards Island is the only recommended alternative plan for the
project disposal islands that includes a recreational feature as part of the project.
The Recommended Alternative Plan provides for a proposed natural foot trail
along the upland areas. This recreational component of the plan enhances the
existing passive public use of the island, while meeting the goals of ecosystem
restoration by re-directing foot traffic away from the planted trees, thereby
decreasing disturbances and plant mortality. In addition, this alternative provides
potential opportunities for educational interpretive signage promoting and
explaining these diverse habitats and the importance of ecosystem restoration.
Alternative 4 is also the least expensive alternative for Big Edwards Island with a
cost of approximately $875,000.
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The No-Action Alternative does not meet the goals of ecosystem restoration
identified for this project.

Although Alternative 1 maximizes the upland restoration area for public use and
access, this alternative does not provide the extent of diverse and beneficial fish
and wildlife habitat as the Recommended Alternative Plan. In addition, as a
result of the extent of upland restoration areas, Alternative 1 would result in a
larger amount of continued maintenance than the Recommended Alternative
Plan.

Alternative 2 provides diverse fish and wildlife habitat, but limits and reduces the
existing public access to a small upland area at the southern portion of the
island. Unlike the Recommended Alternative Plan, Alternative 2 does not
address the concerns of the public to maintain public access to the island.

Although Alternative 3 is similar to the Recommended Alternative Plan, it does
not maintain the upland area at the southern portion of the island that is currently
used by the public to access the island.

Skiers' Island

Alternative 4 (Figure 9) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for Skiers' Island.
This alternative provides improved and diverse fish and wildlife habitat through
the use of a mix of upland restoration, low marsh/mangroves, and tidal lagoons.
The open water/tidal lagoon system also maximizes the "edge effect" of the
adjacent low marsh and mangrove systems, as well as provides an opportunity
for water to circulate through the island. Alternative 4 allows for the continued
use of the deep-water channel surrounding the island for water skiing. As
identified through public comment, no structural recreational facilities are
provided with this alternative; instead, the focus of this alternative is purely
ecological restoration. Alternative 4 is the most expensive alternative evaluated
for Skiers’ Island. This is primarily a result of the extent of tidal lagoons
proposed, which, as discussed above, will provide a significant benefit to the new
and existing habitat surrounding this project. The total project cost for this
alternative is approximately $700,000.

The No-Action Alternative does not meet the goals of ecosystem restoration
identified for this project.

Alternative 1 does not provide the extent of diverse and beneficial fish and
wildlife habitat as the Recommended Alternative Plan. In addition, due to the
extent of upland restoration areas, Alternative 1 would result in much more
continued maintenance than the Recommended Alternative Plan.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are similar to the Recommended Alternative Plan. However,
the Recommended Alternative Plan provides a greater amount of open
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water/tidal lagoon that helps to maximize the "edge effect" with the adjacent
mangroves and increase the overall benefit these habitats will have on meeting
the restoration goals of this project.

Bird Colony Islands

The Recommended Alternative Plan for the Bird Colony Islands is to provide
shoreline armoring along the Intracoastal side of the islands to prevent further
erosion. No earthwork is proposed on the islands. The Recommended
Alternative Plan protects the existing critical bird nesting habitat that has been
documented on these islands. The total project cost for the proposed work is
estimated to be $87,500.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Alternative 5 (Figure 14) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for Jim Neville
Marine Preserve. This alternative provides improved and diverse fish and wildlife
habitat through the use of primarily low marsh/mangroves and tidal lagoons, with
some opportunity for upland restoration on the higher elevation areas of the
island. The open water/tidal lagoon system maximizes the "edge effect" of the
adjacent low marsh and mangrove systems, as well as provides an opportunity
for water to circulate between the northern and southern portions of the island.
The Recommended Alternative Plan also minimizes the impacts to the existing
mangrove systems and unique saltern areas found on the island, while
optimizing the use of low marsh areas to recreate the opportunity for sheet flow
across the island during high tides. Finally, the Recommended Alternative Plan
will be successful independent of any decision regarding the action, if any, on the
nearby Midnight Pass. The total project cost for Alternative 5 is estimated $3.28
million. This cost estimation is close to two of the other proposed alternatives.

The No-Action Alternative does not meet the goals of ecosystem restoration
identified for this project.

Alternative 1 is similar to the Recommended Alternative Plan; however, it does
not provide as extensive a tidal lagoon system as the Recommended Alternative
Plan. Therefore, the Recommended Alternative Plan will allow for a more
diverse fish and wildlife habitat.

Alternative 2 provides the diversity of the Recommended Alternative Plan;
however it does not provide for the circulation between the northern and southern
portions of the island. It also does not provide as extensive a tidal lagoon system
as the Recommended Alternative Plan.

Alternative 3 provides some diversity of habitat; however, it does not utilize the
tidal lagoon systems to provide circulation between the two portions of the island.
In addition, this alternative does not allow for the opportunity of sheet flow during
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high tide events. Finally, the extensive upland areas would require much more
continued maintenance than the Recommended Alternative Plan.

Alternative 4 is similar to the Recommended Alternative Plan, except that it also
includes tidal lagoons extending through the eastern side of the island. This will
result in impacts to existing mature mangrove systems and potential impacts to
the unique saltern areas on the island. Therefore, the Recommended Alternative
Plan offers the same benefits of sheet flow and circulation as this alternative
without the extent of impacts to the existing mangroves and salterns.

Palmer Point Park

Alternative 3 (Figure 17) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for Palmer Point
Park. This alternative provides the creation of low marsh/mangroves in the
project area and will benefit from the opportunity of diversity of the adjacent
upland areas in the park. The Recommended Alternative Plan minimizes
impacts to the existing mangroves and salterns located adjacent to the project
site. The Recommended Alternative Plan will result in minimal maintenance and
the elimination of the tidal lagoon provided in some of the other alternatives will
reduce the potential for stagnant water and therefore mosquitoes. Alternative 3 is
one of the least expensive alternatives evaluated for Palmer Point Park. The
total project cost is estimated to be $350,000.

The No-Action Alternative does not meet the goals of ecosystem restoration
identified for this project.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are similar with proposed uplands, mangroves and tidal
lagoon areas. However, the upland areas proposed on these alternatives are
small (0.3-acres) considering the cost and difficulty in access to maintain and
establish them. In addition, the tidal lagoons proposed in these alternatives may
become stagnant as a result of minimal tidal currents near the proposed opening
and, therefore, may enhance mosquito breeding opportunity, which is a concern
of nearby residents.

Alternative 4 potentially impacts existing salterns and mangroves by the
proposed tidal lagoons. These salterns are a potential feeding source for the
federally listed piping plover.

Snake Island

Alternative 4 (Figure 22) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for ecosystem
restoration on Snake Island. This alternative provides improved and diverse fish
and wildlife habitat through the use of a mix of upland restoration and low
marsh/mangroves. In addition, the Recommended Alternative Plan provides for
additional acreage to the island through the creation of a low marsh reclamation
area on the west side of the island. To address public concerns, the
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Recommended Alternative Plan also provides a large upland enhancement area
accessible on the east side of the island for public use. The Recommended
Alternative Plan also provides soft-shore stabilization and additional mangroves
to reduce the on-going erosion. The Recommended Alternative Plan maintains
the unconsolidated shore used by the public on the southern end of the island
and provides an opportunity to extend this area to the eastern side of the island.
The estimated costs for each of the concepts evaluated for Snake Island are
fairly close. Therefore, the total estimated project cost for the Recommended
Alternative Plan (approximately $275,000) is comparable to the costs of the other
alternatives for this island.

The No-Action Alternative does not meet the goals of ecosystem restoration
identified for this project. In addition, this alternative will not reduce the on-going
erosion of the island.

Alternative 1 does not provide diverse fish and wildlife habitat, although the
mangroves would help to reduce the on-going erosion. This alternative will not
allow for continued public use of the island and may cause adverse impacts to
the island’s archaeological site.

Alternative 2 provides for diverse fish and wildlife habitat but it does not provide
stabilization of the existing shoreline and therefore does not help to reduce the
on-going erosion.

Alternative 3 is similar to the Recommended Alternative Plan; however, it was
modified to address some of the concerns identified by the public. First, the
public indicated that boat access to the island is primarily on the east side of the
island. The public also requested that a portion of the unconsolidated shoreline
remain for recreational use. In addition, the upland enhancement area was
extended because of the extent of use of the island. Finally, the public did not
want the boardwalk or any other structural recreational facility as identified in
Alternative 3. Therefore, the Recommended Alternative Plan was modified to
reflect this.

5. DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED PLANS

Big Edwards Island

Alternative 4 is the selected alternative plan for Bid Edwards Island. It involves
the excavation of dredged material on the island to create approximately 3.35
acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat, 0.2 acres of high marsh, and 1.7 acres of
restored uplands. This includes the elimination of the invasive exotic pest
vegetation, which will be chipped and added as mulch to the island surface to
help prevent erosion before a new vegetative ground cover can become
established. There will also be a natural foot trail created through the upland
areas, and educational signs can be placed along the trail to help educate
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visitors about the diverse habitats and the importance of ecosystem restoration.
This plan offers ecosystem restoration benefits while maintaining the recreational
value. No mitigation is required.

Skiers’ Island

Alternative 4 is the selected alternative plan for Skiers’ Island. It involves the
creation of approximately 4.4 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat, 1 acre of
tidal lagoons/mud flats, and maintains 2.5 acres of uplands. This includes the
elimination of the invasive exotic pest vegetation, which will be chipped and
added as mulch to the island surface to help prevent erosion before a new
vegetative ground cover can become established. This plan allows for the
continued use of the deep-water channel surrounding the island for water skiing.

Bird Colony Islands

The Recommended Alternative Plan for the Bird Colony Islands is to provide
shoreline armoring along the Intracoastal side of the islands to prevent further
erosion. No earthwork is proposed on the islands. The Recommended
Alternative Plan protects the 2 acres of existing critical bird nesting habitat that
has been documented on these islands.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Alternative 5 is the selected alternative plan for Jim Neville Marine Preserve. It
involves the creation of approximately 21.1 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat,
7.9 acres of tidal lagoons/mud flats, and maintains 2 acres of uplands. This
includes the elimination of the invasive exotic pest vegetation, which will be
chipped and added as mulch to the island surface to help prevent erosion before
a new vegetative ground cover can become established. The 4 acres of ‘saltern’
areas (non-vegetated salt flats) are not going to be disturbed, because they are
considered good foraging habitat for the federally listed piping plover.

Palmer Point Park

Alternative 3 is the selected alternative plan for Palmer Point Park. It involves
the creation of approximately 3.5 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat. This
includes the elimination of the invasive exotic pest vegetation, which will be
chipped and added as mulch to the island surface to help prevent erosion before
a new vegetative ground cover can become established. The 1.5 acres of
‘saltern’ areas (non-vegetated salt flats) are not going to be disturbed, because
they are considered good foraging habitat for the federally listed piping plover.
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Snake Island

Alternative 4 is the selected alternative plan for Snake Island. It involves the
creation of approximately 2.3 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat, and
maintains 0.9 acre of uplands. This includes the elimination of the invasive exotic
pest vegetation, which will be chipped and added as mulch to the island surface
to help prevent erosion before a new vegetative ground cover can become
established. A low marsh area will be created from current bay-bottom on the
western side of the island in an attempt to reclaim some of the island that had
been lost to erosion. No seagrass beds grow in this area currently. A revetment
of riprap or some other kind of similar soft-shore stabilization will be constructed
on the outside edge of the new marsh reclamation area to help prevent erosion,
and to protect the island’s archaeological site. The unconsolidated shore will
remain on the eastern side of the island for public access. Coordination with the
State Historic Preservation Officer during the Plans & Specs phase of this project
will help insure that none of the restoration activities will have any adverse effects
on the archaeological site.

In all these recommended plans, consideration was made in designing the
features to be consistent with the existing conditions on each island. For
instance, it is more efficient to design a low-elevation tidal lagoon area in a part
of an island that is already low, instead of in a high-elevation mounded area.

Spoil Island Restoration - Vegetational Community Profile

Suterogical Uplord Glazeart Lew Marsh
Hommock Songas Biock Mo Bulh
v Gz

5.1 DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS

During the development of alternatives for all of the project islands, access was
not considered because of the numerous approaches that could be applied. One
method previously used on island or coastal restoration involved placing a barge
at the intertidal zone during a very high tide. The barge was used as a landing
dock for other transporting barges to tie up against. The impacts occurred during
placement and the site was replanted upon completion of the project. This
technique did not require dredging of an access channel.
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In locations of proposed deep-water channels, the channels could be cut first
providing construction access. Barges of varying size and draft could be utilized
throughout the project duration. While this method typically costs more, the
reduction in potential impacts may be an overall benefit.

Constructability should be considered when determining appropriate access
points. Detailed and specific information restricts the contractor from providing
creative and less costly procedures. However, generalized access locations will
insure impacts to existing wetlands are minimized while balancing issues such as
adjacent water depths. As an example, access to Palmer Point is anticipated to
occur along the northeastern side where depths reach 4 feet.

The disposal material from the islands will be barged to an off-load site an
average of 5-miles and then trucked to the landfill. Two separate potential off-
load sites, located on the mainland side of Sarasota Bay in the vicinity of the Jim
Neville Marine Preserve/Palmer Point Park area and Snake Island, were
identified. An upland disposal site was also preliminarily assessed. Sarasota
County recently opened a landfill and uses clean material for cover of placed
solid waste. The material is anticipated to be an existing borrow stockpile area.
Based on an estimated 174,176 cubic yards of material, the stockpile area for the
material excavated from all of the islands would cover the 17-acre site. Additional
information on these sites is located in Appendix C, Engineering Appendix &
Plans and Specifications Work Plan.

Mobilization will be based on the approach of the overall project. If the islands
are all bid in one contract, the contractor may elect to “hop-scotch” the project.
After the clearing and grubbing is complete on one island, the equipment and
personnel move to the next island while the earthworking crew starts on the first
island. Another scenario may be based on the disposal areas of the spoil. If a
large construction project is underway that requires fill material, then the demand
may dictate the sequence. However, consideration should be given to the public
comments regarding visual impacts and phasing of the work.

The mechanism for spoil removal can affect the price and potential construction
impacts. It is anticipated that traditional earthmoving equipment and a barge will
be used. Once again, the opportunity for contractor flexibility may decrease the
price while providing a better construction project.

Mulching of the existing plant material will reduce the amount of material
transported from the project site as well as reduce the potential germination of
the existing seed source. Material manipulation will be required by the contractor
to provide opportunity for sterilizing the mulch while continuing earthwork
activities.

The quantity of plants for a restoration project of this size will need extensive
planning to insure a viable project. Tidal plants are not directly affected by

Sarasota Bay — Final ERR 39
November 2002 — Revised March 2003



drought conditions; however, upland plants should be installed early in the rainy
season to minimize maintenance efforts and maximize the chances for long-term
success. Maintenance of upland plants is much greater than wetland plants and
includes watering, nuisance species removal, and replacement of dead or
stressed plants.

5.2 ECONOMIC EVALUATION AND PLAN COSTS

A standard U.S. Army Corps of Engineers computer program, MCACES, was
used to calculate the construction cost estimate for each of the Recommended
Alternative Plans. Appendix D contains the MCACES Project Owner Summary.
It should be noted that the overall purpose of the proposed project is ecosystem
restoration. Big Edwards Island is the only island with a specific passive
recreational component (natural trail) included in the Recommended Alternative
Plan.

The cost estimate is based on quantities developed from the alternative plans.
The unit prices were developed in consultation with contractors, review of similar
project costs, and general knowledge of the bidding practices. Table 12 is a
summary of the construction costs. The current cost estimates presented in
Table 12 differ from the preliminary estimated costs presented in Tables 2 — 11,
because they are based on newer data and fewer assumptions. The estimates
of the costs have increased, but if the preliminary estimated costs of the other
alternative plans (the ones not selected) were updated in a similar manner, they
would have also increased in the same proportions as the recommended plan.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve
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Table 12. Estimated Construction Cost

Island Item Cost
Big Edwards Island
Construction CostsMobilization & Demobilization $ 95,828
Site Grading $ 657,824
Landscaping $ 70,298
Non-Construction CostsPlanning, Engineering and Design $ 70,990
Construction Management $ 79,864
Contingency $ 194,961
TOTAL| $ 1,169,765
Bird Colony Islands
Construction CostsMobilization & Demobilization $ 43,845
Breakwaters & Seawalls $ 91,047
Site Grading $ -
Non-Construction CostsPlanning, Engineering and Design $ 12,130
Construction Management $ 13,644
Contingency $ 32,133
TOTAL| $ 192,799
Skiers' Island
Construction CostsMobilization & Demobilization $ 73,015
Breakwaters & Seawalls $ 63,110
Site Grading $ 388,897
Landscaping $ 74,876
Non-Construction CostsPlanning, Engineering and Design $ 52,020,
Construction Management $ 58,521
Contingency $ 142,088
TOTAL] $ 852,527
Jim Neville Marine Preserve
Construction CostsMobilization & Demobilization $ 212,513
Breakwaters & Seawalls $ 42,073
Site Grading $ 3,037,937
Landscaping $ 304,877
Non-Construction CostslPlanning, Engineering and Design $ 307,447
Construction Management $ 345,884
Contingency $ 850,146
TOTAL] $ 5,100,877
Palmer Point
Construction CostsMobilization & Demobilization $ 58,361
Site Grading $ 150,681
Landscaping $ 59,254
Non-Construction CostsPlanning, Engineering and Design $ 23,474
Construction Management $ 26,403
Contingency $ 63,635
TOTAL] $ 381,808
Snake Island
Construction CostsMobilization & Demobilization $ 52,729
Breakwaters & Seawalls $ 67,317
Site Grading $ 18,672
Landscaping $ 67,541
Non-Construction CostslPlanning, Engineering and Design $ 18,595
Construction Management $ 20,919
Contingency $ 49,155
TOTAL] $ 294,928
TOTAL COST $ 7,992,703
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Total project costs, including construction costs, non-construction costs, and the
feasibility study cost, for the Recommended Alternative Plans for all six project

disposal islands are shown in Table 13.

Table 13. Total Project Costs

TOTAL

NON-FEDERAL
SHARE (25%)

FEDERAL
SHARE (75%)

FEASIBILITY PHASE

$505,000

Ecosystem Restoration Report

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS PHASE

$560,000

Plans and Specifications

Topographic Survey and Geotechnical
Investigations

Permitting

Administrative
(Includes Real Estate Admin. Cost)

CONSTRUCTION PHASE

$7,993,000

Non-Construction Costs

Construction Engineering and Project
Management

Planning, Engineering and Design

Construction Costs

Big Edwards Island Restoration

Bird Colony Islands Restoration

Skier's Island Restoration

Jim Neville Marine Preserve Restoration

Palmer Point Park Restoration

Snake Island Restoration

TOTAL PROJECT COST

$9,058,000

$2,264,500

$6,793,500

Federal Expenditure Limit

$5,000,000

Project Cost Share Above Federal Limit

$1,793,500

Non-Federal Cost Above Cost Share

$1,793,500

TOTAL PROJECT COST SHARE

$9,058,000

$4,058,000

$5,000,000
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5.3 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE CONSIDERATIONS

The operation and maintenance responsibility of the non-Federal sponsor is to
perform 100 percent of any operation, maintenance, repair, replacement, and
rehabilitation cost attributable to the ecosystem restoration and/or recreational
features.

Yearly Operation and Maintenance costs include monitoring per FDEP permit
and maintenance that includes periodic exotic plant removal, plant watering for
establishment, and plant mortality replacement (Table 14).

Table 14. Operation and Maintenance Costs

Item Cost

Monitoring $11,845

Maintenance $58,308
TOTAL | $70,153

Skiers’ Island
5.4 COST EFFECTIVENESS / INCREMENTAL COST ANALYSIS

Cost Effectiveness / Incremental Cost Analysis (CE/ICA) are economic tools that
can help to insure that the environmental outputs (benefits) of the project are
produced efficiently by identifying the least-cost alternative plans, and by
revealing the changes in costs for increasing levels of environmental output.

Each plan included in this analysis is the recommended alternative plan for each
island determined by evaluation of all pertinent criteria, reasonable professional
scientific judgement, and public involvement, as described in Section 5,
“Description of Selected Plans”. Even though each island has a recommended
alternative plan for restoration, CE/ICA is used in this case to help determine
which islands are “worth it”, or cost-effective enough to restore in this project.

The results of the CE/ICA are presented in Appendix H. There is a noticeable
increase in costs to restore the two least cost-efficient islands, Big Edwards
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Island and the Bird Colony Island group, however, because of the relative
significance and scarcity of the habitats to be restored and protected, the
increased costs are justifiable to restore and preserve the high quality habitats
that are all but non-existent in this region of Florida. These habitats are
especially important because of their rarity, as well as their direct and indirect use
by such federally listed species as the West Indian manatee and the piping
plover, as well as a significant variety of other fish and wildlife species, as
described in Sections 4.02 and 4.03 of the attached Environmental Assessment.

5.5 PLAN ACCOMPLISHMENTS

The completion of all of the recommended plans, restoring each of the islands,
will not only benefit the area comprised by each individual island, but will help
with the restoration of the entire Sarasota Bay ecosystem by contributing a
significant amount of viable nesting, shelter, and foraging habitat for a multitude
of different bird, fish, shellfish, and other wildlife species, as well as by providing
additional wetlands to help restore the water quality in the bay by the uptake of
nutrients and the prevention of erosion. In the Sarasota Bay National Estuary
Program’s report, “Sarasota Bay 2000 — A Decade of Progress”, research
describes how only 20 acres of mangrove prop-root habitat can potentially
produce over 13 million fish, much more than can be supported by developed
shorelines, dredged channels, or bare bottom.

Big Edwards Island
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5.6 ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL EFFECTS
5.6.1 Threatened and Endangered Species

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a biological
assessment of potential impacts of the proposed work on threatened and
endangered species was prepared and forwarded to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Appendix G). Federally protected animal species utilizing the wetland
restoration project area that have been documented include: the piping plover
(Charadrius melodus), the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), the
loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), the green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas),
and the hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata). Through a determination
by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, it has been determined this project will have no
negative impact on Threatened and Endangered Species. The piping plover, a
federally threatened species, is found in the vicinity of both Palmer Point Park
and the Jim Neville Marine Preserve and forages in tidal flats. Therefore, the
protection or creation of tidal flat areas as part of the Recommended Alternative
Plans for each site will be beneficial to this listed species.

Sea turtle nesting has not been documented on any of the project disposal
islands and will not be impacted by any of the Recommended Alternative Plans.
Habitat for the Western Indian manatee is located throughout the project area,
especially in areas of seagrasses located near the islands. During the project
construction, the “Standard Manatee Conditions” will be followed as will be stated
in the project permit issued by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection. It is anticipated that following the conditions will help avoid impacts to
the manatee as a result of implementation of the Recommended Alternative
Plans.

5.6.2 Salt Flats (Salterns)

Salt flats, or “salterns”, are areas that experience short periods of tidal inundation
that cause rapid algal production. Typically, the areas are slight impoundments
that have increased salinities as a result of evaporation. The algae provide the
base of the food chain via the grazing of the algal cells by organisms such as
fiddler crabs, etc. Both the Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer Point Park
currently support this type of rare and productive habitat. These areas should, if
possible, be preserved as part of the project. In addition, salt flats should be
created, where possible, as part of the proposed project on the project disposal
islands.

5.6.3 Bird Habitat
The project areas provide habitat, nesting areas, and foraging areas for a variety

of birds. In addition, the project areas provide seasonal habitat for migratory
birds. The existing mangroves provide the highest quality habitat for these birds.
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However, due to the loss of mangroves and other native species, some birds
have adapted to nesting in lesser quality habitat of nuisance species such as
Australian pines. According to the National Audubon Society, the following birds
have utilized the Bird Colony Islands for nesting in the past three years: the
brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), a state-listed species of special concern;
the snowy egret (Egretta thula), a state-listed species of special concern; the little
blue heron (Florida caerulea), a state-listed species of special concern; the tri-
colored heron (Egretta tricolor), a state-listed species of special concern; the
American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliatus), a state-listed species of special
concern; the reddish egret (Dichromanassa rufescens), a state-listed species of
special concern; the double-crowned cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus); the
great blue heron (Ardea herodias); the great egret (Casmerodius albus); the
cattle egret (Bubulcus ibis); and the black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax
nycticorax). In the past, Skiers’ Island has been known for its importance as a
colonial nesting site. However in recent years, few active nesting sites have
been documented there. According to the National Audubon Society, the nesting
birds that have been identified on Skiers’ Island in the past three years include
the great blue heron (Ardea herodias) and the yellow-crowned night heron
(Nyctanassa violacea).

5.6.4 Coastal Barrier Resources

Two designated units of the Florida Coastal Barrier Resource System are located
in the vicinity of Sarasota Bay and the project disposal islands. These
designated units include Casey Key (#P22) and Venice Inlet (#71P). Both the
Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer Point Park fall within the boundaries of
the #P22 designated COBRA unit. Snake Island falls within the boundary of the
#71P designated COBRA unit. The designated units of the Florida Coastal
Barrier Resource System are protected under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act,
PL 101-591. However, in accordance with Section 6(A) of the Act, projects for
the study, management, protection, and enhancement of fish and wildlife
resources and habitats, including acquisition of fish and wildlife habitats and
related lands; stabilization projects for fish and wildlife habitats; and recreational
projects are consistent with the purposes of this Act. The proposed ecosystem
restoration of the project disposal islands is consistent with the purposes of this
Act and will provide an ecological benefit to these coastal resources. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, received a letter dated May 2,
2002, from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service verifying the exempt status of the
restoration of these islands under this Act. A copy of this letter is included in
Appendix G, Agency Coordination.

5.6.5 Cultural Resources
A cultural resource investigation was conducted for the proposed project and

coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been
completed for this phase of work.
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Figure 29 is a 1948 aerial of Big Edwards Island taken from the 1959 Soil
Conservation Service soil survey for Sarasota County, Florida. In 1948, prior to
dredging of the GIWW, the area that is now Big Edwards Island was occupied by
two small mangrove keys and the adjoining waters of Roberts Bay.

Figure 30 shows the 1948 aerial for the area that is now Skiers’ Island. As
shown, this area was occupied by open waters of Roberts Bay an estimated 600
feet offshore from Siesta Key. The dredge material from the GIWW was
deposited on the bay bottom to create Skiers’ Island.

Figure 31 shows the 1948 aerial for the area identified as the Bird Colony
Islands. Similar to today, the 1948 aerial indicates this area was occupied by
three small mangrove islands prior to the dredging of the GIWW.

The cultural resource investigation for Big Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island and the
Bird Colony Islands included archival research and review of soil survey maps.
This information indicated that there were no significant cultural resources on any
of these islands and that there is little likelihood of sites being present on any of
these islands.

The 1948 aerial of the area that is now the Jim Neville Marine Preserve is shown
in Figure 32. In 1948, this area was occupied by a large mangrove island (the
Bird Keys) and a small area adjoining open waters of Little Sarasota Bay.

In 1948, the area that is now Palmer Point Park consisted of a narrow strip of
mangroves that extended east from the northern tip of Casey Key into the
adjoining waters of Little Sarasota Bay, as well as open water immediately south
of this strip (Figure 33).

The cultural resource investigation for Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer
Point Park included archival research, review of soil survey maps and field
reviews. This research resulted in the identification of no significant cultural
resources on these islands.

In 1948, the area that is now Snake Island formed approximately the southern
one-quarter of an elongated beach ridge island fringed by mangroves and open
water at the conjunction of Lyons Bay, Dona Bay, and Venice Inlet (Figure 34).
Construction of the Intracoastal Waterway separated Snake Island from the
remaining island (Turner Key).

The cultural resource investigation for Snake Island included archival research,
review of soil survey maps and field review. This investigation resulted in the
identification of an archaeological site (Site S02336) located on Snake Island.
Testing of this site on Snake Island determined that the site is eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. Coordination with the SHPO has been
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initiated and completed for the feasibility phase of this project. Consultation and
coordination with the SHPO in the Plans and Specs phase will determine what is
the appropriate mitigation measure for preservation of the archeological site on
Snake Island.

nake Island
5.6.6 Recreational Interests

The recreational feature proposed in the Recommended Alternative Plan section
of this report for Big Edwards Island is a natural foot trail along the upland area.
This recreational feature will build on existing ecosystem restoration objectives
and take advantage of the restored resources rather than detract from them.

After construction is completed, the public will still be able to access the project
islands. Access to Big Edwards Island, which will be the only island with a
recreational feature, will remain unchanged; access will be neither enhanced nor
restricted. Visitors will continue to pull their boats up to the beach, climb out and
wade ashore, as they have done in the past. Because of its size and
configuration, Big Edwards Island currently has the most public access and use
of all the islands to be restored. The frequency of public use of this island is not
expected to be significantly increased by the inclusion of the recreational feature
of this project, the addition of a small foot-trail through the upland portion of the
island. However, the average duration of an average visitor’'s stay may decrease
due to the reduction in the amount of available uplands that will remain on the
island after the project’s construction. The same could be true for the amount of
visitors on the island at any one time; their average number may be expected to
be reduced because the amount of available upland will be reduced.

A handicapped accessible loading dock and sanitary facilities will not be needed
as part of the recreational amenities. It is expected that the project will not
increase the frequency or duration of a visitor's stay on the island, so there
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should be no significant increase in sanitary impact over and above the currently
existing conditions on the island. Also, the cost of adding these features could
easily make the recreation costs exceed the ten-percent rule as required in
Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100 and the dock may not be cost
shareable per Exhibit E-3 of the Regulation. The local sponsor will assume the
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) of the recreation features to be constructed
on Big Edwards Island.

The public also expressed the importance of the continued use of the deep-water
channel surrounding Skiers' Island for water skiing. Due to the presence of
existing mature mangroves around the island, recreational water skiing will not
be causing any increased erosional impacts on the island from the increased
wave action water skiing may create. Through the public involvement process, it
was also determined that water skiers preferred the leeward side of the island as
a result of the wind break. Through upland restoration, vegetation will be
installed that will eventually grow large enough to provide the same level of
protection from the wind for the recreational skiers. The existing mature
mangroves around the island also provide a wind break. It is anticipated that the
changes in vegetation will not impact the recreational value of the island.

The operation, maintenance, replacement, repairs, and rehabilitation costs of
recreation features are the responsibility of the Non-Federal sponsor in addition
to what is described in the Non-Federal Responsibilities section, below. The cost
of any recreational features are cost shared 50% Federal and 50% Non-Federal.

5.6.7 Navigation / Channel Maintenance Dredging

Environmental restoration of the islands in Sarasota Bay will have no adverse
impacts on navigation along the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. None of the
material will be placed in or along the channel so that it could erode and reduce
the authorized depth of the channel.

The Corps of Engineers and Sarasota County are addressing the issue of
placement sites for material dredged from the channel. If the material is of beach
quality, it may be placed on nearby beaches. If the material is of near-beach
quality, it may be placed in nearshore disposal sites selected at the time of
dredging events. If the material does not fit either of these categories, upland
disposal sites may be selected. The use of other existing disposal islands in
Sarasota Bay may be a possible option. However, the locations selected for
disposal will be made at the time of dredging based upon an analysis of the type
and quality of material to be removed, as well as the availability and size of
existing disposal sites.
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5.6.8 Local Cooperation

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District Office furnished the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service with the environmental scoping letter (Appendix G).
The purpose of the scoping letter is to identify potential problems concerning
policy and the acceptability of the project as early as possible in the planning
process. The scoping component is a source of communicating the Corps study
with interested persons, and it enables the Corps to receive valuable feedback.
Responses to the scoping letters were received and incorporated into the plan
formulation process. Additional agency coordination occurred throughout the
feasibility study. Monthly interagency meetings or conference calls were held to
coordinate with Sarasota County, the WCIND, and the Sarasota Bay National
Estuary Program. These coordination meetings provided information to these
representatives to update their respective boards and technical advisory
committees.

On April 4, 2000, a coordination meeting was held with the project team and
representatives from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, the
National Audubon Society, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory
Division to discuss permitability and other environmental issues. The notes from
this meeting are provided in Appendix G.

Federal, state and local agencies were sent copies of the Draft ERR and Draft
EA in August 2000. All agency comments received for the project were positive.
A summary of comments received and responses to these comments are
provided in Section 6.01 of the Environmental Assessment. The letters received
from the agencies are available in Appendix G.

6. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
6.1 DIVISION OF PLAN RESPONSIBILITIES

Authority for the items of local cooperation and provisions of the Project
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) is provided by Section 1135 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended. This project will be
constructed solely for the purpose of improving habitat in areas associated with
an existing Corps project (the Gulf Coast Intracoastal Waterway). On this basis,
the Federal Government will bear 75 percent of the total ecosystem restoration
costs for the six project disposal islands located in Sarasota Bay, Florida, not to
exceed $5 million dollars. The description of the Federal and Non-Federal
responsibilities will be legally defined in the PCA. The purpose of this agreement
is to insure that the Non-Federal sponsor will have a clear understanding of the
type of agreement it will be expected to sign prior to the start of construction.
The Recommendations section of this report describes the items of local
cooperation that the Non-Federal Sponsor will be required to furnish. PCA
negotiations with the Non-Federal sponsor may be conducted, and the draft PCA
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package submitted to the higher authority for review and approval once the
feasibility report is approved and the project is budgeted for construction. The
Chief of Engineers will not allocate Federal construction funds for the project until
the Government approves the Non-Federal sponsor’'s financing plan and the
PCA is executed.

Federal Responsibilities: the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for the
Federal share of construction costs for all future work for Federal projects.
Federal funding is subject to budgetary constraints inherent in the formulation of
a national civil works budget for a given fiscal year. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers would perform the necessary pre-construction, engineering, and
design required prior to construction. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would
also obtain all necessary permits (including State water quality certification) and
would advertise, award, and construct this restoration project.

Non-Federal Responsibilities: The local non-Federal sponsor will be responsible
for 25 percent of the environmental restoration project and 50 percent of the
recreational component, plus any costs exceeding the Federal expenditure limit
of $5.0 million. Non-Federal interests will be required to maintain the project after
construction. Operation and maintenance will consist primarily of monitoring
project plant survival rates and replacing plants as necessary, removing debris
from wetland project areas and removing exotic vegetation from the restoration
areas. During the feasibility phase of this project, the sponsor has not indicated
the desire to perform any in-kind services.

Other responsibilities of the non-federal sponsor include the following:

1. Provide all land, easements, and rights-of-way, and suitable borrow and
dredged or excavated material disposal areas, and perform or ensure the
performance of all relocations determined by the Federal Government to be
necessary for the implementation, operation, and maintenance of the Project
Modification;

2. Provide all improvements required on lands, easements, and rights-of-way to
enable the proper disposal of dredged or excavated material associated with
the implementation, operation, and maintenance of the Project Modification;

3. Provide, during implementation, any additional amounts as are necessary to
make its total contribution equal to 25 percent of the project environment
restoration costs and 50 percent of the project recreation costs;

4. For so long as the Project Modification remains authorized, operate, maintain,
repair, replace, and rehabilitate the complete Project Modification, or
functional portion of the Project Modification, at no cost to the Federal
Government, in a manner compatible with the Project Modification’s
authorized purposes and in accordance with applicable Federal and State
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Laws and regulations and any specific directions prescribed by the Federal
Government;

5. Give the Federal Government a right to enter, at reasonable times and in a
reasonable manner, upon property that the non-Federal sponsor, now or
hereafter, owns or controls for access to the Project Modification for the
purpose of inspection, and, if necessary, after failure to perform by the non-
Federal sponsor for the purpose of completing, operating, maintaining,
replacing, or rehabilitating the Project Modification. No completion, operation,
maintenance, repair, replacement, or rehabilitation by the Federal
Government shall operate to relieve the non-Federal sponsor of responsibility
to meet the non-Federal sponsor’s obligations, or to preclude the Federal
Government from pursuing any other remedy at law or equity to ensure
faithful performance;

6. Hold and save the United States free from all damages arising from the
implementation, operation, maintenance repair, replacement, and
rehabilitation of the Project Modification and any Project Modification related
betterment, except for damages due to the fault or negligence of the United
States or its contractors;

7. Keep, and maintain books, records, documents, and other evidence
pertaining to costs and expenses incurred pursuant to the Project Modification
in accordance with the standards for financial management systems set forth
in the Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative
agreements to State and Local Governments at 32 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Sections 33.20;

8. Perform, or cause to be performed, any investigations for hazardous
substances as are deemed necessary to identify the existence and extent of
hazardous substances regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601-9675,
that may exist in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-way that are
owned by the United States and administered by the Federal Government,
and except for any such lands that the Federal Government determines to be
subject to the navigation servitude.

9. Assume complete financial responsibility, as between the Federal
Government and the non-Federal sponsor, for all necessary cleanup and
response costs of any CERCLA regulated materials located in, on, or under
lands, easements, or rights-of-way that the Federal Government determines
to be required for the implementation, operation, or maintenance of the
Project Modification, except for any such lands, easements, or right-of-way
owned by the United States and administrated by the Federal Government;
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10.As between the Federal Government and the non-Federal sponsor, the non-

Federal sponsor shall be considered the operator of the Project Modification
for the purpose of CERCLA liability. To the maximum extent practicable,
operate maintain, repair, replace, and rehabilitate the Project Modification in a
manner that will not cause liability to arise under CERCLA;

11.Comply with the applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance

and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, as
amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and the Uniform Regulations
contained in 49 CFR Part 24, in acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-
way, required for the implementation, operation, and maintenance of the
Project Modification, including those necessary for relocation, borrow
materials, and dredged or excavated materials disposal, and inform all
affected persons of applicable benefits, policies, and procedures in
connection with said act;

12.Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including,

but not limited to, Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-
352 (42 U.S.C.2000d), and Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 issues
pursuant thereto, as well as Army Regulation 600-7, entitled
“nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and Activities
Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army”;

13.Provide 25 percent of that portion of total historic preservation mitigation and

data recovery costs attributable to the Project Modification that are in excess
of one percent of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for the
Project Modification;

14.The Federal expenditure limit on this project is $5,000,000 and the non-

Federal sponsor is responsible for all costs above that.

Since the local sponsor's potential share has exceeded $4 million, it is
anticipated options exist to reduce the project costs.

1.

Minor modifications to the design could be incorporated into the plans and
specifications. As the excavation of material is the largest cost item,
elevations in the upland could be adjusted to reduce excavation quantities.
Mangrove species could be adjusted to reduce the amount of excavation in
the planting areas. These minor modifications would have no impact on the
ecological benefits as presented during the public involvement for this project.

Additional funding sources could be sought. These sources could include
Federal, State, and/or local entities such as the WCIND, Sarasota Bay
National Estuary Program, Florida’s Beaches and Shore program, or Section
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202 funding. Should additional funding sources be identified, the funds would
reduce the total project costs, not just the local sponsor’s share.

6.2 VIEWS OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR & OTHER AGENCIES HAVING
IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSIBILITIES

This project is being coordinated with Sarasota County, the West Coast Inland
Navigation District, Florida Department of State, Division of Historical
Preservation, and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection.

7. COORDINATION, PUBLIC VIEWS, AND COMMENTS

The Draft Environmental Assessment accompanying this report has been
coordinated through the Florida State Clearinghouse. Public views, comments,
and responses to those comments will be found in the Draft Environmental
Assessment, and Appendix I, Public Involvement. This project is in accordance
with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act and the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act. Pertinent correspondence from agencies with which this report
was coordinated is contained in Appendix G.

This plan meets the designated criteria for participation by the Federal
Government in environmental restoration projects. The impacts of the proposed
plans are deemed beneficial overall and the plan is considered to be in full
compliance with all pertinent environmental statutes as well as other Federal
laws and directives regarding water resource project development.

8. RECOMMENDATIONS

| have weighed the outputs to be obtained from the proposed wetland restoration
of Sarasota Bay in Sarasota County, Florida, against project costs and
considered the alternatives, impacts, and scope of the proposed project. In my
judgment, the proposed project is a justified expenditure of Federal funds.

The project involves the restoration of high quality upland, marsh and mangrove
wetland, tidal lagoon, and mud flat habitats from six dredged material disposal
sites used during the excavation of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. Expected
outputs include benefits to the entire Sarasota Bay ecosystem from the
restoration of viable nesting, shelter, and foraging habitats for a vast array of bird,
fish, shellfish, and other wildlife species, including the endangered West Indian
manatee and the piping plover. Recently, the non-Federal sponsor, Sarasota
County, submitted a proposal by letter dated February 28, 2003, outlining a
locally preferred plan as being the restoration of three of the six sites covered in
the feasibility study due to last minute funding constraints locally (Jim Neville
Marine Preserve, Palmer Point Park, and the Bird Colony Islands). | hereby
recommend for approval the locally preferred plan for the Section 1135 Sarasota
Bay Ecosystem Restoration Report. The total estimated cost of the project is
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$6,740,483 (of which $5,000,000 would be the Federal cost according to Section
1135(b)(2) of Public Law 99-662). The remaining $1,740,483 would be non-
Federal funds provided by Sarasota County. | further recommend that funds be
allocated in the fiscal year of 2003 to initiate preparation of plans and
specifications.

The above recommendations are made with the provision that prior to project
implementation, the non-Federal sponsor shall enter into a binding agreement
with the Secretary of the Army or his designated representative to perform the
following items highlighted in the project coordination agreement:

a.

Provide all land, easements, and rights-of-way, and suitable borrow and
dredged or excavated material disposal areas, and perform or ensure the
performance of all relocations determined by the Federal Government to be
necessary for the implementation, operation, and maintenance of the Project
Modification;

Provide all improvements required on lands, easements, and rights-of-way to
enable the proper disposal of dredged or excavated material associated with
the implementation, operation, and maintenance of the Project Modification;

Provide, during implementation, any additional amounts as are necessary to
make its total contribution equal to 25 percent of the project environment
restoration costs and 50 percent of the project recreation costs;

For so long as the Project Modification remains authorized, operate, maintain,
repair, replace, and rehabilitate the complete Project Modification, or
functional portion of the Project Modification, at no cost to the Federal
Government, in a manner compatible with the Project Modification’s
authorized purposes and in accordance with applicable with the Project
Modification’s authorized purposes and in accordance with applicable Federal
and State Laws and regulations and any specific directions prescribed by the
Federal Government;

Give the Federal Government a right to enter, at reasonable times and in a
reasonable manner, upon property that the non-Federal sponsor, now or
hereafter, owns or controls for access to the Project Modification for the
purpose of inspection, and, if necessary, after failure to perform by the non-
Federal sponsor for the purpose of completing, operating, maintaining,
replacing, or rehabilitating the Project Modification. No completion, operation,
maintenance, repair, replacement, or rehabilitation by the Federal
Government shall operate to relieve the non-Federal sponsor of responsibility
to meet the non-Federal sponsor’s obligations, or to preclude the Federal
Government from pursuing any other remedy at law or equity to insure faithful
performance,;
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f. Hold and save the United States free from all damages arising from the
implementation, operation, maintenance repair, replacement, and
rehabilitation of the Project Modification and any Project Modification related
betterment, except for damages due to the fault or negligence of the United
States or its contractors;

g. Keep, and maintain books, records, documents, and other evidence
pertaining to costs and expenses incurred pursuant to the Project Modification
in accordance with the standards for financial management systems set forth
in the Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative
agreements to State and Local Governments at 32 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Sections 33.20;

h. Perform, or cause to be performed, any investigations for hazardous
substances as are deemed necessary to identify the existence and extent of
hazardous substances regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601-9675,
that may exist in, on, or under lands, easements, or rights-of-way that are
owned by the United States and administered by the Federal Government,
and except for any such lands that the Federal Government determines to be
subject to the navigation servitude.

i. Assume complete financial responsibility, as between the Federal
Government and the non-Federal sponsor, for all necessary cleanup and
response costs of any CERCLA regulated materials located in, on, or under
lands, easements, or rights-of-way that the Federal Government determines
to be required for the implementation, operation, or maintenance of the
Project Modification, except for any such lands, easements, or right-of-way
owned by the United States and administrated by the Federal Government;

J. As between the Federal Government and the non-Federal sponsor, the non-
Federal sponsor shall be considered the operator of the Project Modification
for the purpose of CERCLA liability. To the maximum extent practicable,
operate maintain, repair, replace, and rehabilitate the Project Modification in a
manner that will not cause liability to arise under CERCLA;

k. Comply with the applicable provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, Public Law 91-646, as
amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and the Uniform Regulations
contained in 49 CFR Part 24, in acquiring lands, easements, and rights-of-
way, required for the implementation, operation, and maintenance of the
Project Modification, including those necessary for relocation, borrow
materials, and dredged or excavated materials disposal, and inform all
affected persons of applicable benefits, policies, and procedures in
connection with said act;
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I.  Comply with all applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including,
but not limited to, Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-
352 (42 U.S.C.2000d), and Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 issues
pursuant thereto, as well as Army Regulation 600-7, entitled
“nondiscrimination on the Basis of Handicap in Programs and Activities
Assisted or Conducted by the Department of the Army”;

m. Provide 25 percent of that portion of total historic preservation mitigation and
data recovery costs attributable to the Project Modification that are in excess
of one percent of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for the
Project Modification;

n. Under no circumstances shall the total cost of the environmental restoration,
including previous study costs, exceed the legislated maximum per
modification total cost of $5,000,000;

0. The recommendations contained herein reflect information available at this
time and current departmental policies governing formulation of individual
projects. Consequently, the recommendations may be modified before they
are approved for implementation.

JAMES G. MAY
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding
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SARASOTA BAY ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION
SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

| have reviewed the planning document and the Environmental Assessment of the considered action. Based on
information analyzed in the Environmental Assessment, reflecting the pertinent data obtained from cooperating
Federal and State agencies having jurisdiction by law and/or special expertise, and from the interested public, |
conclude that the considered action will have no significant impact on the quality of the human environment.

Reasons for this conclusion are, in summary:

a.

Creating a total of approximately 60 acres of habitat to include: 7.1 acres of uplands; 0.2 acres of high marsh;
36.6 acres of low marsh and mangroves; 9.4 acres of tidal lagoon and mud flats; 1 acre of unconsolidated
shore; and reclamation of 1.4 acres of low marsh, and

Restoring fish and wildlife habitat in Sarasota Bay and Venice Inlet, and
Improving the water quality, and

Potential enhancement of five Federally listed endangered or threatened species; the piping plover, the
Western Indian manatee, the green sea turtle, the Hawksbill sea turtle, and the loggerhead sea turtle, as well
as many State listed species of special concern, and

Development of environmental educational opportunities, and

The Snake Island Site, 8502336, is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places and will be
affected by the proposed restoration project. Project features, however, will help preserve the site.
Coordination and consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will continue toward a finding
of no adverse effect. In addition, human remains have been discovered at the site and information has been
provided to the SHPO and appropriate Indian Tribes. Through coordination with the SHPO and the Indian
Tribes, the human remains will be reinterred according to the National Historic Preservation Act and the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.

Measures to prevent or minimize adverse affects to threatened and endangered species will be implemented during
construction in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Act Report, February 24, 2000.

In consideration of the information in the Environmental Assessment, which is summarized above, | find that the
considered action is not a major Federal action significantly impacting the human environment as stated in the
National Environmental Policy Act and therefore, the proposed action does not require an Environmental Impact
Statement.

Date JAMES G. MAY

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding



Environmental Assessment
Sarasota Bay Ecosystem Restoration
Sarasota Bay
Sarasota County, Florida

1.00 Project Purpose. The purpose of the proposed action is to ecologically restore the
degraded habitat on six disposal islands (Big Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island, the Bird Colony
Islands, the Jim Neville Marine Preserve, Palmer Point Park, and Snake Island) in Sarasota
Bay. The proposed restoration of these islands and the creation of new habitat will be
accomplished through the removal of exotic vegetation, excavating tidal channels, and planting
native vegetation.

2.00 Location. Sarasota Bay is located on the west central coast of Florida between Bradenton
and Venice, Florida. The system is bordered by a chain of coastal barrier islands (Anna Maria
Island, Longboat Key, Lido Key, Siesta Key, and Casey Key). The six project disposal islands
for this project are located in lower Sarasota Bay, see Figure 1. The following is a location
description of the proposed project disposal islands from south to north:

e Snake Island is the southernmost project disposal island located at the Venice Inlet. Snake
Island is approximately 2 acres in size and is owned by the West Coast Inland Navigation
District.

o Palmer Point Park is a 33-acre disposal island owned by Sarasota County. Palmer Point
Park is located in lower Sarasota Bay (Little Sarasota Bay) toward the north end of Casey
Key. The project area for this island includes approximately 5 acres of the northeast portion
of the island.

o Jim Neville Marine Preserve, a 35-acre preserve owned by Sarasota County, is located
directly north of Palmer Point Park, toward the southern end of Siesta Key.

e Skiers’ Island is an 8-acre disposal island, which is owned by the West Coast Inland
Navigation District, located in Roberts Bay.

« The Bird Colony Islands, covering approximately 2 acres, are located across the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) to the northeast of Skiers’ Island in Roberts Bay. The Bird
Colony Islands are submerged lands owned by the State of Florida. Currently, the National
Audubon Society is managing the islands.

e Big Edwards Island is a 6-acre disposal island owned by Sarasota County. Big Edwards
Island is located in Roberts Bay just south of the Siesta Key Bridge.

Sarasota Bay was designated as a priority water body by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) in Section 320 of the Clean Water Act, as amended in 1987. In 1989, the
Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program (SBNEP) completed a comprehensive technical
assessment of the estuarine system in Sarasota Bay, Sarasota Bay - The Voyage to Paradise
Reclaimed: The Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for Sarasota Bay
(CCMP). The findings of the assessment documented problems within the bay including the
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loss of approximately 40-percent of historical intertidal wetlands and 30-percent of historical
seagrass beds. These habitats are critical nursery and foraging habitats for a variety of
economically important fisheries species including snook, red drum, spotted sea trout, and
mullet.

The SBNEP’s Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan was approved by the
Governor of the State of Florida and the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency
in 1995. To meet the restoration goals identified in the CCMP, the SBNEP, in 1996, funded a
Comprehensive Habitat Restoration Plan that identified 23 sites throughout Sarasota Bay that
were in need of restoration and enhancement and were in public ownership. In 1997, the
SBNEP, together with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Sarasota County,
and the West Coast Inland Navigation District, submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers a
“Request for Section 1135 Funding” for five of the 23 sites previously identified for restoration,
including the following project disposal islands: Big Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island, the Bird
Colony Islands, Jim Neville Marine Preserve, and Palmer Point Park. At the request of the
original non-federal sponsor, the West Coast Inland Navigation District, Snake Island was added
to this study. The other sites identified for restoration are either already restored, or are being
addressed through other means because they are not related to the Corps GIWW dredging
project.

The study is consistent with the SBNEP’s Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan.
Specifically, the proposed project will help implement Action Items 1.2 (enhance, restore and
create wetlands throughout the bay region) and 1.7 (remove exotic plants from wetlands) under
the Policy for Freshwater and Saltwater Wetlands — Objective 1.0 (implement comprehensive
wetland protection and restoration). This project is especially beneficial because of the limited
opportunity for restoring lands in the study area resulting from extensive coastal development.
The project is also consistent with Sarasota County’s Comprehensive Plan, which supports the
implementation of the SBNEP’s Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (Policy
2.1.6) to restore and improve the national estuarine system, disposal island restoration (Policy
2.2.2) and the restoration of productive native habitat. The project is also consistent with the
exotic plant removal efforts that are ongoing with Sarasota County. Currently, the County
includes removal and management of exotics on their managed lands, through management
plans. The number of these managed areas has been growing through the Environmentally
Sensitive Lands Acquisition Program. In the past, the County has also conducted several exotic
species removal projects on lands that are coastal/estuarine in nature including Caspersen
Beach, Lemon Bay Preserve, and portions of Palmer Point Park, which are outside of this
study’s limits. Many of these projects have been conducted successfully with the help of local
volunteers and organizations, like the American Littoral Society.

This study identifies ecosystem restoration as the restoration and creation of habitat for native
vegetation, fisheries and wildlife. Most of the project disposal islands were mangrove islands
prior to the dredging of the GIWW, including Big Edwards Island, Jim Neville Marine Preserve,
and Palmer Point Park. The Bird Colony Islands have always been mangrove islands, although
they have been impacted through erosion associated with the creation of the GIWW. Skiers’
Island was originally bay bottom before the island was created during dredging; and Snake
Island was part of Turner Key, an elongated beach ridge island fringed by mangroves, prior to
the dredging. Restoration of these islands back to their historical ecosystems is not cost
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feasible in many cases because of the amount of dredged material placed on the islands and
not practical for islands such as Skiers’ Island and Snake Island which were dramatically
changed by the creation of the GIWW. Therefore, the alternatives evaluated and the
Recommended Alternative Plan for each island were developed based on restoring existing
habitats, such as mangroves and uplands, and creating new habitats, such as tidal lagoons and
coastal uplands, to replace habitat lost elsewhere in Sarasota Bay as a result of coastal
development over the years. These alternatives were also designed to create a beneficial,
diverse mix of habitats to provide a mosaic of habitats for fisheries and other wildlife.

3.00 Alternative Plans Table EA-1 identifies the historical habitats for each of the project
disposal islands prior to dredging of the GIWW as well as the existing habitats currently found
on these islands. As discussed above, this study identifies ecosystem restoration as the
restoration and creation of habitat for native vegetation, fisheries, and wildlife. The information
in Table EA-1 indicates that the majority of the habitats that were found on these islands, prior to
dredging, were low marsh/mangrove. Once dredging and disposal of the material was
completed the primary habitat type on these disposal islands became disturbed uplands. As a
result of the amount of material placed on these islands, restoration back to their pre-dredged
state is not cost feasible, and in the case of Snake Island and Skiers’ Island, not practical.
Therefore, the alternatives evaluated for each island were developed based on restoring
existing habitats, such as mangroves and uplands, and creating new habitats, such as tidal
lagoons and coastal uplands, to replace habitat that has been lost elsewhere in Sarasota Bay as
a result of coastal development over the years.

For each of the disposal islands, several alternative plans have been identified to accomplish
the restoration objective of the proposed project. These alternative plans are discussed in detail
in Section 4.6 of the Sarasota Bay Ecosystem Restoration Report. Common to all alternative
plans are combinations of the following features:

. Removal of exotic vegetation in both the upland and wetland areas.

. Creation of coastal upland habitats that will provide resting and feeding areas for native and
migratory birds. Upland restoration areas will include coastal hammock vegetation as well
as native sub-tropical trees and shrubs that will create diverse habitats.

. Creation of high and low marsh areas, including mangroves, that will function as nursery
grounds for many fish and shellfish, as well as provide a benefit to water quality through the
assimilation of nutrients and by reduction of erosion.

« Creation of tidal lagoons or open water areas that will provide foraging areas for bottom
feeding fish, shorebirds, and invertebrates. These areas will also maximize the “edge effect”
of adjacent marsh systems, in addition to providing flow, in several of the alternative plans,
through the islands.

To facilitate the feasibility study, an upland spoil disposal site was preliminarily assessed. The site
is located at Sarasota County’s Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex. The County
recently opened the landfill and uses clean fill material for cover of placed solid waste. The
material is anticipated to be placed in an open, maintained field adjacent to an existing borrow
stockpile area. Based on an estimated 200,000 cubic yards of material, the stockpile area for the
material excavated from all of the islands would cover the 17-acre site approximately seven-feet
high. Because this is an existing landfill, no adverse environmental effects are anticipated from the
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disposal to this material in this location. The disposal material will be barged from the disposal
islands to an off-load site, approximately an average of 5-miles, and then trucked to the landfill.

Table EA-1. Historical and Existing Habitat Acreages

Project Habitat Types Total
Disposal Uplands Low Tidal Salterns* | Unconsolidated Bay Acres
Island Marsh/ Lagoons/ | (SaltFlats) | Shore Bottom
Mangrove | mud flats

Big Edwards
Island
Historical** 0 3.0 0 0 0.5 3.5 7.0
Existing*** 4.00 1.75 0 0 0.25 0 6.0
Skiers’ Island
Historical** 0 0 0 0 0 8.0 8.0
Existing*** 5.3 2.6 0 0 0.1 0 8.0
Bird Colony
Historical** 0 2.0 0 0 0 0 2.0
Existing*** 0 2.0 0 0 0 0 2.0
Jim Neville
Marine
Preserve****
Historical** 0 25.0 7.0 0 0 0 32.0
Existing** 27.5 3.5 0 4.0 0 0 35.0
Palmer Point
Park****
Historical** 0 2.0 1.0 0 0 2.0 5.0
Existing*** 3.0 0.5 0 15 0 0 5.0
Snake
Island****
Historical** 2.7 0.8 0 0 0 0 3.5
Existing*** 15 <0.1 0 0 0.4 0 2.0
Subtotal
Historical** 2.7 32.8 8.0 0 0.5 13.5 57.5
Existing*** 41.3 10.45 0 5.5 0.75 0 58

* The areas identified as existing salterns were created as a result of dredged material being placed on these islands.

Although they are not natural, these areas provide a unique area with a beneficial function

**  Historical acreages represent an estimate of habitat acreages prior to the dredging of the GIWW. These acreages are
based on the 1948 aerials/1958 soil survey; Estevez, E. (1996) — Sarasota Bay Spoil Area — Final Report, Mote Marine
Laboratory Tech. Report No. 464 to SBNEP; and Antonini, Gustavo A., David A. Fann, and Paul Roat, A Historical
Geography of Southwest Florida Waterways — Volume 1.

**  The existing acreages were developed from photo interpretation of the 1995 aerials and the preliminary survey completed
in 1999. Existing uplands on all the project disposal islands consist primarily of exotic/nuisance species.

*xx Acreages identified for Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer Point include the portion of these disposal islands that are
part of the project. Snake Island historical acreages are based on an estimate of the portion of Turner Key that was
separated to create Snake Island.

Tables EA-2 — EA-6 provide a summary of part of the evaluation analysis for the alternatives
developed for each disposal island. There is no table for the Bird Colony Islands since the
analysis consisted of only the Recommended Alternative Plan and the No-Action alternative.
Table 7 shows the historical and existing habitat acreages in relation to the existing and created
acreages of the Recommended Alternative Plan for each Island.
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Table EA-2 - Big Edwards Island — Evaluation Matrix

Environmental Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Preferred Condition
Habitat Types Created (Acres)* 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.0 0
-Upland Restoration 2.7 1.7 1.3 1.7 0
-High Marsh 0.3 0.2 1.0 0.2 0
-Low Marsh/Mangrove 1.4 1.9 1.8 1.6 0
-Tidal Lagoon/Mud Flats 0 0.5 0.4 0.5 0
Federally Protected Species No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Fish and Wildlife Resources Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Continued
migratory bird migratory bird migratory bird migratory bird degradation of
habitat habitat. Low Marsh- | habitat habitat Low Marsh- | uplands & low
Low Marsh - fisheries habitat. Low Marsh - fisheries habitat marsh by exotic
fisheries habitat Tidal lagoon creates | fisheries habitat Tidal lagoon creates | vegetation.
feeding grounds for feeding grounds for
bottom feeding fish, bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds and shorebirds and
invertebrates. invertebrates.
Removal of Exotic Vegetation Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Shoreline Erosion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Water Quality Improve, Create Improve, Create Improve, Create Improve, Create No Impact
low/high marsh low/high marsh low/high marsh low/high marsh
wetlands wetlands wetlands wetlands
Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Recreation Upland areas Provides a small Provides boardwalk, | Provides upland Upland areas
provide public upland area for the overlooks, and areas, trail, and provide public
access to the island | public for passive educational signage | educational signage | access to the
for passive recreation for public use for public use island for passive
recreation recreation
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Public Acceptance** Moderate Moderate High High Moderate
Economics (Cost Estimate) $1,070,000 $925,000 $925,000 $875,000 N/A

* Includes additional acreage created due to restoration. Does not include existing habitat.
** Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table EA-3 - Skiers’ Island — Evaluation Matrix

Environmental Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Preferred Condition
Habitat Types Created (Acres)* 5.6 6.1 53 5.3 0
-Upland Restoration 2.9 2.0 2.5 2.5 0
-High Marsh 0 0 0 0 0
-Low Marsh/Mangrove 2.7 3.7 2.0 1.8 0
-Tidal Lagoon/Mud Flats 0 0.4 0.8 1.0 0

Federally Protected Species No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Fish and Wildlife Resources Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Continued

migratory bird

migratory bird

migratory bird

migratory bird

degradation of

habitat habitat habitat habitat uplands & low
Low Marsh - Low Marsh - Low Marsh - Low Marsh - marsh by exotic
fisheries habitat fisheries habitat fisheries habitat fisheries habitat vegetation.
Tidal lagoon creates | Tidal lagoon creates | Tidal lagoon creates
feeding grounds for | feeding grounds for | feeding grounds for
bottom feeding fish, [ bottom feeding fish, | bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds, and shorebirds, and shorebirds, and
invertebrates. invertebrates. invertebrates.
Removal of Exotic Vegetation Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Shoreline Erosion Reduce Reduce Reduce Reduce No Change

Water Quality

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands and
tidal lagoon provides
east/west flow

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands and
tidal lagoon provides
east/west &
north/south flow

No Improvement

Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Recreation Maintains Ski-ability | Maintains Ski-ability | Maintains Ski-ability. | Maintains Ski-ability. | Maintains Ski-ability.
Public access to Public access to Public access to
upland area upland area upland area
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Public Acceptance** Moderate High High High Moderate
Economics (Cost Estimate) $625,000 $650,000 $650,000 $650,000 N/A

* Includes additional acreage created due to restoration. Does not include existing habitat.
** Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table EA-4 - Jim Neville Marine Preserve — Evaluation Matrix

Environmental Factor Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Without
Preferred Project
Condition
Habitat Types Created (Acres)* 27.1 27.0 26.7 28.6 27.5 0
-Upland Restoration 2.0 2.0 6.9 2.0 2.0 0
-High Marsh 0 0 9.3 0 0 0
-Low Marsh/Mangrove 17.9 18.9 10.5 16.6 17.6 0
-Tidal Lagoon/Mud Flats 7.2 6.1 0 10.0 7.9 0
Federally Protected Species Benefit to the Piping | Benefit to the Piping | Benefit to the Restores some Benefit to the Piping | Exotic
Plover, enhances Plover, enhances Piping Plover, Piping Plover Plover, enhances vegetation
existing habitat existing habitat enhances existing | habitat, impacts existing habitat may continue
habitat other Piping Plover to reduce
habitat habitat for the
Piping Plover
Fish and Wildlife Resources Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Create nesting & Exotic
migratory bird migratory bird migratory bird migratory bird migratory bird vegetation
habitat. Low habitat. Low habitat. Low habitat. Low marsh | habitat. Low may continue
marsh—fisheries marsh—fisheries marsh — fisheries — fisheries habitat marsh-fisheries to reduce
habitat. Tidal lagoon | habitat Tidal lagoon | habitat Tidal lagoon creates | habitat Tidal lagoon | habitat
creates feeding creates feeding feeding grounds for | creates feeding
grounds for bottom grounds for bottom bottom feeding fish, | grounds for bottom
feeding fish, feeding fish, shorebirds, and feeding fish,
shorebirds, and shorebirds, and invertebrates. shorebirds, and
invertebrates. invertebrates. invertebrates.
Removal of Exotic Vegetation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Shoreline Erosion No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Water Quality Improve, create low | Improve, create low | Improve, create Improve, create low | Improve, create low No Impact
marsh wetland marsh wetland low/high marsh marsh wetland marsh wetland
wetland
Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Recreation Limited public Limited public Limited public Limited public Limited public Limited public
access access access access access access
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Public Acceptance** Moderate Low Low High High Low
Economics (Cost Estimate) $3,200,000 $3,100,000 $1,350,000 $3,300,000 $3,280,000 N/A

* Includes additional acreage created due to restoration. Does not include existing habitat.

** Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table EA-5 - Palmers Point Park — Evaluation Matrix

Environmental Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Preferred Condition
Habitat Types Created (Acres)* 3 29 3 2.8 0
-Upland 0.3 0.4 0 0 0
-High Marsh 0.2 0 0 0 0
-Low Marsh/Mangrove 1.6 1.7 3 1.4 0
-Tidal Lagoon/Mud Flats 0.9 0.8 0 1.4 0

Federally Protected Species

Benefit to the Piping
Plover, enhances
existing habitat

Benefit to the Piping
Plover, enhances
existing habitat

Benefit to the Piping
Plover, enhances
existing habitat

Restores some Piping
Plover habitat, impacts
other Piping Plover
habitat

Exotic vegetation
may continue to

reduce habitat for
the Piping Plover

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Create nesting &
migratory bird
habitat. Low marsh
— fisheries habitat
Tidal lagoon creates
feeding grounds for
bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds, and

Create nesting &
migratory bird
habitat. Low marsh
— fisheries habitat
Tidal lagoon creates
feeding grounds for
bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds, and

Create nesting &
migratory bird
habitat. Low marsh
— fisheries habitat

Create nesting &
migratory bird
habitat. Low marsh-
fisheries habitat
Tidal lagoon creates
feeding grounds for
bottom feeding fish,
shorebirds, and

Exotic vegetation
may continue to
reduce habitat

invertebrates. invertebrates. invertebrates.
Removal of Exotic Vegetation Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Shoreline Erosion Reduce Reduce Reduce Reduce No Impact
Water Quality Improve, Create Improve, Create low | Improve, Create low | Improve, Create low

low/high marsh marsh wetlands marsh wetlands marsh wetlands. No Impact

wetlands Tidal lagoon

provides water flow

Cultural Resources No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Recreation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Navigation No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Public Acceptance** Moderate High Moderate Moderate Low
Economics (Cost Estimate) $400,000 $350,000 $350,000 $400,000 N/A

* Includes additional acreage created due to restoration. Does not include existing habitat.
** Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table EA-6 - Snake Island — Evaluation Matrix

Environmental Factor

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Without Project

Preferred Condition
Habitat Types Created (Acres)* 1.9 1.4 3.6 3.8 0
-Upland 0 0.4 0.5 0.9 0
-High Marsh 0 0.2 0 0 0
-Low Marsh/Mangrove 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.9 0
-Low Marsh Reclamation 0 0 1.7 1.4 0
-Unconsolidated Shore 0 0 0 0.6 0
Federally Protected Species No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Fish and Wildlife Resources Creates low marsh Creates nesting & Creates nesting & Creates nesting & Continued
wetlands for bird migratory bird migratory bird migratory bird degradation of
habitat and fisheries | habitat. Low marsh- habitat. Low habitat. Low uplands & low marsh

fisheries habitat.

marsh/reclamation
area - fisheries

marsh/reclamation
area - fisheries

by exotic vegetation.

habitat habitat
Removal of Exotic Vegetation Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Shoreline Erosion Reduce Does not Reduce Reduce & regain Reduce & regain Erosion of the island
some lost acreage some lost acreage | will continue

Water Quality

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands &
stabilize erosion

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands &
stabilize erosion

Improve, Create
low marsh wetlands
& stabilize erosion

Improve, Create low
marsh wetlands &
stabilize erosion

Worsen, continued
erosion of the island

Cultural Resources

Create adverse
impact to
archaeological site

Lack of shoreline
stabilization will
adversely affect
archeological site.

Shoreline
stabilization will
help preserve
archeological site.

Shoreline
stabilization will help
preserve
archeological site.

Continued erosion
and degradation to
archeological site.

Recreation Limit public access | Public access Public access Public access Public access
provided to upland provided to upland | provided to upland currently exists.
area. Beach remains | area through area adjacent to
intact for public use. | boardwalk. Cove beach. Beach area

provides boat potentially expanded.
parking area.
Navigation Reduced channel Continued need for Reduced channel Reduced channel Continued need for

maintenance, less
erosion

channel maintenance
as a result of erosion

maintenance, less
erosion

maintenance, less
erosion

channel maintenance
as a result of erosion

Public Acceptance**

Low

Moderate

Low

High

High

Economics (Cost Estimate)

$325,000

$275,000

$925,000

$275,000

N-A

* Includes additional acreage created due to restoration. Does not include existing habitat.
** Public Acceptance based on comments received as part of the public involvement efforts conducted for this project.
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Table EA-7. Historical, Existing, and Recommended Plan Habitat Acreages

Project Disposal Island Habitat Types Total Acres

Uplands | High Low Marsh/ | Tidal Lagoons/ | Salterns* | Unconsolidated | Bay

Marsh | Mangrove mud flats (Salt Flats) | Shore Bottom

Big Edwards Island
Historical** 0 0 3.0 0 0 0.5 3.5 7.0
Existing*** 4.00 0 1.75 0 0 0.25 0 6.0
Recommended Plan***** 1.7 0.2 3.35 0.5 0 0.25 0 6.0
Skiers’ Island
Historical** 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.0 8.0
Existing*** 5.3 0 2.6 0 0 0.1 0 8.0
Recommended Plan***** 2.5 0 4.4 1.0 0 0.1 0 8.0
Bird Colony
Historical** 0 0 2.0 0 0 0 0 2.0
Existing*** 0 0 2.0 0 0 0 0 2.0
Recommended Plan***** 0 0 2.0 0 0 0 0 2.0
Jim Neville Marine Preserve****
Historical** 0 0 25.0 7.0 0 0 0 32.0
Existing** 27.5 0 3.5 0 4.0 0 0 35.0
Recommended Plan***** 2.0 0 21.1 7.9 4.0 0 0 35.0
Palmer Point Park****
Historical** 0 0 2.0 1.0 0 0 2.0 5.0
Existing*** 3.0 0 0.5 0 1.5 0 0 5.0
Recommended Plan***** 0 0 3.5 0 1.5 0 0 5.0
Snake Island****
Historical** 2.7 0 0.8 0 0 0 0 3.5
Existing*** 1.5 0 <0.1 0 0 0.4 0 2.0
Recommended Plan***** 0.9 0 2.3 0 0 0.6 0 3.8
Subtotal
Historical** 2.7 0 32.8 8.0 0 0.5 13.5 57.5
Existing*** 41.3 0 10.45 0 5.5 0.75 0 58
Recommended Plan***** 7.1 0.2 36.65 9.4 55 0.95 0 59.8

*  The areas identified as existing salterns (salt flats) were created as a result of dredged material being placed on these islands. Although they are not natural, these areas provide a
unique area with a beneficial function
*x Historical acreages represent an estimate of habitat acreages prior to the dredging of the GIWW. These acreages are based on the 1948 aerials/1958 soil survey; Estevez, E.
(1996) — Sarasota Bay Spoil Area — Final Report, Mote Marine Laboratory Tech. Report No. 464 to SBNEP; and Antonini, Gustavo A., David A. Fann, and Paul Roat, A Historical
Geography of Southwest Florida Waterways — Volume 1.
***  The existing acreages were developed from photo interpretation of the 1995 aerials and the preliminary survey completed in 1999. Existing uplands on all the project disposal
islands consist primarily of exotic/nuisance species.
*xx Acreages identified for Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer Point include the portion of these disposal islands that are part of the project. Snake Island historical acreages are
based on an estimate of the portion of Turner Key that was separated to create Snake Island.
rxxx Acreages for the Recommended Plans include the restoration acreages plus the areas on the islands that are not being modified with the Recommended Plan because they are of

high quality.
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3.01 Big Edwards Island. For Big Edwards Island, four alternatives and the No-
Action alternative were evaluated. Alternative 1 (Figure 2) involves retaining over
half the island as upland restoration and lowering grades to intertidal elevations
to support marsh grasses and mangroves. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 (Figures 3 —
5) involve various combinations of upland restoration, high marsh, low marsh and
open water/tidal lagoons. In addition, Alternatives 3 and 4 provide recreational
trails for public use. Alternative 4 was selected as the Recommended Alternative
Plan because of the maximum habitat diversity that it creates. In addition, this
alternative incorporates the upland restoration/enhancement areas in the areas
that are currently used for public use and allows for a recreational trail to be
incorporated into the design.

3.02 Skiers’ Island. For Skiers’ Island, four alternatives and the No-Action
alternative were evaluated. Alternative 1 (Figure 6) involves both upland
restoration and the creation of low marsh/mangrove areas. Alternatives 2, 3, and
4 (Figures 7 — 9) involve a combination of upland restoration, creation of low
marsh/mangroves, and creation of varying amounts of open water/tidal lagoons.
Concept 4 was selected as the Recommended Alternative Plan because of the
maximum habitat diversity that it creates. This alternative also maximizes the
beneficial “edge effect” of the open water/tidal lagoon areas on the adjacent low
marsh and mangrove systems, as well as provides an opportunity for water to
circulate through the island.

3.03 Bird Colony Islands. The Recommended Alternative Plan for the Bird
Colony Islands is to provide shoreline armoring along the Intracoastal side of the
islands to prevent further erosion. No earthwork is proposed on the islands. This
alternative was evaluated against the No-Action alternative. As the
Recommended Alternative Plan, this alternative protects existing critical bird
nesting habitat that has been documented on these islands from further erosion.

3.04 Jim Neville Marine Preserve. For the Jim Neville Marine Preserve, five
alternatives (Figures 10 — 14) and the No-Action alternative were evaluated.
Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5 are very similar and involve minimal upland restoration,
extensive low marsh/mangrove creation and various amounts of open water/tidal
lagoon areas. Alternative 4 involves the greatest amount of open water/tidal
lagoon areas providing both east/west and north/south flow through the island.
Alternative 5 (the Recommended Alternative Plan) involves a similar amount of
flow through the island; however, it does not provide complete east/west tidal
lagoons across the island. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 do not provide either
the east/west or north/south tidal lagoon systems. However, Alternative 1 does
provide a tidal lagoon connection between the northern and southern portions of
the island. Alternative 3 involves extensive upland restoration, high marsh areas,
and low marsh mangrove areas. Alternative 5 was selected as the
Recommended Alternative Plan because it provides a diversity of habitats, allows
for the historical sheet flow over the island during high tides, includes an
extensive tidal lagoon system that maximizes the “edge effect” of the adjacent
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low marsh and mangrove systems, and allows water to circulate throughout the
island. The Recommended Alternative Plan provides the greatest benefits while
minimizing the impacts to the existing mangrove system and unique saltern (salt
flat) areas found on the island.

3.05 Palmer Point Park. For Palmer Point Park, four alternatives (Figures 15 —
18) and the No-Action alternative were evaluated. Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 involve
some small upland restoration areas, low marsh/mangroves and open water/tidal
lagoon systems. Alternative 3 involves the creation of low marsh/mangroves in
the project area. Alternative 3 was selected as the Recommended Alternative
Plan because it will benefit from the opportunity of diversity of the adjacent
upland areas in the park, while minimizing impacts to the existing mangroves and
salterns (salt flats) located adjacent to the project site. This alternative also
minimizes maintenance through the elimination of the small upland area and
reduces the potential for stagnant water and therefore mosquitoes with the
elimination of the tidal lagoon.

3.06 Snake lIsland. For Snake Island, four alternatives and the No-Action
alternative were evaluated. Alternative 1 (Figure 19) involves lowering the grade
of the entire island to create a low marsh/mangrove area. Alternative 2 (Figure
20) includes a upland enhancement area, a high marsh area, and surrounding
low marsh/mangroves. Alternative 3 (Figure 21) includes an upland
enhancement area and surrounding low marsh/mangroves with an area for low
marsh reclamation on the west side of the island. Alternative 4 (Figure 22) was
selected as the Recommended Alternative Plan. It is similar to Alternative 3, but
includes a much larger upland enhancement area to support the existing amount
of public use.

4.00 Description of the Affected Environment. Sarasota Bay is a classic coastal
lagoon system and is located on the central west coast of Florida between
Tampa Bay and Venice, Florida. The system is bordered to the west by a chain
of substantially developed coastal barrier islands (Anna Maria Island, Longboat
Key, Lido Key, Siesta Key, and Casey Key) and to the east by the City of
Sarasota mainland. Sarasota Bay is designated as a Class Il — Outstanding
Florida Water (OFW) except for the area directly east of the Intracoastal
Waterway in Sarasota County, which is designated as a Class Ill OFW. The
affected environment was determined through literature reviews of past studies,
a preliminary geotechnical investigation, a preliminary survey, and several
extensive field visits by members of the project team during the summer, fall and
winter of 1999.

Big Edwards Island

Big Edwards Island is a 6-acre island owned by Sarasota County. It is the
northernmost project disposal island, located in Roberts Bay immediately south
of the Siesta Key Bridge. Historically, Big Edwards Island was originally
comprised of two small mangrove islands that were utilized for disposal of
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dredged material from previous channel dredging operations, including the
construction of the GIWW. Big Edwards Island is about 550 feet north-to-south
and 400 feet east-to-west. The topography of this island includes a relatively
narrow perimeter berm enclosing an area where dredged material was placed
during the dredging of the GIWW. The elevation of the perimeter berm generally
varies from 12 to 13 feet MSL. The ground elevations of the interior portion of
the island range from 5 to 17 feet MSL. The disposal material on Big Edwards
Island consists of fine sand with varying amounts of shell and limestone rubble
(Figure 23).

Skiers’ Island

Skiers’ Island is an 8-acre island owned by the West Coast Inland Navigation
District. It is about 1250 feet long and varies in width from 400 feet at the
northern end to 200 feet toward the southern end. Natural ground elevations on
the island range from 7 feet MSL to O MSL. Historically, the area that is now
Skiers’ Island was located in the open waters of Roberts Bay, an estimated 600
feet offshore from Siesta Key. The dredged material from the construction of the
GIWW was deposited on bay bottom to create the disposal island. The dredged
material on Skiers’ Island predominately consists of shell and limestone rubble
with some fine sands. A deep-water channel surrounds Skiers’ Island and is
currently used by boaters for water skiing. In the past, Skiers’ Island has been
known for its importance as a colonial bird nesting site. However in recent years,
few active nesting sites have been documented there (Figure 24).

The Bird Colony Islands

The Bird Colony Islands are four small islands, approximately two acres in size
located east of the GIWW north of Skiers’ Island in Roberts Bay. The Bird Colony
Islands constitute one of the most significant bird colonies along Florida’s west
coast and have suffered substantial erosion primarily from large boat wakes
associated with their close proximity to the GIWW (Figure 25).

Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Jim Neville Marine Preserve is a 35-acre preserve owned by Sarasota County.
This island is located to the west of the GIWW toward the southern end of Siesta
Key. The former Midnight Pass is located to the west of the preserve. The
southern area of the disposal island has gentle topography with a slight ridge
running in the northwest to southeast direction. The highest point of this area is
elevation 7 feet MSL. The northern portion of the island has gentle topography
with a high point of 10.5 feet MSL located near the north end. Historically, a large
mangrove island and a small area of adjoining open waters of Little Sarasota Bay
occupied the area that is now Jim Neville Marine Preserve. During past dredging
and the construction of the GIWW, the dredged material was deposited over
much of the eastern portions of the island and adjacent bay waters. This created
the present characteristic of the island which is an upland area, slightly elevated
above surrounding mangroves. The dredged material on the Jim Neville Marine
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Preserve predominately consists of a mix of fine sands, shell fragments,
limestone, phosphate, and silt (Figure 26).

Palmer Point Park

Palmer Point Park is a 33-acre park owned by Sarasota County. It is located at
the north end of Casey Key. Palmer Point Park has very little topographical relief
with the highest point at elevation 4 feet MSL. Prior to the placement of dredge
material, Palmer Point Park consisted of a narrow strip of mangrove that
extended from the northern tip of Casey Key into the adjoining waters of Little
Sarasota Bay. Dredged material was also placed in the bay waters immediately
south of the original mangrove strip east of the island. The dredged material on
Palmer Point Park predominately consists of primarily fine sands with varying
amounts of shell fragments (Figure 27).

Snake Island

Snake Island is the southernmost project disposal island, located at the Venice
Inlet. This island was originally more than 3 acres in size but over the years, this
island has decreased to approximately 2 acres. The elevations of the interior
portion of the island range from 2 feet MSL to 7 feet MSL. According to 1948
aerial photography, the area that is now Snake Island formed approximately the
southern one-quarter of an elongated beach ridge island fringed by mangroves
and open water at the confluence of Lyons Bay, Donna Bay, and Venice Inlet.
Construction of the GIWW separated Snake Island from the remaining island,
which today is called Turner Key. The dredged material on Snake Island
predominately consists of fine sands with a small amount of shell fragments
(Figure 28).

4.01 Vegetation. With the exception of the Bird Colony Islands, the existing
vegetation within the upland and wetland fringe areas on the project disposal
islands consists primarily of exotic nuisance species including Australian pines
(Casuarina equisetifolia), Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius) and
carrotwood (Cupaniopsis anacardioides). The Bird Colony Islands consist of
primarily mixed-mangrove islands that serve as bird colony nesting sites.

On Big Edwards Island, few native plants have survived the encroachment of
exotic species including the shade-tolerant rouge plant (Rivina humilis), cabbage
palm (Sabal palmetto), Florida privet (Forestiera segregata), corky passionvine
(Passiflora suberosa), and moonvine (Ipomoea alba). In addition, there are
scattered mangroves surrounding the island fringe. At the low, level, southern
end of this island, a temporary cover of rye grass (lolium perenne L.) appears to
have been planted and possibly maintained at certain times of the year.

The perimeter of Skiers’ Island is dominated by a mixed-mangrove fringe

including red (Rhizophora mangle), black (Avicennia germinans), and white
(Laguncularia racemosa) mangroves and buttonwoods (Conocarpus erectus).
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Within the interior portion of the island, a few small areas of native plants exist
that have survived the increasing shade of the Australian pine and carrotwood
including native rouge plants, corky passionvine, moonvine, and prickly pear
cactus (Opuntia spp.).

The wetlands surrounding the uplands on the Jim Neville Marine Preserve are in
fairly good condition. These areas have a wide diversity of wetland native
vegetation and community types including a mix of mangrove swamps and a
diverse expanse of saltwater marshes, with some encroachment of Brazilian
pepper. There are virtually no native trees in the canopy or subcanopy and only
scattered Florida privet and saltbush (Baccharis halimifolia).

The Palmer Point Park project area has an intact wetland fringe, which is
relatively high in diversity and quality and contains white, black and red
mangroves with some encroachment of Brazilian pepper. There are very few
nuisance species in the saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) meadow or the salt flat
marsh dominated by saltwort (Batis maritima), sea purslane (Sesuvium
portulacastrum), and sea blite (Suaeda linearis). In addition, the seagrass beds
surrounding the island appear to be relatively dense. Within the upland areas, a
few natural native plant communities exist including the Florida privet, wax myrtle
(Myrica cerifera), and various shrubs of this maritime hammock.

Vegetation on Snake Island includes several established mangroves that are
remnants of the original mangrove island prior to the dredging of the GIWW.
Within the upland areas of the island there are virtually no native species
remaining.

4.02 Threatened and Endangered Species. Through coordination, the USACE
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) have identified the piping plover
(Charadrius melodus), the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), the
loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), the green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas),
and the hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata) as occurring in the vicinity
of the project area.

Sea turtle nesting has not been documented on any of the proposed project
disposal islands. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that turtles use any of these
islands for nesting, given the location and availability of sandy beach areas.

Habitat for the Western Indian manatee is located throughout the project area,
particularly near areas of seagrasses located near several of the project disposal
islands. It is anticipated that during the project construction phase, the “Standard
Manatee Conditions” will be followed as stated in the project permit issued by the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection.

Finally, foraging habitat for the piping plover includes tidal flats, as found in the
vicinity of both Palmer Point Park and Jim Neville Marine Preserve. Therefore,
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the protection or creation of tidal flat areas as part of the proposed project would
be beneficial to this listed species.

4.03 Fish and Wildlife Resources. One of the major goals for this ecosystem
restoration project is to restore and create additional fish and wildlife habitat.
Existing resources within the project area supporting fish and wildlife included
fisheries, tidal flats and bird habitats.

Within the project area, existing mangroves and seagrass meadows provide
some habitat for juvenile fisheries. However according to the SBNEP’s
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for Sarasota Bay, declines
in the water quality of the bay and the loss of shallow water habitats associated
with these types of habitat over the last several decades has reduced the
available habitat for these fisheries. The proposed project aims to improve water
quality through shoreline stabilization of the project disposal islands and increase
the amount of shallow water habitat available for juvenile fisheries.

Existing salt flats, currently found on the Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer
Point Park, should be preserved or created as part of this project to protect this
type of rare and productive habitat for the base of the food chain. These areas
also serve as potential foraging habitat for many types of native and migratory
birds.

The project area provides existing habitat, nesting areas, and foraging areas for
a variety of birds. In addition, the project area provides seasonal habitat for
migratory birds. The existing mangroves provide the highest quality habitat for
these birds. However, due to the loss of mangroves and other native species,
some birds have adapted to nesting in lesser quality habitat of nuisance species
such as the Australian pines. The National Audubon Society has been
performing nesting surveys for the last several years on several of the project
disposal islands and a more detailed discussion is provided in the Sarasota Bay
Ecosystem Restoration Report. The largest nesting activity has been identified
on the Bird Colony Islands, which includes a variety of bird species. Within the
last three years, the following state-listed species of special concern have been
identified nesting on the Bird Colony Islands: the brown pelican (Pelicanus
occidentalis), the snowy egret (Egretta thula), the little blue heron (Florida
caerulea), the tri-colored heron (Egretta tricolor), the reddish egret
(Dichromanassa rufescens), and the American oystercatcher (Haematopus
palliatus).

4.04 Coastal Barrier Resources. Two designated units of the Florida Coastal
Barrier Resource System are located in the vicinity of Sarasota Bay and the
project disposal islands. These designated units include Casey Key (#P22) and
Venice Inlet (#71P). Both the Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer Point
Park fall within the boundaries of the #P22 designated COBRA unit. Snake
Island falls within the boundary of the #71P designated COBRA unit. The
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designated units of the Florida Coastal Barrier Resource System are protected
under the Coastal Barrier Resources Act, PL 101-591. However, in accordance
with Section 6(A) of the Act, projects for the study, management, protection, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources and habitats, including acquisition of
fish and wildlife habitats and related lands; stabilization projects for fish and
wildlife habitats; and recreational projects are consistent with the purposes of this
Act. The proposed ecosystem restoration of the project disposal islands is
consistent with the purposes of this Act and will provide an ecological benefit to
these coastal resources. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville
District, received a letter dated May 2, 2002 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service verifying the exempt status of the restoration of these islands under this
Act. A copy of this letter is included in Appendix G, Agency Coordination.

4.05 Water Quality. Sarasota Bay was designated as a priority water body by
the US Environmental Protection Agency in Section 320 of the Clean Water Act,
as amended in 1987. Sarasota Bay has also been designated as a Outstanding
Florida Water. Sarasota Bay has been identified as a Class Il water body except
for the area directly east of the GIWW in Sarasota County, which is designated
as a Class IIl water body. Declines in water quality in Sarasota Bay have been
identified as a significant issue because of the impact of water quality on
seagrass habitat and fisheries productivity. The primary pollutants of concern
are nutrients and toxic substances including heavy metals and pesticides.
Sources of nutrient and toxicant loadings into the bay come from stormwater
runoff, sewage treatment plant wastewater discharges, septic tanks, and rainfall.

Sarasota County has several programs and efforts in place to help monitor and
improve the water quality of the bay. The County and four co-permittees have an
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit to operate a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) for stormwater discharges. The permit compliance program includes, but
is not limited to:

1) operation and maintenance of structural controls and storm water collection
system;

2) construction site runoff program that operates through requirements in the
County's Land Development Regulations;

3) operation and maintenance of public streets, roads and highways;

4) insuring flood control projects comply with state storm water quality
requirements;

5) identification, monitoring, and control of discharges from municipal waste
treatment facilities not covered by a NPDES storm water permit;

6) control of pollutants related to application of pesticides, herbicides, and
fertilizers through public education, applicator certification requirements, and
an integrated pest management program for all County facilities;
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7) illicit connections and illegal dumping regulatory programs that operate
through County Ordinance, field screening of outfalls, industrial inspections,
and a 24-hour on-call investigative staff and;

8) industrial and high risk runoff inspection program.

In addition to the NPDES permit compliance, Sarasota County Utilities has a
program to acquire some of the small wastewater treatment facilities so that
flows can be treated at state-of-the-art plants. About 10% of these smaller
systems have been taken off line, many of which were located within the Phillipi
Creek watershed, which is a top priority based on its environmental condition and
connection to Sarasota Bay.

Sarasota County has a Septic to Sewer program that is geared toward replacing
septic tanks and hooking residents up to central sewer. The first major project is
the Phillipi Creek Project. Construction of the first phase should begin 2001-
2002.

Sarasota County has an ordinance that prohibits unauthorized discharges to
surface water, ground water, or any stormwater conveyance system.

Lastly, the County has an ambient Water Quality Monitoring Program with
sampling stations located throughout the waters of Sarasota County. The data
generated from this program are analyzed to help identify water quality trends in
the bay.

Big Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island, and the Bird Colony Islands are all located in
Roberts Bay. According to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP) 305(b) Data Report (1998), the status of Roberts Bay with regards to
chemistry, fish, standards, metals, and biology is classified as “fair”. Most water
quality parameters in Roberts Bay are designated as “stable”. However, this
information also indicates that the turbidity levels, the dissolved oxygen, and the
total phosphorus have been degrading in the past few years.

The Jim Neville Marine Preserve and Palmer Point Park are located in Little
Sarasota Bay. The FDEP 305(b) Data Report (1998) reports the status of this
area with regards to chemistry, fish, standards, metals, and biology is classified
as “fair". This information also indicates that the following water quality
parameters have been degrading over the last few years: turbidity, secchi depth,
and total phosphorus.

Snake Island is located in the Lower Little Sarasota Bay area. According to the
FDEP 305(b) Data Report (1998), the status of this area with regards to
chemistry, fish, standards, metals, and biology is classified as “good”. The only
water quality parameter that has been degrading for the past few years in this
portion of the bay is turbidity.
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4.06 Aesthetic Resources. Sarasota Bay is bordered primarily by residential
developments and some commercial land uses. Throughout the public
involvement process, many homeowners have stated that the aesthetic value of
these disposal islands is important to them and should be a consideration in the
selection of the Recommended Alternative Plan.

4.07 Recreation Resources. The primary recreational use of Sarasota Bay is
“viewing it”, according to a public opinion survey by the SBNEP in the early
1990’s (SBNEP'’s, Sarasota Bay, The Voyage Reclaimed, 1995). However, there
are numerous other recreational uses of the bay, which include both active and
passive forms of recreation. These recreation uses include boating, water-skiing,
kayaking, swimming, wildlife observation (birding), and fishing.

Recreational fish resources include a variety of species including redfish
(Sciaenops ocellatus), sea trout (Cynoscion spp.), jacks (Seriola fasciata),
pompano (Trachinotus carolinus), black drum (Pogonias cromis), sheepshead
(Archosargus probatocephalus), snook (Centropomus spp.), flounder
(Paralichthys albigutta), and mangrove snapper (Lutjanus griseus).

Several of the project disposal islands, particularly Big Edwards Island, Skiers’
Island, and Snake Island, are used by the public regularly for picnicking and
other activities. However, each of the islands has evidence of human activity
except Bird Colony Islands. Skiers’ Island’s primary recreational use is water-
skiing. The deep-cut channel surrounding the island is one of the few places in
Sarasota Bay where water-skiing is feasible.

4.08 Navigation. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is adjacent to each of the
project disposal islands. In addition, several other marked channels are located
throughout the project area to provide access to residential areas adjacent to the
bay. The majority of the Intracoastal Waterway in the vicinity of the project
disposal islands has been designated as “No-Wake” zones.

4.09 Cultural Resources. A cultural resources investigation was conducted for
the proposed project and coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer
has been completed. Prior to the dredging of the GIWW and the placement of
disposal material, Big Edwards Island (Figure 29), the Jim Neville Marine
Preserve (Figure 32), Palmer Point Park (Figure 33), and Snake Island (Figure
34) were all existing mangrove islands. The Bird Colony Islands (Figure 31) has
always consisted of three small mangrove islands; however, erosion has reduced
their size since the dredging of the GIWW. Prior to dredging, Skiers’ Island
(Figure 30) was bay bottom.

The cultural resources investigation included research of soil survey maps for Big
Edwards Island and Skiers’ Island; field surveys of Jim Neville Marine Preserve
and Palmer Point Park; and survey and testing of archeological site 8502336 on
Snake Island. No significant cultural resources were identified on Big Edwards
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Island, Skiers’ Island, Jim Neville Marine Preserve or Palmer Point Park. Testing
of site 8502336 on Snake Island has indicated the site to be potentially eligible
for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. The development of
design plans and specifications for the restoration of Snake Island during the
Plans & Specs phase of this project will be further coordinated with the State
Historic Preservation Officer to insure that any adverse impacts to the cultural
resources can be avoided or mitigated.

5.00 Probable Impacts of the Recommended Alternative Plans. For the
Recommended Alternative Plans for each of the project disposal islands, this
section will identify both the benefits and potential impacts associated with the
action. A brief description of the Recommended Alternative Plans for each of the
project disposal islands and a summary of the basis of their selection is
presented below.

Big Edwards lIsland. Alternative 4 (Figure 5) is the Recommended Alternative
Plan for ecosystem restoration on Big Edwards Island. This alternative provides
improved and diverse fish and wildlife habitat through the use of a mix of upland
restoration (1.7-acres), low marsh/mangroves (1.6-acres), high marsh (0.2-
acres), and tidal lagoons (0.5-acres). The open water/tidal lagoon system also
maximizes the "edge effect" of the adjacent low marsh and mangrove systems.
To incorporate public concerns, this alternative also maintains public access and
use of the island and it enhances public use with a proposed natural foot trail
along the upland areas. In addition, this alternative provides potential
opportunities for educational interpretive signage promoting and explaining these
diverse habitats, which was also suggested at the public workshop held for this
project. In response to public comments, the Recommended Alternative Plan
maintains the existing upland area at the southern portion of the island where the
majority of public access to the island occurs. In addition, the Recommended
Alternative Plan maintains the eastern upland berm along the island and the
existing mature mangrove fringe around the perimeter of the island to provide a
visual buffer for homeowners located on either side of the island. Alternative 4 is
also the least expensive alternative for Big Edwards Island with a cost of
approximately $875,000.

Skiers’ Island. Alternative 4 (Figure 9) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for
Skiers' Island. This alternative provides improved and diverse fish and wildlife
habitat through the use of a mix of upland restoration (2.5-acres), low
marsh/mangroves (1.8-acres), and tidal lagoons (1.0-acres). The open water/tidal
lagoon system also maximizes the "edge effect” of the adjacent low marsh and
mangrove systems, as well as providing an opportunity for water to circulate
through the island. Alternative 4 allows for the continued use of the deep-water
channel surrounding the island for water skiing. In addition, the upland
restoration area proposed at the northern end of the island would allow for public
access for passive recreational uses. As identified through public comment, no
structural recreational facilities are provided with this alternative, instead the
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focus of this alternative is purely ecological restoration. Alternative 4 is the most
expensive alternative evaluated for Skiers’ Island. This is primarily a result of the
extent of tidal lagoons proposed, which, as discussed above, will provide a
significant benefit to the new and existing habitat surrounding this project. The
total project cost for this alternative is approximately $700,000.

Bird Colony lIslands. The Recommended Alternative Plan for the Bird Colony
Islands is to provide shoreline armoring along the Intracoastal side of the islands
to prevent further erosion. No earthwork is proposed on the islands. The
Recommended Alternative Plan protects the existing critical bird nesting habitat
that has been documented on these islands. The total project cost for the
proposed work is estimated to be $87,500.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve. Alternative 5 (Figure 14) is the Recommended
Alternative Plan for Jim Neville Marine Preserve. This alternative provides
improved and diverse fish and wildlife habitat through the use of primarily low
marsh/mangroves (17.6-acres) and tidal lagoons (7.9-acres), with some
opportunity for upland restoration (2.0-acres) on the higher elevation areas of the
island. The open water/tidal lagoon system maximizes the "edge effect" of the
adjacent low marsh and mangrove systems, as well as providing an opportunity
for water to circulate between the northern and southern portions of the island.
The Recommended Alternative Plan also minimizes the impacts to the existing
mangrove systems and unique saltern areas found on the island, while
optimizing the use of low marsh areas to recreate the opportunity for sheet flow
across the island during high tides. Finally, the Recommended Alternative Plan
will be successful independent of any decision regarding the opening/closing of
nearby Midnight Pass. The total project cost for Alternative 5 is estimated at
$3.28 million. This estimate of costs is close to two of the other proposed
alternatives.

Palmer Point Park. Alternative 3 (Figure 17) is the Recommended Alternative
Plan for Palmer Point Park. This alternative provides the creation of low
marsh/mangroves (3.0-acres) in the project area and will benefit from the
opportunity of diversity of the adjacent upland areas in the park. The
Recommended Alternative Plan minimizes impacts to the existing mangroves
and salterns located adjacent to the project site. The Recommended Alternative
Plan will result in minimal maintenance and the elimination of the tidal lagoon
provided in some of the other alternatives will reduce the potential for stagnant
water and therefore mosquitoes. Alternative 3 is one of the least expensive
alternatives evaluated for Palmer Point Park. The total project cost is estimated
to be $350,000.

Snake Island. Alternative 4 (Figure 22) is the Recommended Alternative Plan for
ecosystem restoration on Snake Island. This alternative provides improved and
diverse fish and wildlife habitat through the use of a mix of upland restoration
(0.9-acres), and low marsh/mangroves (0.9-acres). In addition, the
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Recommended Alternative Plan provides for additional acreage to the island
through the creation of a low marsh reclamation area (1.4-acres) on the west
side of the island. To address public concerns, the Recommended Alternative
Plan also provides a large upland enhancement area accessible on the east side
of the island for public use. The Recommended Alternative Plan also provides
soft-shore stabilization and additional mangroves to reduce the on-going erosion.
The Recommended Alternative Plan maintains the unconsolidated shore used by
the public on the southern end of the island and provides an opportunity to
extend this area to the eastern side of the island. The estimated costs for each
of the alternatives evaluated for Snake Island are fairly close. Therefore, the
total estimated project cost for the Recommended Alternative Plan
(approximately $275,000) is comparable to the costs of the other alternatives for
this island.

5.01 Vegetation. The most significant impact to vegetation on each of the
project disposal islands as a result of the Recommended Alternative Plans is the
removal of nuisance species including, but not limited to, Brazilian Pepper,
Australian pine, and carrotwood. However, as a result of construction activities
some of the few remaining desirable species, particularly in the upland areas, will
be impacted. To maximize the benefit of the exotic removal, the restoration of
existing habitat or creation of new habitat will be accomplished through the
installation of many of the desirable species impacted as well as other desirable
species to create a diverse plant community. Planting of desirable species will
also help with controlling nuisance species by creating competition in the newly
disturbed soils. Upland plantings should include a diverse mix of subtropical
hardy native trees and shrubs. Wetland plantings should include mangrove
species and high and low marsh species. The wetland plants should be planted
on close centers as liners or bare root for quick coverage and optimum
competition. Detailed planting plans for each island will be completed during the
design phase of the project. Table EA-8 provides a general list of desirable plant
species that will be considered for each of the various habitats.

To maximize the benefit of this project, controlling the regeneration of nuisance

species will be facilitated through the following:

. Grade changes resulting in the removal of substrate will remove the root
stock and seed source from these species and will result in incompatible
habitat creation for exotics.

. Grade changes resulting in the addition of fill will cover over seed sources
preventing germination of seeds.

. Use of composted shredded (tub-ground) woody vegetation will act as a thick
mulch layer physically preventing seed germination. Material used from the
nuisance species must be composted to prevent seed germination in the
mulch. Mulching of this material is also an efficient method of disposal. The
amount of mulch used is dependent on the amount of nuisance species
removed on each island; however, mulch will be placed a minimum of 4
inches thick and higher in problem areas.
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. Use of applied herbicides (injection, frill and girdle, or cut stump application)
may be used to control Australian pines and Brazilian pepper in specified

areas.

. Finally, follow-up treatment and monitoring will be necessary.

Table EA-8. Proposed Plant Species List

Upland Trees

Busera simaruba

Gumbo limbo

Celtis laevigata Sugarberry
Coccoloba uvifera Seagrape
Coccoloba diversifolia Pigeon Plum
Conocarpus erectus Green buttonwood
Diospyros virginiana Persimmon
Juniperus silicicola Southern Red Cedar
Persea borbonia Red bay

Quercus myrtifolia Myrtle oak

Quercus virginiana Live oak

Sabal palmetto

Cabbage palm

Zanthoxylum clava-herculis

Hercules club

Upland Shrubs

Callicarpa americana Beautyberry
Chrysobalanus icaco Coco plum
Chrysophyllum oliviforme Satinleaf
Dodonaea viscosa Varnish leaf
Erythrina herbacea Carol beam
Forestiera segregata Wild olive
Myrcianthes fragrans Simpson stopper
Pithecellobium keyense Blackbead
Psychotria nervosa Wild coffee
Randia aculeata White Indigo Berry
Scaevola plumieri Inkberry

Serenoa repens

Saw palmetto

Sophora tomentosa

Necklace pod

Suriana maritima

Bay cedar

Wetland — High and Low Marsh Species

Avicennia germinans

Black mangrove

Rhizophora mangle

Red mangrove

Laguncularia racemosa

White mangrove

Conocarpus erectus

Buttonwood

Spartina bakeri

Sand cordgrass

Spartina patens

Marshhay cordgrass

Spartina alterniflora

Smooth cordgrass

Juncus roemerianus

Black needle rush

Scirpus spp.

Bulrush

Batis maritima

Sea pickle

Sesuvium spp.

Seapurslane

Paspalum vaginatum

Seashore paspalum

Distichlis spicata

Saltgrass
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For each of the project disposal islands, it is anticipated only minor and
temporary construction related impacts will occur to desirable wetland vegetation
during construction through the use of best management practices such as the
use of silt fences, turbidity barriers, and controlled construction access.

Big Edwards Island. The installation of high marsh species such as knotgrass
(Paspalum distichum), marsh-hay (Spartina patens), and saltgrass (Distichlis
spicata) will improve the habitat functions of this island. These efforts will
increase the amount of cover of high marsh species that are almost non-existent
in the Sarasota Bay area. The increase in acreage of mangroves is another
positive effect of the project and will increase the fisheries habitat value as a
result of the project. The Recommended Alternative Plan increases the open
water edge effect of the mangroves that typically improves the function and value
of mangroves.

Construction access is anticipated to occur from the western side of the island.
This location is adjacent to a channel that is not vegetated with seagrasses and
therefore no impacts to adjacent seagrasses are proposed. Grade changes in
the northwest portion of the island will occur adjacent to existing mangroves. As
such, occasional individual mangroves will be impacted to provide a consistent
elevation between planted mangroves and the existing vegetation. Where
practical, design efforts will identify these locations and adjustment in species
type will minimize impacts while providing an opportunity for exchange of water
during normal tidal events. Sheet flow of tidal waters is beneficial to the quality of
habitat.

Seagrasses adjacent to the east of Big Edwards Island will not be negatively
impacted by the Recommended Alternative Plan. The installation of temporary
erosion control measures during construction and permanent erosion control
measures will prevent impacts to the seagrasses from continued erosion of the
adjacent shoreline. The seagrasses to the south of the island may experience
minor impacts from the existing unconsolidated shore. In order to provide access
to upland areas and to take advantage of existing conditions, the upland area on
the southern portion of the island will remain. However, through upland
restoration plantings, all efforts will be made during the design process to include
vegetation and maintenance commitments that will minimize erosion.

Skiers’ Island. The proposed locations of upland restoration will not impact the
existing mangroves. The Recommended Alternative Plan reduces the steep
slopes of disposal material adjacent to the existing mangroves. The elimination of
the upland disposal material and nuisance species adjacent to the existing
mangroves will have a positive impact on the existing mangroves.

The existing mangroves are currently inundated from the outside edge of the
island. The proposed open water connections to the east, west, and north will
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have a positive effect on the function and value of the proposed and existing
mangroves. The increased inundation improves the fisheries habitat value of the
mangroves. Low marsh habitat will be initially installed and will create nursery
habitat for fish and estuarine, inter-tidal invertebrates.

Historic dredging adjacent to Skiers’ Island and the subsequent placement of fill
on the Island precludes much habitat for seagrasses. The limited amount of
seagrass habitat present will be impacted in a positive manner from the proposed
activities. The Recommended Alternative Plan includes mangrove coverage
around more than 90% of the island, thus reducing the opportunity for continued
erosion. The reduction in erosion should improve water quality and reduce
siltation over seagrasses from migrating disposal material.

Bird Colony Islands. The proposed activities for the Bird Colony Islands are
limited to stabilization. It is anticipated that stabilization will occur through the
placement of rubble riprap and will have no negative impacts on the nesting
habitat provided by the mangroves. As a result of the wave energy, which has
caused erosion of the mangrove areas, there are no seagrasses on the edge of
the small islands. Therefore, placement of the stabilization material will have no
impact on seagrasses.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve. The placement of material on the island created a
unique habitat between the upland nuisance species and the mangrove band
around the island. This habitat is quite similar to natural salterns in other coastal
areas. Typically, the area becomes inundated with the tide and water is
entrapped. As the tide ebbs, the trapped water evaporates and the salinity
greatly increases. This increased salinity prevents propagation of seeds and the
growth of most vegetation. What does occur is rapid blooms of single cell algae.
The algae provide a food source for fiddler crabs (Uca uca) and other
invertebrates. This unique habitat will not be impacted by the proposed activities.

The mangrove bands that were left after placement of the disposal material will
not be negatively impacted by the Recommended Alternative Plan. Positive
impacts will occur as a result of increased mangrove acreage as well as
increased contact with the restored mangrove areas by tidal flows. The increased
function and value of the multiple channel connections included in the
Recommended Alternative Plan compensates for the temporary, construction-
related impacts to mangroves. The existing mangroves as well as the planted
mangroves will benefit from sheet flow of tidal water across the island during high
tide. It is anticipated the designs provide an opportunity for the sheet flow from
all directions, depending on the prevailing tides and/or winds.

The temporary impacts will include removal of mangroves associated with the

channel connections, construction access, and construction of the low
marsh/mangrove planting areas. The construction access is necessary to build
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the Recommended Alternative Plan as deep water areas do not exist adjacent to
the proposed construction areas.

Impacts to the adjacent seagrass habitat will occur. These impacts will be both
positive and negative. The negative impacts will occur as a result of tidal
channel connections and construction access. Where practical, the proposed
location for the tidal channel will be the same location used for access.
Additional excavation may occur in the grass flats adjacent to the island to allow
ingress and egress of construction equipment and removal of the excavated
material. Exact locations will be identified during the design phase and all efforts
will be made to determine locations that will provide long-term benefits through
increased circulation. The positive benefits will be improved water quality as a
result of nutrient assimilation by the wetland vegetation as well as trapping
suspended sediments.

Palmer Point Park. This site is somewhat different than the other areas as it is
part of a contiguous peninsula, not an island. The Recommended Alternative
Plan, which will create all low marsh and mangrove habitat in the project area,
considers the presence of nuisance species on the adjacent uplands. As a
result, the loss of upland habitat is an unavoidable impact, but the proposed
habitat will have significant benefits. The opportunity for restoration of the
uplands on the adjacent properties will eventually provide a mosaic of habitat
improving the total ecological value of Palmer Point Park.

The mangroves will provide a positive impact to the adjacent habitat by
increasing nesting opportunities, improving water quality, and increasing fisheries
habitat. The mangroves would benefit from increased sheet flow of tidal waters.
As with Jim Neville Marine Preserve, open sandy areas of high salinity that are
similar to natural salterns are present. The vegetative value, while considered
high, is limited to the rapid algal blooms. The Recommended Alternative Plans
would have no impact to this community. Detailed analysis during design and
careful construction techniques will be required to avoid impacts to this unique
habitat.

The Recommended Alternative Plan precludes the use of open water lagoons
that were considered in other alternatives. However, preliminary analysis
indicated the small area of open water opening to the bay would not have
enough volume to provide high enough flow rates through the connection to
existing open water areas. As such, the low flow rates would cause the opening
to silt in and would create a stagnant water area of reduced water quality. This
potential secondary affect would impact the function and value of the restored
wetland.

Snake lIsland. Upland restoration will improve the habitat value and have a
positive impact on the project area. The few existing mangroves present on the
island will not be impacted by the Recommended Alternative Plan and the newly
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created low marsh/mangrove areas will improve the benefits of these mangroves
to fish and wildlife resources.

The continued erosion of Snake Island has impacted adjacent seagrass beds.
While few grasses are present within the nearby water, the proposed design will
reduce the erosion and avoid additional impacts to seagrasses. The No-Action
Alternative would continue to reduce water quality and eliminate existing
mangroves.

The proposed low marsh area would have a positive impact on the fisheries
habitat. The reclaimed area will be protected by soft-shore stabilization such as
rubble rip-rap, sand filled fabric tubes, or other geotextile alternatives to reduce
the high energy environment creating the current erosion.

5.02 Threatened and Endangered Species. Through a determination by U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, it has been determined this project will have no
negative impact on Threatened and Endangered Species. The piping plover, a
federally threatened species, is found in the vicinity of both Palmer Point Park
and the Jim Neville Marine Preserve and forages in tidal flats. Therefore, the
protection or creation of tidal flat areas as part of the Recommended Alternative
Plans for each site will be beneficial to this listed species.

Sea turtle nesting has not been documented on any of the project disposal
islands and will not be impacted by any of the proposed alternative plans. Habitat
for the Western Indian manatee is located throughout the project area, especially
in areas of seagrasses located near the islands. During the project construction,
the “Standard Manatee Conditions” will be followed as stated in the project permit
issued by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection. It is anticipated
that following the conditions will help avoid impacts to the manatee as a result of
implementation of the Recommended Alternative Plans.

5.03 Fish _and Wildlife Resources. As discussed in Section 5.01, positive
impacts to fish and wildlife resources will result from the ecological restoration of
the project disposal islands through the removal of exotic nuisance plant species
and their habitat and the replacement by desirable upland and wetland species.
In turn, the increase in the acreage of the desirable species improves the
function and value of the fisheries and bird habitat.

Temporary impacts will occur during construction. These impacts will be limited
to adjustments in cover type and to construction access. While it is recognized a
temporal loss in bird nesting habitat will occur, the long-term benefits of planting
more desirable species will have a positive impact on the bird habitat.

Construction activities on the Bird Colony Islands are minimal. It is anticipated

that stabilization will occur through the placement of rubble riprap and will have
no negative impacts on the nesting habitat provided by the mangroves. In
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addition, construction activities for this island will be minimized during the most
active nesting season.

Without the implementation of this project, there would continue to be negative
impacts as a result of erosion, nuisance species seed dispersal, and reduced
water quality.

5.04 Coastal Barrier Resources. As identified in Section 4.04, two designated
units of the Florida Coastal Barrier Resource System are located in the vicinity of
the project disposal islands. However, in accordance with Section 6(A) of the Act,
projects for the study, management, protection, and enhancement of fish and
wildlife resources and habitats, including acquisition of fish and wildlife habitats
and related lands; stabilization projects for fish and wildlife habitats; and
recreational projects are consistent with the purposes of this Act. The proposed
ecosystem restoration of the project disposal islands is consistent with the
purposes of this Act and will provide an ecological benefit to these coastal
resources. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, received a
letter dated May 2, 2002 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service verifying the
exempt status of the restoration of these islands under this Act. A copy of this
letter is included in Appendix G, Agency Coordination.

5.05 Water Quality. Overall, the Recommended Alternative Plans will have a
long-term positive effect on water quality within the bay because of the reduction
of erosion through mangroves, marshes and other shoreline stabilization
methods. This vegetation will also help to assimilate nutrients, which will also
improve water quality.

Temporary impacts to water quality will occur during construction. Best
management practices will be incorporated to reduce impacts. Mixing zones will
be established for the work areas. No increase in suspended sediments will be
allowed outside of the mixing zones.

5.06 Hydrology. To optimize circulation and flushing in tidal lagoons, a
preliminary hydraulic analysis was performed to determine the effects of the flood
and ebb tidal currents within the channels connecting the lagoons and the bay.
The analysis consisted of determining the optimum channel dimensions to
exchange the volume of the tidal prism (MHW-MLW) through the channel in one-
half the tidal period without erosive velocities (2 to 3 feet per second). Given that
the islands will be vegetated in the vicinity of the channels, any effects resulting
from wind surface shear and wind generated waves were neglected.

The results of the analysis established optimum channel dimensions for hydraulic
purposes while still maintaining sufficient area for plantings. Another design
criteria that resulted in the analysis, was the number of channels to provide tidal
exchange. No alternatives incorporated greater than five channels since it was
found that this would result in less than optimum velocities that would cause
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excessive sedimentation within the channels. This would be detrimental to the
restoration effort because the tidal pools would become stagnant and water
guality would deteriorate.

During the design phase, if the anticipated velocities approach 2 ft/s the surface
area of the lagoon should be increased to increase the extent of inundation within
the lagoon. This would facilitate tidal flows from within the mangroves into the
lagoons. Therefore minimizing any areas of stagnant water. This will maximize
water quality and facilitate the use of these areas by native flora and fauna.

5.07 Aesthetic Resources. Each of the project areas and Recommended
Alternative Plans involve similar impacts to aesthetics.

The visual look of the proposed project islands will change as a result of the
project. Newly planted vegetation will require time to mature to the existing
heights of the exotic species. However, the majority of these islands have
existing mature vegetation, particularly mangroves, which will remain intact with
the implementation of the project. Many of these mangrove areas extend up to
20 feet high providing quite a visual buffer around the island.

The public involvement process revealed that “beauty is indeed in the eye of the
beholder”. Personal differences exist regarding nuisance species, disposal
islands, visual buffers, and recreational usage. A small portion of the public is
adamant in the feeling that Australian pines are beautiful and should not be cut
down. Disposal islands are visual landmarks for boaters while providing visual
buffers for adjacent homeowners. Finally, several homeowners felt that
increased recreational usage of the islands would be an aesthetic impact to their
viewshed. Other members of the public indicated that the restoration of these
disposal islands with native, desirable habitat would add to the beauty of the bay.
In addition, the increase in species diversity would also improve their view of the
bay.

On islands such as Big Edwards Island and Snake Island, for which viewshed
seemed an important issue to members of the public, opportunities to minimize
dramatic changes to the viewshed will be evaluated during the design phase of
this project, including planting larger trees and a phased removal approach.

5.08 Recreation Resources. Impacts to the recreational value of the proposed
project areas are limited. Design alternatives were considered to reduce impacts
to recreation. Impacts to passive recreation will result from reduced access on
some of the islands. During construction, recreation will be impacted as the
islands will be considered construction sites and access by the public will be
trespassing. This unavoidable, temporary impact will be mitigated through the
increased recreational value associated with the pedestrian trail on Big Edwards
Island.
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Through the public involvement process, a general consensus was achieved
regarding the desire for recreation on the project disposal islands. Specifically,
the public identified the importance of public access and use of Big Edwards and
Snake Island.

The public also expressed the importance of the continued use of the deep-water
channel surrounding Skiers' Island for water-skiing. As a result of the existing
mangrove fringe around the island, recreational water-skiing will not be impacted
from increased wave action. Through the public involvement process, it was also
determined that water skiers preferred the leeward side of the island as a result
of the wind break. Through upland restoration, vegetation will be installed that
will eventually grow large enough to provide the same level of protection from the
wind for the recreational skiers. The existing mature mangroves around the
island also provide a wind break. It is anticipated that changes in the vegetation
will not impact the recreational value of the island.

Finally, the public identified the importance of limiting public use and access of
the Jim Neville Marine Preserve and the project area of Palmer Point Park.
These comments were considered and incorporated into the Recommended
Alternative Plan for each island.

5.09 Cultural Resources. Project features of the Recommended Alternative
Plan will impact archaeological site 8502336. Project features, however, will
mitigate adverse effects to the site. Beneficial uses of dredged material will help
in the preservation of this site. A detailed mitigation plan will be worked out
through consultation with the SHPO.

5.10 Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the preferred action when added to
other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7).
The cumulative impact of the proposed action is the positive benefit of removal of
the seed source of nuisance species, the improvement of water quality through
erosion control, the continued increased production of fisheries resources as a
result of increased habitat, and the increased habitat for birds.

6.00 Coordination. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District
Office furnished the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with an environmental scoping
letter (Appendix G) requesting completion of the development of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Report (CAR) and the Section 7 consultation. In the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report dated February 24, 2000, the USFWS
supports the Sarasota Bay Section 1135 Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility
Study. Coordination for the proposed action with the State Historic Preservation
Officer in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended, has been completed.
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6.01 Agencies Comments. Federal, state and local agencies were sent copies
of the Draft ERR and Draft EA in August 2000. All agency comments received
for the project were positive. A summary of the comments received and
responses to these comments are provided below. The letters received from the
agencies are all available in Appendix G.

National Marine Fisheries

Comment: “The NMFS supports the habitat restoration efforts described in the
document. To clarify the Essential Fish Habitat consultation requirements under
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA),
we recommend that the first sentence of the paragraph on page EA-36 which
reference the MSFCMA be revised to read as follows:

‘This Act directs Federal agencies to consult with the National
Marine Fisheries Service when any of their activities may have an
adverse effect on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).’

The NMFS concurs with your determination and we have no further comments to
provide.”

Response: This change to the report has been made.

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Comment: “The restoration project has been well coordinated with the District
Office, which should take the lead in project permitting. The possible use of a
small quantity of beach quality material on an erosional area could be addressed
through consultation and concurrent review with the Joint Coastal Permit section
in the Office of Beaches and Coastal Systems (OBCS). Proposed beneficial use
of dredged material will be evaluated as part of the permit review, if necessary.
The evaluation will consist of the appropriate use of sediment quality and
elutriate analyses to determine the materials’ suitability. Accordingly, the
Department’s permitting review will serve as the state’s final federal consistency
review for purposes of compliance with the Coastal Zone Management.”

Response: Comment noted.

Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council

Comment: “The above referenced document has been reviewed by this office,
based on the information contained n the document, and local knowledge, has
been found Regionally Significant and Consistent (a project of regional
importance and appears to be consistent with Regional goals, objectives and
policies) with adopted goals, objectives, and polices of the Strategic Regional
Policy Plan.”

Response: Comment noted.
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Sarasota County — Natural Resources

Comment: “The Draft Report contains only one species list divided into three
community types. A wider array of species representing a greater number of
plant communities and variation within plant communities may be more desirable.
Should the project move into design, a more detailed analysis of site specific soill,
hydrologic, and geologic conditions should be conducted. That analysis would
allow a refined species selection for planting plans and, in turn, would increase
the probability of restoration success.”

Response: A detailed planting plan will be developed during the plans and
specifications phase of this project.

Comment: “Although upland vegetation on Big Edwards Island consists mainly
of invasive exotic species, some desirable native species exist in low densities.
Design of upland enhancement areas should minimize impacts to existing native
tree species, particularly southern red cedars and cabbage palms.”

Response: Comment noted.

Comment: “Design of upland restoration areas, particularly those of the Jim
Neville Marine Preserve recommended plan, needs to consider ease of access
for maintenance.”

Response: Comment noted.

In addition to the comments received from the County’s Natural Resources
Department, comments were received from the Sarasota County Coastal
Advisory Council (CAC), which is a County Commission appointed committee of
citizens with technical expertise on coastal issues. The CAC discussed the Draft
Report at its September 6, 2000 meeting and offered several comments, as
summarized below. Each of these comments has been noted and will be
reviewed further during the Plans and Specifications phase of the project.

« The CAC generally supports both the objectives of the program and the
process behind the Draft Report.

. It may be useful and constructive to develop a table that shows the acreage
of habitat types for each Recommended Alternative Plan and add to that the
historical acreage of displaced habitat.

. Upland restoration and enhancement plans should consider the heavy
utilization of mature cabbage palms, which are relatively inexpensive, have a
reasonable probability of establishment, have a low water demand, and can
provided a canopy and visual buffer in a relatively short amount of time.
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As proposed, the Recommended Alternative Plan for Big Edwards Island has
the highest cost per acre, and therefore it may be prudent to construct this
project last.

The post-construction maintenance of the projects should be identified in the
cost estimates so whoever is responsible for maintenance can begin planning
for these costs.

A perch planter concept should be investigated in designing shore protection
for the Bird Colony Islands.

It would be desirable to see more effort towards sea grass restoration, if only
as a demonstration for future projects. The lagoons created for the Jim
Neville Marine Preserve Recommended Alternative Plan could be designed to
facilitate sea grass restoration. An effort should be made to inform entities
interested in sea grass restoration of the project and the potential research
opportunities.

The use of geotextiles as the method for soft-shore stabilization at Snake
Island may not be practical; rather successful stabilization for the project area
may require armoring.

The Corps should move with great caution in the Snake Island project
because of its significance as a recreational resource. The Corps may want
to explore the feasibility of incorporating an upland beach ridge that would
extend landward of and parallel to the unconsolidated shore as shown in the
Recommended Alternative Plan to provide shady recreation above the beach
zone.

Opportunities for establishing oyster beds or encouraging oyster recruitment
at the various projects (particularly Jim Neville) should be investigated.

The hydrodynamics and potential closure of created openings through
siltation should be thoroughly analyzed.

In addition to the comments received above, the Southwest Florida Water
Management District, the Florida Department of Agriculture, and the Florida
Department of Transportation sent information back to the Florida State
Clearinghouse indicating no comments and that the project meet the consistency
requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act.

7.00 Compliance with Environmental Statutes.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Environmental information on the project has been compiled and the Draft
Environmental Assessment was made available for public review through public
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notice in compliance with 33 CFR Parts 335-338. These regulations govern the
Operations and Maintenance of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works
Projects involving the Discharge of Dredged or Fill Material into Waters of the
U.S. or Ocean Waters. This public coordination and environmental impact
assessment complies with the intent of NEPA. The process will fully comply with
the Act once the District Commander has signed the Findings of No Significant
Impact.

Endangered Species Act of 1973

Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated in August 1999
for the purposes of Section 7 Coordination. By the letter dated February 24,
2000, the USFWS determined that there would be no impacts on any listed
endangered species. This project was fully coordinated under the Endangered
Species Act; therefore, this project is in full compliance with the Act (Appendix
G).

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958

The project has been coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It has
prepared a Coordination Act Report for the project. Therefore, the project is in
compliance with this Act (Appendix G).

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (PL 89-665)

Archival research conducted for Big Edwards Island and Skiers’ Island including
analysis of soil survey data determined that there is little likelihood of sites being
present. Archeological surveys completed at Jim Neville Marine Preserve and
Palmer Point Park did not locate any significant cultural resources. Testing of
archeological site 8502336 on Snake Island determined that site is eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Coordination with the Florida
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been initiated and completed.
Additional future consultation and coordination with the SHPO during the
project’s Plans and Specs phase will determine what is the appropriate mitigation
measure for preservation of the archeological site on Snake Island.

Clean Water Act of 1972

Section 404(b)(1) (Appendix A). As the project is in tidal waters and adjacent to
the Intracoastal Water Way, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
will supercede Section 404(b)(1) for any Dredge and Fill activities associated with
the project.

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires State water quality certification for
projects that may impact wetlands or Waters of the United States. Delegation for
the section has occurred to the State of Florida through the State’'s
Environmental Resource Permitting program. By obtaining a permit through
Chapter 373, Florida Statutes, State water quality certification consistent with
Section 401 will be provided.
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Clean Air Act of 1972
No air quality permits would be required for this project. Therefore, this Act
would not be applicable.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972

The project has been evaluated in accordance with Section 307 of the Coastal
Zone Management Act (Appendix B). It has been determined that the project
would have no unacceptable impacts and would be consistent with the Florida
Coastal Zone Management Plan.

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981

No prime or unique farmland would be impacted by implementation of this
project. This act is not applicable.

Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968

No designated Wild and Scenic river reaches will be affected by project related
activities. This act is not applicable.

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972

Incorporation of the safe guards used to protect manatees during dredging and
disposal operations will be implemented during construction; therefore, this
project is in compliance with this Act.

Estuary Protection Act of 1968

The proposed project is located in a designated estuary, the Sarasota Bay
Estuary. However, this estuary will not be adversely affected by project activities.

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as Amended

There is no recreational development proposed for maintenance dredging or
disposal. Therefore, this Act does not apply.

Resource Conservation & Recovery Act 1976, (PL 94-580, 7 U.S.C. 100, et seq.)
This law has been determined not to apply, as there are no items regulated
under this act being disposed of or affected by this project.

Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976, (PL94-469; U.S. C. 2601, et seq.)
This law has been determined not to apply, as there are no items regulated
under this act being disposed of or affected by this project.

Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990

The proposed work is within two Coastal Barrier sites as prepared by the
Department of Interior in the Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier
Resources System. However, in accordance with Section 6(a) of the Act,
projects for the study, management, protection, and enhancement of fish and
wildlife resources and habitats, including acquisition of fish and wildlife habitats
and related lands, stabilization projects for fish and wildlife habitats, and
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recreational projects are consistent with the purposes of the Act. The
rehabilitation of the disposal islands is therefore exempt.

E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands

No wetlands will be affected by project activities. This project is in compliance
with the goals of this Executive Order.

E.O. 11988, Flood Plain Management

No activities associated with this project will take place within a floodplain;
therefore, this project is in compliance with this Executive Order.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

This Act directs Federal agencies to consult with the National Marine Fisheries
Service when any of their activities may have an adverse effect on Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH). The proposed action would not have an adverse impact on EFH
or Federally managed fisheries. Our final determination relative to project
impacts and the need for mitigation measures is subject to review by and
coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service.

8.00 Public _Involvement. The public involvement process for this study
incorporated a three-phased approach to informing the community, identifying
community concerns, and achieving consensus. The three phases included
several one-on-one/small group meetings with identified interested parties of the
community; media contact and public notification prior to public workshops; and
advertised public workshops.

The public involvement process for this study was developed to address the
concerns of the public, who through past County ecosystem restoration efforts,
have indicated a desire to be informed and involved in these types of projects.

A total of five public workshops were held for this project. Because of the large
amount of information in the Draft Environmental Assessment’s Appendix H, the
Public Involvement Appendix, this version of the Environmental Assessment will
only provide the additional public comments received from the public comment
period of the draft document. Appendix H, in the Draft Environmental
Assessment and on the project website (www.saj.usace.army.mil/
restore/projects/sarasota.htm), provides detailed information from each of these
workshops including the press release and public notification letters for the
workshops; mailing lists for each workshop; transcripts, summaries, and written
comments received at these workshops; related newspaper articles; and
workshop materials. This information is unchanged from the draft document and
is available upon request. The information provided in the Appendix H to this
document includes the letters received from the public during the public comment
period for the project.
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The first public workshop was held on October 28, 1999 at Sarasota High School
in Sarasota, Florida. The purpose of this workshop was to introduce the Sarasota
Bay Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study and the Section 1135 process to
the public, as well as to identify issues that were important to the public in
respect to past restoration efforts in and around the bay. During the second half
of the meeting, the public was given the opportunity to comment on the project
through oral comments and questions. A summary of these comments is
provided in Appendix | of the Sarasota Bay Ecosystem Restoration Report.

The next three workshops were held in February 2000 to present, discuss, and
receive comments on the preliminary restoration concepts developed for the
project. Three separate workshops were held to break the project disposal
islands into geographical groups. In addition, surveys were provided to the
participants to identify their primary recreation and restoration objectives of the
proposed project.

The format of these workshops included a brief summary of the background,
need, and authorization of the project followed by the presentation of issues of
concern the project team had identified through previous public input. Next, the
existing conditions of the islands were presented along with three preliminary
restoration concepts followed by a short public comment period. The second
portion of the meeting included a break-out group session that gave the
participants an opportunity to draw their own ideas and concepts or modify the
concepts that had been presented. Additional issues of concern were also
identified during this process. Finally, the workshop ended with the presentation
of the Break-Out Groups’ various concepts and issues. At the conclusion of the
workshop, time was allowed for additional public comments and questions. A
detailed summary of these three workshops and the comments received are
included in Appendix | of the Sarasota Bay Ecosystem Restoration Report.

The final public workshop was held on May 17, 2000 at the Pine View School in
Osprey, Florida. The workshop was attended by 26 members of the public. The
purpose of this workshop was to present the concepts developed from the public
input from the last public workshops and to present the Recommended Plan for
each island. In addition, the public was given the opportunity to comment
through both oral and written comments. A detailed summary of this workshop
and the comments received are included in Appendix | of the Sarasota Bay
Ecosystem Restoration Report.

8.01 Public Comments to the Draft ERR and EA.

The public was given the opportunity to comment on the Draft ERR and EA.
Copies of the Draft ERR and EA were distributed to six local libraries on August
16, 2000 and notices were mailed to over 160 individuals indicating that the Draft
ERR and EA was available for review and public comment. A copy of the notice
of availability mailed to the public and the letters received are provided in
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Appendix H to this document, the Final Environmental Assessment. In addition,
the Draft ERR and EA was made available on the USACE’s website for review.
The public was given 30 days to comment on the draft documents.

Comments on the Draft ERR and EA were received by 21 individuals. Two
individuals wrote letters supporting the overall Sarasota Bay ecosystem
restoration projects with some additional suggestions of what types of restoration
activities should be done.

Five individuals wrote letters regarding the Big Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island,
and the Bird Colony Islands. One individual wrote strongly supporting the
restoration activities on the Bird Colony Islands. Another wrote generally in
support of the proposed restoration projects on these islands with some input into
the proposed plans, specifically on Skier's Island. One individual wrote
suggesting the Recommended Alternative Plans are an improvement to the
existing islands; however, expressing a concern as to the future success of these
plans. Finally, two individuals wrote letters opposing the proposed plans for Big
Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island and the Bird Colony Islands.

One individual wrote a letter regarding his concern of restoring the Jim Neville
Marine Preserve with the outstanding issue of opening Midnight Pass.

Ten individuals wrote comments regarding the Recommended Alternative Plan
for Snake Island. Seven of these individuals wrote in opposition of restoration to
Snake Island. Two individuals wrote comments asking why restoration of Snake
Island is important. Another individual wrote a comment supporting the need for
restoration on Snake Island, while suggesting changes to the Recommended
Alternative Plan to provide for more beach access for boaters.

Three general comments were received requesting additional information or

changes to the mailing lists. The information requested has been sent to these
individuals and the requested changes have been made to the mailing list.
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SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION
DREDGED MATERIAL

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

a. Location. Sarasota Bay is located on the west central coast of Florida
between Tampa and Venice, Florida. The following is a location
description of the proposed project disposal islands from the south to
the north.

e Snake Island is the southernmost project disposal island located at
Venice Inlet. Snake Island is approximately 2-acres in size and is
owned by the West Coast Inland Navigation District.

e Palmer Point Park is a 33-acre disposal island owned by Sarasota
County. Palmer Point Park is located in lower Sarasota Bay (Little
Sarasota Bay) toward the north end of Casey Key. The project area is
approximately 5 acres.

e Jim Neville Marine Preserve is a 35-acre preserve owned by Sarasota
County and located directly north of Palmer Point park, toward the
southern end of Siesta Key.

e Skier's Island is an 8-acre disposal island, which is owned by the West
Coast Inland Navigation District, located in Robert’s Bay. The Bird
Colony Islands, covering approximately 2 acres, are located across the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) to the northeast of Skiers Island in
Roberts Bay.

e Big Edwards Island is a 6-acre disposal island owned by Sarasota
County. Big Edwards Island is located in Roberts Bay just south of
Siesta Key.

b. General Description. The purpose of this project is to ecologically
restore the degraded habitat in Sarasota Bay and Venice Inlet by
removing exotic vegetation, excavating tidal channels, and planting
native vegetation.

c. Authority and Purpose. Section 1135, 1986 Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA), as amended by the 1990 Water Resources
Development Act is the authority for this project. The purpose of this
project is to restore portions of the historical wetland habitat loss in
Sarasota Bay and Venice Inlet due to the Corps of Engineers’
placement of dredged fill material from the construction of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway during the 1950’s and early 1960’s.
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General Description of Dredged or Fill Material.

Big Edwards Island: Fine sands with a varying amount of shell and
limestone rock pieces. The greatest amount of shell material is located
on the southern portion of this island and the greatest amount of rocky
material is on the northern end of the island. Some silty sands and
sand silts are also located on the south end of the island.

Skiers’ Island: Fine sands with some shell or limestone pieces. Rocks
approximately six inches in size are located on the ground surface
throughout the island.

Jim Neville Marine Preserve: The perimeter of the island consisted of
fine sands to termination 1to 2 feet below the ground surface. The
interior of the island consists of fine sand with a significant amount of
large intact shell, shell fragments and limestone fragments to a depth
of 5 to 7 feet below the ground surface.

Palmer Point Park: Fine sands with a varying amount o shell
fragments. The mudflat on the east end of the island consists of a silty
peat from the ground surface to six inches below.

Snake Island: Fine sands, some shell, shell fragments, and small
pieces of phosphate. The middle of the island and the northwest
quadrant consists of organic silt.

e. Description of the Proposed Discharge Site. The spoil material
from the islands will potentially be placed at the Pinelands Landfill in
Sarasota County. Two potential off-load sites were identified and
selected based on them being centered in a north-south location with
respect to the project islands and the potential off-load sites. Both off-
load sites have suitable access to the main road, US 41, which leads
to the County landfill. The disposal of the spoil material at the landfill
will be a benefit in that the material will be utilized for a borrow pit. Itis
anticipated that the disposal of the spoil material will not result in any
negative environmental impacts.

Description of Disposal Method. To facilitate the feasibility study, an
upland spoil disposal site was preliminarily assessed. The site is located
at Sarasota County’s Central County Solid Waste Disposal Complex.
The County recently opened the landfill and uses clean fill material for
cover of placed solid waste. The material is anticipated to be placed,
during the facilities operating hours, in an open, maintained field adjacent
to an existing borrow stockpile area. Based on an estimated 200,000
cubic yards of material, the stockpile area for the material excavated



from all of the islands would cover the 17-acre site approximately seven-
feet high.

The disposal material will be barged from the disposal islands to an off-
load site, approximately an average of 5-miles, and then trucked to the
landfill. Two separate potential off-load sites were identified, located on
the mainland side of the bay in the vicinity of the Jim Neville Marine
Preserve/Palmer Point Park area and Snake Island. Each site is a
commercial operation that has water front dockage suitable for a barge.
These sites are located in the vicinity of the Jim Neville Marine
Preserve/Palmer Point Park area and Snake Island. Material will be off-
loaded during the facilities operating hours. Site One is approximately
nine miles to the landfill access road and Site Two is approximately
seven miles. Based on a preliminary analysis, no school zones were
identified along the haul route. All recognized Best Management
Practices (BMPs) applicable to project construction will be considered to
ensure compliance of water quality certificate parameters before
construction begins.

Il. Factual Determinations

a.

Water Circulation and Fluctuation Determination. The long-term
impacts are expected to be positive after the project is complete. There
will be a temporary increase in turbidity levels around the perimeter of
the island during the dredging and disposal operations. Shortly
thereafter, the water is expected to clear up and remain so.

No impacts to color, odor, or taste are expected.

Dissolved oxygen levels are expected to increase following project
completion.

Expect changes in suspended particulate and turbidity levels in vicinity
of disposal site. Slight increase during construction, no long-term
effects.

Light penetration would be reduced during project implementation. This
would be short-term in duration and would not cause any significant
adverse effects.

There will be an increase in noise levels and aesthetic degradation
from the presence and operation of dredge equipment at the project
site(s). Aesthetics will improve considerably after construction.

No contaminants have been encountered and therefore none are
anticipated in the dredging or disposal areas.



h. The project will conform to storm water requirements of the State of
Florida regarding Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. Specifically, as
there will be no impervious surface within or directly connected to the
proposed projects, no storm water runoff will occur. Therefore, no
Section 402 permit will be required. However, the absence of storm
water runoff from impervious surfaces will be addressed within the
State's Environmental Resource Permit application.



FLORIDA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
FEDERAL CONSISTENCY EVALUATION PROCEDURES

1. Chapter 161, Beach and Shore Preservation.

The intent of the coastal construction permit program established by this chapter is to
regulate construction projects located seaward of the line of mean high water and which
might have an effect on natural shoreline processes.

Response: This chapter is not applicable to the Sarasota Bay Ecosystem
Restoration Project.

2. Chapters 186 and 187, State and Regional Planning.

These chapters establish the State Comprehensive Plan which sets goals that articulate a
strategic vision of the State’s future. Its purpose is to define, in a broad sense, goals and
policies that provide decision-makers directions for the future and provide long-range
guidance for an orderly social, economic, and physical growth.

Response: The proposed work has been planned with the cooperation of the State
and will be coordinated with relevant agencies.

3. Chapter 252, Disaster Preparation, Response and Mitigation.

This chapter creates a State emergency management agency with authority to provide for
the common defense; to protect the public peace, health and safety; and to preserve the
lives and property of the people of Florida.

Response: This chapter is not applicable to the Sarasota Bay Ecosystem
Restoration Project.

4. Chapter 253, State Lands.

This chapter governs the management of submerged State lands and resources within
State lands. This includes archeological and historic resources; water resources; fish and
wildlife resources; beaches and dunes; submerged grass beds and other benthic
communities; swamps, marshes and other wetlands; mineral resources; unique natural
features; submerged lands; spoil islands; and atrtificial reefs.

Response: The project has been planned with the technical advice of the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and other State of Florida
agencies. The project will comply with pertinent State regulations and the intent of
this chapter.

5. Chapters 253, 259, 260, and 375, Land Acquisition.



These chapters authorize the State to acquire land to protect environmentally-sensitive
areas.

Response: There are environmentally-sensitive lands within the project
boundaries. However, this project does not interfere with the authority set forth in
these chapters.
6. Chapter 258, State Parks and Aquatic Preserves.
This chapter authorizes the State to manage State parks and preserves. Consistency with
the statute would include consideration of projects that would directly or indirectly
adversely impact park property, natural resources, park programs, management, or
operations.

Response: This project is not located near a State Park or Preserve and therefore
will not result in a direct nor indirect adverse impact.

7. Chapter 267, Historic Preservation.

This chapter establishes the procedures for implementing the Florida Historic Resources
Act responsibilities.

Response: This project has been coordinated with the Florida State Historic
Preservation Officer. Historic preservation compliance will be completed to meet all
responsibilities under Chapter 267.

8. Chapter 288, Economic Development and Tourism.

This chapter directs the State to provide guidance and promotion of beneficial
development through encouraging economic diversification and promoting tourism.

Response: Economic contributions from the project area will not be compromised
by this action.

9. Chapters 334 and 339, Public Transportation.

These chapters authorize the planning and development of a safe, balanced, and efficient
transportation system.

Response: There will be no impacts to public transportation systems associated
with this action.

10. Chapter 370, Saltwater Living Resources.

This chapter directs the State to preserve, manage, and protect the marine, crustacean,
shell, and anadromous fishery resources in State waters; to protect and enhance the



marine and estuarine environment; to regulate fishermen and vessels of the State
engaged in the taking of such resources within or without State waters; to issue licenses
for taking and processing products of fisheries; to secure and maintain statistical records
of the catch of each such species; and to conduct scientific, economic, and other studies
and research.

Response: Based upon the overall impacts of this work, this project is consistent
with the goals of this chapter.

11. Chapter 372, Living Land and Freshwater Resources.

This chapter establishes the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission and directs
it to manage freshwater aquatic life and wild animal life and their habitat to perpetuate a
diversity of species with densities and distributions that provide sustained ecological,
recreational, scientific, educational, aesthetic, and economic benefits.

Response: Coordination with Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission will
determine if this action is consistent with State policies and practices as set forth in
this chapter.

12. Chapter 373, Water Resources.

This chapter provides the authority to regulate the withdrawal, diversion, storage, and
consumption of water.

Response: This work does not involve water resources as described in this
chapter.

13. Chapter 376, Pollutant Spill Prevention and Control.

This chapter regulates the transfer, storage, and transportation of pollutants and the
cleanup of pollutant discharges.

Response: This action does not involve the transportation or discharging of
pollutants. Environmental protection measures will be employed during
construction and operation of the project to avoid inadvertent spills or other sources
of pollution. Therefore, this action will be in compliance with this chapter.

14. Chapter 377, Oil and Gas Exploration and Production.

This chapter authorizes the regulation of all phases of exploration, drilling, and production
of oil, gas, and other petroleum products.

Response: This work does not involve the exploration, drilling, or production of oil,
gas, or other petroleum product and, therefore, does not apply.



15. Chapter 380, Environmental Land and Water Management.

This chapter establishes criteria and procedures to assure that local land development
decisions consider the regional impact nature of proposed large-scale development.

Response: The proposed construction of the Sarasota Bay Ecosystem Restoration
Project will be coordinated with the Department of Community Affairs during the
planning stage. The work is consistent with the intent of this chapter.

16. Chapter 388, Arthropod Control.

This chapter provides for a comprehensive approach for abatement or suppression of
mosquitoes and other pest arthropods within the State.

Response: The work would not further the propagation of mosquitoes or other pest
arthropods.

17. Chapter 403, Environmental Control.

This chapter authorizes the regulation of pollution of the air and waters of the State by the
FDEP.

Response: Water quality certification from the FDEP will be required for this
project. No air pollution permits are required for the project. Effects of the
operation of construction equipment on air quality will be minor and conform to
State of Florida emission standards. Therefore, the work will comply with this
chapter.

18. Chapter 582, Soil and Water Conservation.

This chapter establishes policy for the conservation of the State soil and water through the
Department of Agriculture. Land use policies will be evaluated in terms of their tendency
to cause or contribute to soil erosion, or to conserve, develop, and utilize soil and water
resources both on-site or in adjoining properties affected by the work. Particular attention
will be given to work on or adjacent to agricultural lands.

Response: This work does not involve agricultural lands as described in this
chapter.



APPENDIX C
ENGINEERING APPENDIX
AND
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS WORK PLAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Sarasota Bay Ecological Restoration Study has a primary goal to ecologically restore
degraded habitat by removal of exotic and nuisance vegetation, excavating deposited spoil
to a level of tidal influence, and planting native vegetation. The degraded habitat was
created through the deposition of spoil from dredging of the Intracoastal Waterway. The
study identified and analyzed the most efficient, reliable, and cost effective alternative for
restoring the ecosystem.

The objective of the Engineering Appendix is to establish and present the basis of the
preliminary designs, taking into consideration hydrology and hydraulics, survey and
mapping of existing conditions, geotechnical analysis, habitat restoration, and project
design/constructability. There were a total of six areas assessed and included Big
Edwards Island, Skiers’ Island, Bird Colony Islands, Jim Neville Marine Preserve, Palmer
Point Park, and Snake Island .

2.0 HYDROLOGY AND HYDRAULICS

The purpose of the study was to establish the design parameters necessary to ensure
long term success of the restored habitat. The objectives included verifying non-erosive
velocities, determining inundation/duration of the proposed wetland habitat, and insuring
the minimization of post-project sedimentation.

Four of the project sites, Jim Neville Marine Preserve, Palmer Point, Skiers’ Island, and
Big Edwards Island have planned channels that will allow tidal flow. Hydraulics and
hydrology modeling for the feasibility study involved an analysis of the cross-sectional
areas of the channels and their expected peak velocities. It is generally accepted that
flow velocities of 2.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) are sufficient to minimize the siltation of
channels and eliminate the potential of closure to the conveyance system.
Furthermore, when flow rates greatly exceed 2.0 cfs, erosion may occur and thus,
armoring of the channel is required (Graphic C-1).



The Snake Island concept does not anticipate any channels for flow conveyance.
Rather, the Recommended Alternative includes armoring of the western side of the
island to prevent the continued erosion of the western side. Data collection of the flow
rates and duration should occur during the final design phase to support modeling of
Venice Inlet to determine the appropriate armoring method.

3.0 SURVEYING AND MAPPING REQUIREMENTS

Given the size, location and the fact that the islands in the feasibility study have been
created or altered significantly by dredging activities and subsequent spoil placement,
sufficient scaled topography to support an adequate level of detail is not available.
Therefore detailed site-specific mapping for each of the islands was developed in the
feasibility study process to determine existing topographical features and generate
construction quantities. Note that horizontal control was not established for this study.
Therefore, additional mapping will be required to establish horizontal control coordinates
for property ownership transfers or easements.

Survey of each of the islands was performed during December 1999. Vertical control was
established on the subject islands utilizing a combination of closed level loops and water
surface elevations. Every effort was made to minimize inaccuracies resulting from tidal,
wind and wave effects. On site topographical data was collected using a combination of
differential leveling and total station data collection. Horizontal positions are referenced to
the North American Datum of 1983 (Adjustment of 1990).

In addition to determining ground elevations, survey crews also approximated mangrove
limits, shoreline extents, and established benchmarks for future mapping needs. Boats
that were launched from public boat ramps accessed all areas. Owners of the islands in
addition to Sarasota County were informed of the work effort.

3.1 Big Edwards Island

Big Edwards Island consists of a low beach area at the southern end with a gradual rise in
elevation to the peak of the spoil mound (16.8° NGVD) located at the northern extremity.
As a result, the northern slope is extremely steep (approximately 2.5:1 horizontal to
vertical ratio).

The recommended habitat restoration plan designates excavation of the northern mound
to create an upland restoration area. The central and western portion of the island will be
excavated to create habitat suitable for mangroves. The plan also proposes tidal channels
and pools, which will require additional bathymetric mapping at the outlets for final design
and construction. Existing survey data is sufficient to generate construction quantities.
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3.2 Skiers’ Island

Skiers’ Island is comprised of two spoil mounds oriented along a north-south axis.
These consist of rolling terrain with a maximum slope of 7%. A low area at
approximately 1.0’ NGVD separates the mounds.

The recommended habitat restoration plan designates excavation of the mounds to
restore uplands, which are surrounded by mangrove habitat. Tidally driven pool
and channels are also recommended. Final design and construction of the tidal
channel outlets will require additional bathymetric mapping. Furthermore, design
and construction of any submerged erosion control structures will also require
additional mapping.

3.3 Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Two adjacent spoil mounds oriented along a north-south axis comprise Jim Neville
Marine Preserve. These are characterized as rolling terrain with a maximum slope
of approximately 3%. The peak elevations for northern and southern mounds are
10.9" and 7.5 NGVD respectively. A salt tern at 0.5° NGVD slightly separates the
mounds.

The recommended habitat restoration plan designates removal of a majority of the
existing fill to an elevation suitable for mangrove habitat. A small portion of upland
restoration will occur on each mound. Tidal pools and channels will interconnect the
islands. The level of detail generated by the survey was sufficient for construction
guantity estimates. However, final design and construction of the tidal channel
outlets will require additional bathymetric mapping. In addition, mapping of
seagrass areas and construction access points may be required to ensure minimal
disturbance of existing environmentally sensitive habitat.

34 Palmer Point Park

Palmer Point Park has flat to mildly sloping terrain from the shoreline to
approximately 3.5 ‘NGVD. A berm along the west boundary separates the park
from an adjacent residential area. The southern portion of the island is bounded by
a salt-tern at approximately 1.0’ NGVD.

The recommended habitat restoration plan designates removal of the existing fill to
an elevation suitable for mangrove habitat. No work is recommended beyond the
Mean Lower Low Water (0.00' NGVD). Therefore the level of detail generated in
this survey was sufficient for construction quantity estimates. However, additional
mapping of seagrass areas and construction access points may be required to
ensure minimal disturbance of existing environmentally sensitive habitat. This
additional mapping should be completed during final design.



35 Snake Island

A steep nearly vertical slope on the western bank is the distinguishing
topographical feature that characterizes Snake Island. It ranges from the
approximate Mean Higher High Water (2.0') to 6.0° NGVD. The survey
generated was of sufficient detail to estimate quantities required for excavation.

The recommend plan calls for an area of low marsh reclamation is envisioned
from the west bank of the island, west approximately 150 feet. Of this area,
approximately 120 feet have not been surveyed and thus, additional
bathymetrical mapping is required in this area for final design.

40 GEOTECHNICAL ANALYSIS

The five islands that comprise the project, Snake lIsland, Palmer Point, Jim
Neville Marine Preserve, Skiers’, and Big Edwards island were investigated to
determine the nature of the material present in the dredge spoil areas and the
potential for the use of the materials for the ecosystem restoration of Sarasota
Bay. The investigation was performed by Williams Earth Sciences as reported in
“Report of Geotechnical Services, Sarasota Bay Ecosystem Restoration,
Sarasota County Florida” dated February 10, 2000. The work effort included the
performance of hand auger borings to determine the nature of the materials.
Laboratory testing of selected samples was performed to better define the
characteristics of the materials. Finally, an evaluation of the materials was
performed to determine their potential for use in beach restoration, erosion
protection, and sea grass bed restoration.

The locations for the borings were identified in a field visit that occurred on
September 3, 1999. The potential locations of the borings were identified on
sketches of the area and were located in the field by the survey crews. It must be
stressed that vandalism of some of the location stakes required field verification of
locations and thus, the actual locations of the boring should be considered
approximate. Boring elevations were noted in the field and transmitted for
incorporation in the survey.

In addition to the soil borings that were conducted, grab samples were also
collected. These grab samples were obtained in the initial 6-inches of the soil in
two separate sea grass areas. The samples collected by grab sample were
evaluated using laboratory testing and general soil identification methodologies.
The primary purpose of these grab samples was to determine if the samples from
the sea grass areas were consistent with the boring samples thus, confirming
their similarity.

Due to the location of the access to the islands all areas were investigated by
means of a surface watercraft. Public boat ramps were utilized as a point of



departure. Owners of the islands as well as Sarasota County were informed of
the work effort.

4.1 Borings

The borings were conducted using either a bucket type hand auger or post-hole
digger. In areas where significant shell material was encountered, it was
necessary to loosen the material so the boring could be advanced. The holes
were advanced to water or to practical refusal, using manually operated
equipment.

An identification system was developed to differentiate boring location by island
location.

Big Edwards Island — BE
Skiers’ Island — SK

Jim Neville Marine Preserve -JN
Palmer Point Park — PP, and
Snake Island — SN

In addition, the seagrass area samples were designated by the SG
nomenclature.

A Professional Geologist performed laboratory field identification of the samples.
The samples selected for evaluation were representative of the overall samples
collected and contained primarily sands and fine-grained soils. Gradation tests,
organic content tests, and Atterberg Limit tests were performed on the samples.

4.2 Big Edwards Island

The Big Edwards Island is approximately 6 acres in area and is located in
Robert’'s Bay. Big Edwards Island was very different from the other four areas
that were studied in the geotechnical investigation. Essentially the island had a
narrow perimeter berm with the dredge material placed on the inside. The
elevation outside the perimeter berm ranged between 0 and 5 feet NGVD. The
berms top elevation was at an elevation of 12 and 13 feet. Vegetation ranged
from mature Australian pine trees to areas with mangroves.

Fieldwork was conducted between January 7™ and 13", 2000. Forty-two borings
were drilled on the island. It appeared from the borings that both the berm and
the interior material were the result of dredge material disposal. Interestingly,
more shell was found in borings on the south side of the island and more rock
found in samples on the northern end.

The 1987 SCS soil survey identified the soils as Kesson and Wulfert mucks.
Two of the borings found organic soils and several other encountered silts that



may represent the top of this soil type. The 1959 survey indicates the island with
a slightly different configuration with soils representative of tidal swamps.
Laboratory tests consistent with those done on the other islands were performed.

Based on the results of the analysis, it does not appear that the dredged material
on this island can be used for beach or sea grass restoration due to the relatively
large size of the pieces. It also appears that there is an insufficient quantity of
large size pieces that would make the dredge material suitable for erosion
protection. Some tests showed that a small quantity of erosion protection
material could be obtained through processing.

4.3  Skiers’ Island

Skiers’ Island is a relatively long and slender island with a ridge running along it
with a peak elevation of between 6 and 7 foot NGVD. Vegetation including
mature Australian pines in the interior of the island and mangroves along the
shoreline.

Fieldwork was conducted on the island from January 5, 2000 to January 8, 2000.
A total of 29 borings were completed on the island. The vast majority of the
borings in areas of an elevation of 2-feet NGVD or less were found to be
primarily comprised of fine sands along with some shell and limestone pieces.
Borings above 2 feet NGVD were composed of sand, large shell, and pieces of
limestone.

The 1987 SCS soil survey identified the soils as Kesson and Wulfert mucks.
Except for one boring where significant roots were found, these soils were not
evident. The 1959 soil survey does not show Skiers’ Island and therefore, the
island is likely not underlain by organic material.

With the exception of the soils found on the perimeter of the island it appears that
the material present cannot be used for beach or sea grass restoration due to the
size of the material encountered. Similarly, without processing, the majority of
the material is also likely not suitable for erosion protection.

4.4  Jim Neville Marine Preserve

The southern and northern areas possess contrasting topographical features.
The southern area is typified by a gentle topography with a slight ridge running
form northwest to southeast. The highest point in the southern area is about 7-
feet NGVD. The northern area has similar gentle slopes with a peak elevation of
about 10-feet NGVD. The outer edges of the island are vegetated by
mangroves. Interior areas consist of Australian pine trees and very dense
Brazilian pepper plants.



Samples were collected on both December 28, 1999 and January 4, 2000. The
second sample date was required due to the dense vegetative conditions
encountered and the need for additional effort to reach sample locations.

Nine boring were placed in the southern area of the island. The six boring along
the perimeter of the southern area found generally fine sands. The interior three
borings found fine sands along with significant large and intact shell, shell
fragments, and limestone to a depth of 5 to 7 feet below ground surface. This
material appears to be dredged material. Below the dredged material fine sands
were found. In one boring, JN-38 in the northwest corner, peat was encountered
at the bottom of the boring. The location of peat is consistent with a remnant
vegetated area covered by the dredged material.

Fifteen borings were placed in the northern area of the island. Eleven of the
borings were made on the perimeter area and found similar results to the
shoreline explorations of the southern area. That is, fine sands and small shell
fragments. The internal borings encountered large, intact shell, shell fragments,
and limestone fragments, consistent with dredged material. Three of the four
borings encountered peat one to two feet below ground surface. This appears to
represent an area where pre-existing vegetation was buried during the spoil
deposition operation.

The laboratory tests were limited to those samples collected along the perimeter
of the island. These were consistent with fine sands. One sample identified as
peat, was tested for soil moisture and organic content, and was found to have
167 percent and 23 percent, respectively.

The dredged material (interior borings) does not appear to be consistent with
material appropriate for beach renourishment or sea grass areas. Additionally,
since no large limestone materials were found, the material does not appear
consistent with that required for erosion protection. Thus, the dredged material
on the island may only be suitable for general fill.

45 Palmer Point Park

Palmer Point has very little topographic relief with the highest elevation being at
about 4-feet NGVD. Adjacent to the developed area, an embankment at
elevation 5-feet NGVD was found. Vegetation includes underbrush to large trees
with mangroves existing on all waterward sides of the park.

Eighteen boring were taken on December 28, 1999. The borings encountered
fine sands and varying amounts of shell fragments. One boring conducted on an
adjacent mud flat on the east end of the point found silty peat from the ground
surface to the termination of the boring at about 6-inches. Thus, only the 6-inches
depth of peat was verified. This area may be representative of a former sea
grass or mangrove area.



The 1987 SCS soil survey identified the soils as Kesson and Wulfert mucks.
These types of soils are representative of tidal marshes and swamps. These
soils appear to have been present prior to the placement of dredged material in
the area. Laboratory tests were consistent with the identification of fine sand with
relatively small amount of fines. The organic content for boring PP-29 was 24
percent with natural moisture content of 47 percent.

The preliminary results reveal that the materials on Palmer Point Park may be
appropriate for beach or sea grass restoration. The materials however, are not
suitable for erosion protection because of the very fine particle size.

46 Snake Island

Snake Island is topographically characterized by 2-foot NGVD bank near the
edge and 7-foot NGVD interior relief. Vegetation encountered included
mangrove, dense shrub trees, and large Australian pine trees and grass areas.
A significant level of shoreline erosion was evident on the west side of the island.
Based on observations, boat wake appeared to be the primary cause of the
erosion.

The fieldwork was conducted on December 10, 1999. Eleven borings were
conducted on the island. Since the topographic high on the island is +7-feet
NGVD, some of the borings were advanced 8-feet. The soils encountered can
be considered fine sand. Some shell, shell fragments, and phosphate were
found within the sand.

The 1987 Soil Conservation Service (SCS) soil survey classified the island as
Canaveral fine sands, a natural formation. Most of Snake Island appeared to be
consistent with natural deposition and not spoil deposits. The laboratory analysis
found the soils to be poorly graded fine sand (SP). The shell fragments
precluded portions of the material from passing though either and No. 4 or No.
200 sieve. The natural moisture content was on the order of 50 percent with
organic content ranging between 3.8 and 7 percent.

The soils found on the island can expected to be appropriate for use in beach
and sea grass restoration. The amount of shell may preclude its use in areas
designated for public access or will, at a minimum require sifting of materials. .

5.0 PROJECT DESIGN/CONSTRUCTABILITY

The goal of the restoration projects are to restore the degraded ecosystem
structure, function, and dynamic processes to a more natural condition. The design
criteria that resulted in selection of the Recommended Alternatives included
efficient removal of spoil and the creation of wetland habitat, removal of upland



nuisance species providing restoration of upland habitat, and elimination of erosion
of the dredged material.

The technical design criteria involved consistently proposed elevations for
mangroves, low marsh, high marsh, and upland habitat throughout each
alternative. These elevations were used to prepare preliminary plan views and
cross-sections, quantity determinations, and cost estimates.

Some issues are consistent for all islands. Portions of the islands with existing
mangroves will incur some temporary impacts as a result of the placement of
hydraulic connections for the proposed open water areas. Specific connections
should be identified and surveyed during the final design stage.

Access to the islands is also anticipated to have some temporary impacts. Each
island has deep water adjacent to some portion, with the exception of Jim Neville
Marine Preserve. During the permitting phase, a detailed assessment of the
temporary impact areas should occur. This will provide a basis for developing
specifications that will give the contractor a maximum extent of impacts for each
site. The specifications will also provide an appropriate restoration scheme for the
temporary impacts. The permit documentation, developed during final design, will
include the level of temporary impacts and the proposed restoration. Should the
potential temporary impacts be minimized through creative construction measures,
the restoration plan will be equally reduced. It is anticipated specific access points
can be identified during the final design stage that will establish maximum,
temporary impacts.

Upon completion of the grading, plant installation should occur. Temporary erosion
control measures should remain in place until plant establishment has occurred.
Watering of upland plants will be required during the 90-day establishment period.
Should planting occur during the dry season, consideration should be given to
lengthening the establishment period. If larger plant material is used in the uplands,
it is recommended an appropriate longer establishment period be included in the
plans and specifications.

5.1 Big Edwards Island

Figure C-1 details the proposed plan view and cross-sections for the construction
efforts. The design incorporates many of the islands existing features to minimize
excavation. The northeastern portion of the island contains a mounded area that is
proposed for upland restoration. Additional upland restoration is proposed for the
southern portion of the island that is currently maintained as an access point for
boaters. A small channel is proposed to provide circulation and improved water
quality for the proposed low marsh/mangrove areas. The existing channel at the
western side of the island will support the circulation patterns. The upland berm
along the eastern side of the island will prevent erosion as a result of wave activity
from boaters within the Intracoastal Waterway.



It is anticipated the contractor will access the island from the western side. Erosion
control measures such as floating silt barriers can be installed around the island to
prevent impacts to State Water Quality Standards. Western access will minimize
impacts to existing seagrass beds.

5.2 Skiers’ Island

Figure C-2 provides the plan views and cross-sections for Skiers’ Island.
Generally, the Recommended Alternative includes a saddle of wetlands in the
middle of two upland areas on both the north and south ends of the island. The
existing conditions and proposed conditions for this island are similar. The intent of
the concept is to remove the root stock and seed source for the Australian pine and
Brazilian pepper while increasing the amount of wetlands in a cost effective
manner.

The Skiers’ Island spoil was placed on open bay bottom adjacent to deeper water
areas. Thus, access during construction will require minimal restoration of
temporary impacts.

53 Jim Neville Marine Preserve

Figures C-3 and C-3A detail the existing and proposed contours in the island. The
Preserve topography is actually comprised two lobes, on the north and south. The
Recommended Alternative involves earthwork that will create two isolated
mangrove islands with significant open water features in between. The work area
has been sized to facilitate stockpiling the mulched shrubs and trees, topsoil, and
the excavated spoil material.

Access is limited as a result of the shallow water depths adjacent to the Preserve.
Access measures that have been used on similar projects including the temporary
“beaching” of a barge to act as a dock to which other boats can approach from
deeper water areas may be appropriate. The placement of the barge will cause
temporary impacts that may include seagrasses as well as mangroves. The final
designs and specifications should include details for replanting mangroves and
seagrasses.

54 Palmer Point Park

The portion of Palmer Point Park that is associated with this project is proposed to
be graded to mangrove elevation and planted entirely with mangroves and salt
marsh grasses. Removal of the seed source and rootstock of the nuisance and
exotic species is facilitated during excavation to an elevation of 1.0. As there will be
no exposed soil above mean high water, the long-term maintenance of the
restoration will be minimized (Figure C-4).
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Access will be from the northeast portion of the area that is adjacent to the open
water channel. Temporary impacts will involve a limited number of mangroves that
will be replaced upon completion of earthwork activities.

55 Snake Island

The primary objective of Snake Island is to maintain upland areas for public access
and elimination of erosion of the western side of the island (Figure C-5). A
geotechnical solution for the protection should be developed during the final design
stage of the project. Various measures such as rubble rip-rap (native limestone),
geotextiles, manufactured stabilization measures, and other alternatives should be
considered. As the island is visited by boaters on a regular basis public safety
should be considered a priority.

Access is facilitated by deep channels adjacent to the island. However, since the
island is relatively small and visited frequently the security of equipment and
materials should be clearly identified in the design and specifications for the project.

5.6  Bird Colony Islands

No earthwork is proposed for Bird Colony Islands. The only work activity
associated with this project entails the placement of rubble rip-rap (native
limestone) on the western side of the mangrove islands to prevent continued
erosion. The islands do not have any uplands present. Therefore, all work activity
will have to occur from a barge anchored along the eastern side of the Intracoastal
Waterway.

As these mangrove islands are a primary bird-nesting habitat, all construction
activities should be restricted to non-nesting season.

5.7  Spoil Disposal

To facilitate the feasibility study, an upland spoil disposal site was preliminarily
assessed. The site is located at Sarasota County’s Central County Solid Waste
Disposal Complex (Figure C-6). The County recently opened the landfill and uses
clean fill material for cover of placed solid waste. The material is anticipated to be
placed, during the facilities operating hours, in an open, maintained field adjacent to
an existing borrow stockpile area. Based on an estimated 200,000 cubic yards of
material, the stockpile area for the material excavated from all of the islands would
cover the 17-acre site approximately seven-feet high.

The disposal material will be barged from the disposal islands to an off-load site,
approximately an average of 5-miles, and then trucked to the landfill. Figure C-7
demonstrates the potential haul-routes to the Central County Solid Waste Facility.
As shown in Figure C-7, two separate potential off-load sites, located on the
mainland side of Sarasota Bay in the vicinity of the Jim Neville Marine
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Preserve/Palmer Point Park area and Snake Island, were identified. Each site is a
commercial operation that has water front dockage suitable for a barge. Material
will be off-loaded during the facilities operating hours. Site One is approximately
nine miles to the landfill access road and Site Two is approximately seven miles.
Based on a preliminary analysis, no school zones were identified along the haul
route.

6.0 PROJECT COSTS

MCACES was used to calculate the construction cost estimate for each of the
Recommended Plans. Appendix D contains the MCACES Project Owner
Summary. It should be noted that the cost estimate uses a cost breakdown
identified as “Channels and Canals”. The MCACES program does not provide a
specific work breakdown structure for ecosystem restoration projects. “Channels
and Canals” was selected because it has the work breakdown structure most
closely matched to the work effort proposed in the Recommended Plans.

The cost estimate is based on quantities developed from the alternative plans.
The unit prices were developed in consultation with contractors, review of similar
project costs, and general knowledge of the bidding practices. As an example,
the estimated costs for excavation ranges from $23.55 to 27.86 per cubic yard
(varies for each island) and includes placing the material on a barge, barging the
material, and hauling the material 12 miles to an upland site at Sarasota County’s
landfill.

For comparison, a similarly constructed Section 1135 Ecosystem Restoration
Project (Munyon Island) excavation and disposal cost was $5.09 per cubic yard.
The disposal area for that project was a previously dredged hole approximately 6
miles to the north of the project. In addition to the Central County Solid Waste
Facility identified as a potential disposal site in Section 5.7, conversations with
Sarasota County contractors have also indicated a need for clean fill material as
a result of residential and commercial development.

The costs associated with mobilization assume that each island will be built
separately and therefore there is a cost applied to each island. Temporary
access to islands was estimated for worst case scenarios. The costs include two
work barges, driving of sheet pile to create a suitable landing area, and
equipment and materials necessary. However, it is anticipated that less intrusive
measures will be developed during the plans and specification stage to minimize
and/or avoid impacts.

Clearing and grubbing costs were estimated for removal of all upland vegetation
from each island, grinding the stumps, and chipping the trees and shrubs. The
unit estimated for this effort was the acreage of each island. The effort
associated with spreading chipped trees and shrubs was calculated for the area
of upland that would remain after grading was complete.

12



In addition to the unit prices for excavation and disposal (as discussed above)
another price is included for relocating and grading fill material that will remain on
each island for the creation of upland areas.

The costs for erosion control measures are included in the cost estimate. Rubble
rip-rap is a permanent control measure that is included in the cost estimate for
use in connections of channels to existing water areas.

Landscaping costs include the installation of one and three-gallon upland plants,
the marsh plants, and mangroves. In addition the plants and installation, costs
were developed for watering the upland plants as well as maintenance to be
provided by the contractor during the warranty period.

7.0 PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

The final design, construction procedures, and the final cost-sharing
requirements will be accomplished during the plans and specifications phase.
The cost for plans and specification is $557,000. Table C-1 provides an itemized
list of plans and specifications, as well as, corresponding costs. The cost for
topographic survey includes additional detail of channels and surrounding water
areas to support the hydrologic and hydraulic investigations and modeling.
Additional survey is anticipated to be performed on each island to provide
horizontal control for construction level plans and specifications. Geotechnical
investigations are anticipated to be performed to support the planning level of
data collection that was provided for this feasibility study and NEPA
documentation.

Earthwork plans and specifications will be developed for each island to provide
flexibility for bidding each island as a separate contract. While this will create
redundancy in specifications, the additional effort will allow for the bidding
flexibility.

Hydrologic investigations and hydraulic design (H&H) will assure the final design
will not incur unstable conditions that may affect the restoration or surrounding
ecosystems. The result of the H&H studies will provide direction for any
structures that may be required. Included in this portion of the plans and
specifications will be plans and specification for the nature foot-trail on Big
Edwards Island as well as coordination with Sarasota County Parks and
Recreation Department to assure the plans and future considerations of the
islands are consistent with their program.

Planting plans and specifications will take into account the public’s concerns

about upland plantings. Consideration should be given to transplanting a few
large trees. It is anticipated the planting plans and specifications shall be

13



prepared in sufficient detail to assure issues raised during public involvement
phase of the feasibility study are covered.

The permitting phase of the plans and specification will include detailed seagrass
surveys for the construction access as well as extensive coordination with the
permitting agencies to assure the permitting does not delay the plans and
specifications. It is anticipated a technical advisory group will be created during
this phase of the project to insure permitability.

Cost engineering will be provided to assure an accurate cost estimate is
prepared. Real Estate administration and legal costs are provided in this
estimated cost to assure all issues are considered regarding land trusts
associated with Palmer Point and potentially Jim Neville Marine Preserve.

TABLE C-1
ESTIMATED COST FOR PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS
(Includes 25% Contingency)

ITEM ESTIMATED COST
Topographic Survey $ 50,000
Geotechnical Investigations and Analysis $ 60,000
Earthwork Plans and Specifications $225,000
Hydrologic Investigations and Hydraulic Design $ 35,000
Structure and Recreational Amenities Plans $ 50,000
Planting Plans and Specifications $ 45,000
Permitting $ 42,000
Cost Engineering $ 12,500
Real Estate Administrative/Legal Costs $ 37,500
Total, Plans & Specifications $557,000
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8.0 PROJECT SCHEDULE

The ERR was started September 1998 with submittal of Final ERR to South
Atlantic Division Nov. 2002. The Project Cooperation Agreement will be initiated
March 2003 and Plans and Specifications will be started during April 2003. The
permitting phase is anticipated to be completed with obtaining Water Quality
Certification March 2004 to facilitate completion of Plans and Specification April
2004. BCOE certification and project advertisement will occur in May 2004 with
Bid Opening and Award of Contract in June 2004. Notice to Proceed and start of
construction should occur August 2004 with construction completion by April
2005.

9.0 PLAN OF ACTION.
The plan of action will be divided into two major phases.
A. Cost Sharing requirements
B. Preparation of the Final Plans and Specifications Package.
The plan of action for each phase is summarized in the following paragraphs.
9.1 Cost Sharing Requirements
A document will be prepared detailing project requirements regarding lands,
easements, rights-of-way, and administrative costs. Based on the requirements
and the local sponsor’s capabilities, a final Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA)
will be prepared and signed by the parties involved.
9.2 Preparation of the Final Plans and Specification Package
Following the completion and approval of the Section 1135 Ecosystem

Restoration Report, and cost-sharing requirements, the final plans and
specification package will be prepared for the execution of the project.
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Sarasota Bay 1135 Final ERR/EA, March 2003

NOTES:

1. The only ERR/EA component that is NOT included as an electronic file on this CD is Appendix D - MCACES.

2. Included for your convenience at no extra charge are 7 supplementary maps of the project sites that were not
included in the original printed report. | hope you find them helpful. The aerial photos came from
'www.mapquest.com’, so I'm not sure when they were taken.

3. The main point of contact at HDR Engineering, Inc. is:

Mr. Bruce Hasbrouck
HDR Engineering, Inc.
2202 N. Westshore Blvd.
Suite 250

Tampa, FL 33607-5755
(813) 282-2300
bhasbrou@hdrinc.com

file:////BCCHome/Home/sgray/My%20Documents/scans/Other/Read%20Me.txt[4/12/2013 5:12:21 PM]



CESAD-CM-PD 1 July 2003
MEMORANDUM FOR CECW-BE, (Mr. L. Henry)

SUBJECT: Request for Commitment of Section 1135 Construction
Funds - Sarasota Bay, Sarasota County, FL (096202)

1. Request your commitment of construction funds in the
amount of $3,935,000 for the construction of the subject
Section 1135 project. Construction funds in the amount of
$3,935,000 will be needed early in FY 05. Also concur in
Jacksonville District"s request for funds in the amount of
$40,000 be reprogrammed to initiate P&S in FY 03. Based upon
authority delegated in ER 1105-2-100, the subject report
project is approved. By copy furnished of this message,
Jacksonville District (SAJ) is notified of the project's
approval.

2. In the 1950°s and early 1960°s, construction of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway deposited dredged material upon wetland
islands dominated by mangroves in Sarasota Bay. As a result,
the wetlands were lost and the bare dredged material created a
substrate for the proliferation of iInvasive exotic pest plant
species, which have come to dominate these islands. The
approved project will restore the ecosystem through the

removal of some of the dredged material placed on the island
disposal sites during the construction of the and all of the
invasive exotic vegetation species. The remaining material
will be contoured to establish a suitable drainage pattern and
the shoreline shaped. The islands will be planted to restore
a variety of high quality upland and wetland habitats,

which have all but vanished from the Sarasota area. The
restoration of Palmer Point Park will result in the creation
of approximately 3.5 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat, and
the preservation of 1.5 acres of rare “saltern’ habitat. Jim
Neville Marine Preserve will have 21.1 acres of low
marsh/mangrove habitat created, 7.9 acres of tidal lagoons/mud
flats, and 2 acres of uplands. No earthwork is intended for
the Bird Colony Islands, but the proposed shoreline armoring
will protect the islands from being completely eroded away,
preserving the critical bird nesting habitat on these islands.

3. The subject report is approved Section 1135 authority
based upon the following information:

a. Policy Compliance. The scope and outputs of the
Recommended Project Modification remain consistent the
requirements of Section 1135, P.L.99-662, as amended: the
action restores the ecosystem of Sarasota Bay, Sarasota
County, Florida and does not conflict with the authorized
project purposes. The recommended plan is the locally
preferred, is smaller and of lower cost than the NER plan, and
is justified.



c. Benefits and Costs. The restored habitat areas will
provide benefits to a wide variety of fish and wildlife
species by providing foraging, refuge, and nursery areas, and
help improve the water quality in Sarasota Bay by removing
nutrients from various sources in this highly developed
coastal area. A small foot trail with possible educational
signage will provide public environmental education and the
islands provide recreational opportunities. Restoration is
sure to be successful based on a similar project constructed
at Munyon Island. Costs are driven largely by the fact that
island restoration construction is slower and at a smaller
scale; the cost estimates compare favorably to the completed
Section 1135 project on Munyon Island. The costs of
construction may be reduced if some of the excavated material
can be utilized for nearby beach renourishment projects.

d. Cost Sharing. As a Section 1135 project, cost-sharing is
75 percent Federal and 25 percent non-Federal, with an overall
cap of $5 million per project for Federal funding. In
addition, as required, the non-Federal sponsor will provide
all LERRD and public access as well as operate, maintain,
repair, replace and rehabilitate the project in perpetuity.
For this project the Federal share of all costs (study, P&S
and construction) will be $5,000,000 (75%) and the non-Federal
share $1,666,000 (25%).

e. Sponsor®s strong support and intent to sign current
Section 1135 model PCA.

4. The following list of the order of activities
from project approval to contract award is
provided to Jacksonville District (SAJ) for their
use.

a. HQUSACE approves non-standard cost-sharing.

b. SAD approves the project for construction and requests
CECW-BE to commit

construction funds and authority to execute the draft PCA.
c. CECW-BE commits construction funds, setting the baseline
cost and CMR date and

authorizes execution of PCA.

d. SAJ executes draft PCA, as approved, without deviation,
only after all

environmental and regulatory requirements have been met.

e. SAJ notifies SAD (Austin) via cc:Mail that PCA has been
executed.

f. Non-Federal partner provides funds and all LERRD.

g- SAJ certifies LERRD and advertises for bids.



h. SAD requests initial construction work allowance upon
notification by SAS of

successfTul bid and receipt of revised fact sheet, reflecting
bid information.

Requested amount should be what is needed for remainder of FY.

i. SAJ receives work allowance and awards contract.

/s/
WILBERT PAYNES
Chief, Planning and
Policy Division
Directorate of Civil
Works and
Management

June 2003
South Atlantic
Division
Jacksonville
District

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROJECT FACT SHEET

1. PROJECT:

a. Name of Proposed Modification: Sarasota Bay Restoration,
Sarasota County, FL Section 1135(096202)

b. Project Being Modified: Gulf Intracoastal Waterway

c. Authorization: This plan was prepared under the authority of
Section 1135 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as
amended.

d. Congressional District: FL 13

2. LOCATION: Sarasota Bay is situated between the mainland and
a chain of coastal barrier islands between the cities of
Bradenton and Venice, in Manatee and Sarasota Counties, Florida.
The sites proposed for restoration are three dredged material
disposal islands located iIn various areas of the bay within
Sarasota County. Palmer Point Park is located near the northern
end of Casey Key, iIn Little Sarasota Bay, and it is about 33
acres in size. Jim Neville Marine Preserve is a 35 acre preserve
located directly north of Palmer Point Park, toward the southern
end of Siesta Key. The Bird Colony Islands consist of three
small mangrove islands totalling about 2 acres in size in the
Roberts Bay area of Sarasota Bay.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION: In the 1950°s and
early 1960°s, the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway was constructed, and
a portion of the dredged material was deposited upon wetland



islands dominated by mangroves in Sarasota Bay. As a result, the
wetlands were lost and the bare dredged material created a
substrate for the proliferation of invasive exotic pest plant
species, which have come to dominate these islands. The goals of
this project include the removal of some of the dredged material
placed on these island disposal sites during the construction of
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to restore a variety of high
quality upland and wetland habitats, which have all but vanished
from Sarasota Bay as a result of a high degree of development in
the coastal areas. Also, Invasive exotic pest plants are to be
removed and native vegetation is to be planted in the restoration
areas.

The restoration of Palmer Point Park will result in the creation
of approximately 3.5 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat, and the
preservation of 1.5 acres of rare “saltern” habitat for an
estimated $382,000 construction cost. Jim Neville Marine
Preserve will have 21.1 acres of low marsh/mangrove habitat
created, 7.9 acres of tidal lagoons/mud flats, and 2 acres of
uplands for an estimated $5,026,000 construction cost. The costs
of construction may be reduced if some of the excavated material
can be utilized for nearby beach renourishment projects. No
earthwork 1is intended for the Bird Colony Islands, but the
proposed shoreline armoring will protect the islands from being
completely eroded away, preserving the critical bird nesting
habitat on these islands. The cost of construction for this is
estimated at $193,000.

4. CONSISTENCY STATEMENT: The proposal is consistent with and
has no adverse impacts to the navigational purpose of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway.

5. SPONSOR: Sarasota County.

6. VIEWS OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND REGIONAL AGENCIES: The West
Coast Inland Navigation District, the Sarasota Bay National
Estuary Program, and the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection support the proposal.

7. STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: In accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act, the Environmental Assessment
was distributed for public review and input. The Finding of No
Significant Impact was signed by the District Commander on 9
October 2001. Coordination has been completed with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and with the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

8. COSTS AND BENEFITS: The restored habitat areas would provide
benefits to a wide variety of fish and wildlife species by
providing foraging, refuge, and nursery areas, and help improve
the water quality in Sarasota Bay by removing nutrients from
various sources iIn this highly developed coastal area. The total
estimated cost of the project is $6,666,000.



9. SCHEDULE:

Tasks Duration
Preliminary Restoration Plan Completed
Ecosystem Restoration Report 5 years

Plans and Specifications 8 months
Contract Award 4 months
Construction 12 months
Sponsor Receipt of Project 3 months

10. SUPPLEMENTAL

INFORMATION:

11. FINANCIAL DATA:
All costs are in thousands of dollars

Fedl Funding Required
Total Non-Fed | Federal FY03 FYO4 | FYO5
Feasibility 505 0 505
Report
P&S 560 0 560 40 520
Construction 5,601 1,666 3,935 3,935
Total 6,666 1,666 5,000
12. FEDERAL ALLOCATIONS TO DATE:
Preliminary Restoration Plan $ 10,000
Ecosystem Restoration Report $505,000
Plans and Specifications $ 0

Construction

$ 0




June 2003
South Atlantic Division
Jacksonville District

Section 1135 Project Fact Sheet
1. PROJECT:
a. Name of Proposed Modification: Sarasota Bay Restoration
b. Project Being Modified: Gulf Intracoastal Waterway

c. Authorization: This plan was prepared under the authority of Section 1135 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended.

d. Congressional District: FL 13

2. LOCATION: Sarasota Bay is situated between the mainland and a chain of coastal barrier
islands between the cities of Bradenton and Venice, in Manatee and Sarasota Counties, Florida.
The sites proposed for restoration are three dredged material disposal islands located in various
areas of the bay within Sarasota County. Palmer Point Park is located near the northern end of
Casey Key, in Little Sarasota Bay, and it is about 33 acres in size. Jim Neville Marine Preserve
is a 35 acre preserve located directly north of Palmer Point Park, toward the southern end of
Siesta Key. The Bird Colony Islands consist of three small mangrove islands totalling about 2
acres in size in the Roberts Bay area of Sarasota Bay.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION: In the 1950’s and early 1960’s, the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway was constructed, and a portion of the dredged material was deposited
upon wetland islands dominated by mangroves in Sarasota Bay. As a result, the wetlands were
lost and the bare dredged material created a substrate for the proliferation of invasive exotic pest
plant species, which have come to dominate these islands. The goals of this project include the
removal of some of the dredged material placed on these island disposal sites during the
construction of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway to restore a variety of high quality upland and
wetland habitats, which have all but vanished from Sarasota Bay as a result of a high degree of
development in the coastal areas. Also, invasive exotic pest plants are to be removed and native
vegetation is to be planted in the restoration areas.

The restoration of Palmer Point Park will result in the creation of approximately 3.5 acres of low
marsh/mangrove habitat, and the preservation of 1.5 acres of rare ‘saltern’ habitat for an
estimated $381,808 construction cost. Jim Neville Marine Preserve will have 21.1 acres of low
marsh/mangrove habitat created, 7.9 acres of tidal lagoons/mud flats, and 2 acres of uplands for
an estimated $5,100,877 construction cost. The costs of construction may be reduced if some of
the excavated material can be utilized for nearby beach renourishment projects. No earthwork is
intended for the Bird Colony Islands, but the proposed shoreline armoring will protect the islands
from being completely eroded away, preserving the critical bird nesting habitat on these islands.
The cost of construction for this is estimated at $192,799.



4. CONSISTENCY STATEMENT: The proposal is consistent with and has no adverse impacts
to the navigational purpose of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway.

5. SPONSOR: Sarasota County.

6. VIEWS OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND REGIONAL AGENCIES: The West Coast Inland
Navigation District, the Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program, and the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection support the proposal.

7. STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: National Environmental Policy Act
documentation has been developed. Coordination has been completed with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and with the State Historic Preservation Officer.

8. COSTS AND BENEFITS: The restored habitat areas would provide benefits to a wide variety
of fish and wildlife species by providing foraging, refuge, and nursery areas, and help improve
the water quality in Sarasota Bay by removing nutrients from various sources in this highly
developed coastal area. The total estimated cost of the project is $6,740,483.

9. SCHEDULE:
Tasks Duration

Preliminary Restoration Plan Completed

Ecosystem Restoration Report 5 years

Plans and Specifications 8 months

Contract Award 4 months

Construction 12 months

Sponsor Receipt of Project 3 months

10. SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:

The draft Environmental Restoration Report was completed and submitted to South Atlantic
Division in August 2001. The Division provided comments primarily related to plan
formulation and incremental cost analysis in February 2002. The comment responses and
revisions to the report were submitted to South Atlantic Division in December 2002. The report
was revised again in March 2003 to reflect Sarasota County as the new local sponsor, and to
reflect their locally preferred plan.

The new section on incremental cost analysis in the revised report focuses on utilizing the
recommended alternative plans for each island site developed in the draft version of the report,
and analyzing incremental combinations of each plan to determine if completing each site is cost
effective.



11. FINANCIAL DATA:

All costs are in thousands of dollars

Federal Funding Required

Total Non-Fed | Federal FYO03 FY04 | FY05
Feasibility Report 505 126 379
P&S 560 140 420 248 312
Construction 5,675 1,419 4,256 4,256
Total 6,740 1,740 5,000

12. FEDERAL ALLOCATIONS TO DATE:

Preliminary Restoration Plan
Ecosystem Restoration Report

Plans and Specifications
Construction

$10,000

$505,000

$0
$0




Big\edwards
Isiand

ISUUEHYS AT

=a

w0

Birdcalony
BEdS

pfzonzRalobesplorer




Close-Up
View of
Bird
Colony
Islands

pizonzNGllobespiloner




‘.

JimiiNevillesMarinePreserve
Restoration Aea

@ EEm EE_éEp_] ERETE




JimNeville:MErinePreserve

RestoratiGniArea
¥

(Closzel)

Midnight
Pass
Area

@ 20030 Gl abespilare el 565




PalmerPointPark

RestorationArea

EEOnsfGllabesbloner




A

: e Ll i
e 2y ST

.l| g Y l,-

.

3 BirdlGolonylsiands

L. 5 [y

Bkz00z Gllebesploner




ill it

I
1l

' i T 7 e 1
' TERH & iﬁ i ilzw Nokeh
; eyl == - ORT
& . 4 E |€l FE | JZIT-

Sarasota tr )
Bay o™

o] r 9
4
I
[ '-“_:! '
Laurel b
a
! =
il

Map of Sarasota Bay Area
Showing Approximate Locations of Project Islands
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