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Dear Mr, Duck:

The Habital and Species Conservation Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Canservation
Commission (FWC) has reviewed the Drafl Project Implementation Report/Environmental
Assessment (PIR/EA) for the Site | Impoundment Project. and provide this letter as a Planning
Aid Letter under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Acl. A copy of this letler is also being sent
to the Florida Stale Clearinghouse as our review (SAT #FL.200502170457C) of the EA under the
National Environmental Policy Act. Our stalT has been aclively participating in the interagency
team that has been developing and refining plans for this project. and we wish up front to voice
our support for this project. While relatively small in size compared with some of the other
projects that have been proposed under the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, it is our
understanding that it plays a vital role in reducing the dependence of the built environment on the
natural areas, both as Nlood relention areas and as a source of water supplv.

The Site 1 Impoundment Project would caplure water that is currenily being lost to tide via the
Hillsboro Canal, and nse it for municipal and industrial water supply deliveries (including
protection against saltwaler intrusion into the aguifer) in the project area during the dry season.
The slorage provided by this project is intendad to benefit the remaining Everglades ecosystem,
especially Water Conservalion Area (WCA) 1 (the bulk of the Arthur R. Marshall .oxahatchee
Nalional Wildlife Refuge) and WCA-2ZA (2 partion of the Everplades Wildlife Management
Area), by providing an allernale source of municipal and industrial water supply in the vicinily of
the project in lieu of withdrawals of water from the Everglades. The impoundment is also
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intended to reduce seepage out of WCA-1, theveby reducing the need to release water from Lake
Okecchobee in onder (o maintain the WCA-1 regulation schedule. Furthermore, the retention
within the Site 1 Tmpoundment of a portion of the water previously lost to tide may reduce the
harmiul effects of reshwater dischargss to the estuarine aguatic ecosystem at the mouth ol the
Hilishorn Canal. According to the Sife 1 Impoundment Project Regional Evaluation Team
review material from August 2004, the project’s ohjectives for WCA-1 and WCA-2A are to
improve hydropenods and hydropatlerns, reduce phosphorus loading, decrease the rate ol cattail
expansion, and restore the spatial extent of viahle tree i1sland habitat. An additional objective is
to inercase the spatial extent of functional marine habitat downstream of the Hillsboro Canal.

Our review provided as Enclosure 1 in this letter is intended to highlight the issues that we would
like to continue to work with staff of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the South
Florida Water Management District to ensure are addressed in the final Environmental
Assessment. It is our understanding that an interagency meeting, also including staff of the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), has been scheduled for April 19, 2005,
Lo discuss issues that our and FDEP staffs have identified for further refinement. Issues
identificd in Enclosure 2 are ones that we identified through review of this project, but which we
do not believe require immediate attention for this particular project. Rather, they are for the
most part ones that, taken cumulatively with other project, have the potential to warrant concern
in the future. We offer these proactively to ensure that the Acceler$ program moves forward
smoothly as intended, with the expectation that our issues may be addressed expeditiously in an
interagency forum that does not impede the progress of this particular project.

Summary of Issues and Recommendations

The issues and recommendations that staff has identified in Onclosure | center on two primary
arcas: (1) providing a mere detailed discussion of the impacts and sources ol those impacts in
the various subcomponents of the natural areas (e.g., Water Conservation Areas | versus Water
Couscrvation Area 2A), and (2) providing a more detailed discussion of the unavoidable impacts
Lo recreation and means to address opporlunities that this project might allow. We consider these
issnes important {or properly documenting project development and fully exploring opportunities
for ecological and recreational benelits in the Site 1 Impoundment final PIR/EA.

Some of these issues are ones that our staff had understood had been resalved through
interagency staff discussion, but stll appeared in the draft document. Resolving these in the
fimal EA is likely a matter of ensuring that the document is up to date in terms of these
discussions. Others may requirc lurther discussion among staff so that we have a betier
understanding of operational limitations, both in the model and in actual practice, and of he
standard requirements by the USACE lo make comparisons against certain base and future
conditions. Finally, the rest are ones that we are confident can be addressed. To that end, we
look forward to resolving all of these during our upcoming meeting on April 20.

If you or your staff has any questions aboul the content of this review. please contact Dr. Joseph
Walsh at our office in Vero Beach (772-778-3094; email jocwalshi@MvyEWC.com). I you
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would like to coordinate further on the process ol our involvement in thus and related projects,
please feel free to contact me at 850-4885-60G1 or email me at marvann.poole@MyFWC.com.

Sincerely,

.J{/u«c{ /éf?c{b .@‘J@

Mary Ann Peole, Dircetor
Office of Policy and Stakeholder Coord.
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CC: Mr. Ken Ammon, SFWMTI), West Palm Beach
Mr. Jay Slack, USFWS, Vere Beach
Mr, Chuck Collins, FW(, West Palm Beach
Mr. Scott Sanders, FWC, Tallahassce
Mr. Greg Knecht, DEP, Tallahassee
Ms. Rebecca Weiss, USACE, Jacksonville
Ms, Jane Tutton, USFWS, Vero Beach
Mr. Barron Moody, FWC, Wesl Palm Beach
Ms. Diane Crigger, DEP, West Palm Beach
Ms. Lavren Millipan, DEP (Clearinghouse), Talluhassee



Enclosure 1: Issues and Recommendations for Site 1 Impoundment Project Draft
PIR/EA

Discussion of predicted effects. The draft Project Implementation Report/Environmental
Assessment (PIR/CA) often generalizes project benefits as occurring throughout hath
Warer Couscrvation Arcas (WCA) 1 and 2A, when in fact the overall elliet of the project
in WCA-2ZA was predicted to be slightly negative. We recommend that the difference in
relative performance be clarified throughout the PIR/CA.

Use of all performance measures and evaluation criteria developed by the team. The
Site | project inter-ageney team developed several perlonmance measures and evaluation
crileriy, of which a subset was utilized for Habitat Unit (H17) caleulation. The model
results for those measures and eriteria not utilized lor HU are not reported within the
drall PIR/EA. These measures were intended to describe the ecological effects of the
alternatives, so we recommend that they be reported and discussed in the PIR/EA,

Clarification of benefits to WCA-1, Figures C-3 lhrough C-7 in Project Assurances
(Annex C) indicate that the predicted 2003 with-project and withont-project conditions
do not differ significantly and thal both are below the restoration target depths for WCA-
1, also known as Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge (LNWR),
Conversely, Figures C-42 through C-44 indicate that the 2000 with- and without-project
conditions are both above the target depths for LNWR. We recommend that the final EA
explain why these two scts of praphs difler in lerms of the project’s predicted
performance relative lo the environmental targets. If the project results in predicted
depths above the environmental targets, as appears Lo be illustrated in Figures C-42
through C-44, we recommend that the final EA explain how it was determined that these
greater depths are beneficial to LNWR.

Clarification of hase run year and potential effects on project justification. Seclion
7.2.13 (Project Justification) describes how the project is justified by calculating expected
benefils associated with the Mext-Added-lnerement (NAT), For this and other Waler
Preserve Area {(WPA) prujects, no new model runs are proposed. Therefore, the NAI is
the 2010WPA run, which should be compared against the 2010Base run. However, in
the draft PIR/EA no relerence is made of whal base model run the NAT s baing
compared against. Tf the hase run used is the 2010Base, we would expect thal the urban
demands and Jood proleclivn nesds would all be somewhar lower relative to the
2050Base run. Consequently, we would expect that the relative contribution of the
project would be greater in 2010 than if the NAT had hean evaluared using the 2050BRase
and the 2030 Future-with-Project runs. Similarly, il the 2050Base run is used to evaluate
the 2010 Future-with-Project run, we would expect that the With-Project vear (2010)
would reflect lower urhan demands and flood proteetion nesds comparsd to the base run
(2050) against which 1t is compared. If this is the case, then the draft PIR/EA should
cxplain these model issues clearly. Also, we recommend that the comparison of 2010
WPA (Future-with-Project) lo Future-without-Project be performed using the 2010Base
muodel run in order to ensure that at least both model runs incorporale the same model
assumptions in terms of waler demand.






