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Presenter:  Eric Summa or Aubree?
​
Good afternoon, and thank you for joining us today. 

Pinellas County beaches are important to our national, state, and local economies. We are proud to have partnered with Pinellas County for almost fifty years as part of the existing Federal beach erosion control project at Sand Key, Treasure Island, and Long Key, which provides storm damage protection, recreation, and environmental benefits to these areas.

The current study is important for continuing these benefits into the future for Treasure Island and Long Key.

We are pleased to announce that we have released a draft report and environmental assessment recommending a proposed Federal project that would be eligible for federal cost sharing, which is the main reason we are providing this presentation today. 

I would like to provide the opportunity to our non-Federal sponsor, Pinellas County to say a few words. (turn over to John Bishop, Coastal Management Coordinator)
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Section 216 of the Flood Control Act of 1970:
“The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized
to review the operation of projects the construction of which has been
completed and which were constructed by the Corps of Engineers in the
interest of navigation, flood control, water supply, and related purposes, when
found advisable due [to] the significantly changed physical or economic
conditions, and to report thereon to Congress with recommendations on the
advisability of modifying the structures or their operation, and for improving the
quality of the environment in the overall public interest.”

* The non-Federal sponsor is Pinellas County, Florida.     
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Presenter: Aubree Hershorin

Thank you.  My name is Aubree Hershorin, and I am the lead planner on this study. 

As you all know, there is an existing Federal beach project in Pinellas County that was authorized in 1966.  Coastal projects are authorized for a period of 50 years from the date of initial construction.  As shown on the timeline at the bottom of the screen, the first segment of the existing project that was constructed was TI in 1969, and then Long Key in 1980.  These are the first segments that will expire in 2025 and 2030.  

Released the draft report for public comment. 30 day public comment period that began on August 4
presentation is intended to be an overview of the study to orient you to the draft report.  

The study is a 3-year, $2 million study funded by the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018. 

The study authorization is Section 216 of the Flood Control Act of 1970, which authorizes the USACE to review the operation of already-constructed projects and to recommend to Congress on whether these projects should be modified due to changed physical or economic conditions. Overarching study objective is to reduce damages to infrastructure as a result of storm surge, waves, and erosion from coastal storm events. 

Coastal projects require a cost-sharing non-Federal sponsor.  The non-Federal sponsor for this project is Pinellas County, Florida, and we have been fortunate to have great input and engagement from them during this study.​

I first want to go over some general logistics for this virtual presentation:
The audience will be on global mute.  If you have any questions/comments, you can enter them in the chat box and the team will answer them at the end of the presentation.
To formally submit comments, you must email them to the team.  The email address is located on the project website and will be provided at the end of the presentation.  Comments that are formally submitted will be addressed in the final report.






STUDY SCOPING
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 Evaluate alternatives to manage coastal storm risk in 
Pinellas County for 50 years

 Develop an alternative that is environmentally 
acceptable

 Treasure Island and Long Key most urgent need

1. Reduce coastal storm damage to 
structures and infrastructure for the 
50-year planning horizon.

2. Maintain environmental quality for 
human and natural use through the 
50-year planning horizon.

3. Maintain existing recreation (beach 
and nearshore) for economic 
benefit over the 50-year planning 
horizon.

PLANNING OBJECTIVES:
1. Storm damages due to 

erosion, inundation, and 
waves threaten 
infrastructure

2. Erosion causes loss of 
natural habitat

3. Shoreline erosion 
threatens recreational 
opportunities

STUDY AREA PROBLEMS:
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As I mentioned on the previous slide, the study authorization was to review the existing beach erosion control project, which included all of Pinellas County, FL.  During initial scoping in the Fall of 2018, the study was scoped to the Focused Study Area of Treasure Island and Long Key.

The period of Federal participation for the existing Federal project at Treasure Island and Long Key segments will expire in 2025 and 2030, respectively.  The problems outlined above continue to exist in these areas.  Therefore, the current study focuses on solutions for these two segments of the existing Pinellas County, FL BEC project.  

Throughout the draft report, the islands of Treasure Island and Long Key are referred to as the Focused Study Area.  It includes 7.4 miles of Pinellas County shoreline - 3.4 miles along Treasure Island and 4 miles along Long Key.

The two northern reaches are not included in the current study.  The protective and recreational beach at Clearwater Beach Island authorized in 1966 as part of the existing project was never constructed.  In addition, this area is generally accretional, and infrastructure is not threatened by coastal storms.  For these reasons, the need for Federal participation in a coastal storm risk management project for Clearwater Beach Island was determined to be unnecessary during study scoping.  

Initial construction at Sand Key did not occur until 1993; therefore, Federal participation in the Sand Key segment of the Pinellas County, FL BEC extends through 2043.  The local sponsor is satisfied with the existing project at Sand Key, which is successful at reducing risk from coastal storms in this segment.  



MANAGEMENT MEASURES

PLANNING PROCESS

Formulated using the 4 P&G Accounts as guiding principles

Measures were scaled and combined to form alternatives.
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For planning purposes, Treasure Island and Long Key are divided into seven reaches based on erosion rates and other geomorphic features, which are shown on the map on the right of this slide.  

The Corps uses a 6-step planning process that first identifies the problems and existing conditions in the project area, and then forecasts the future conditions over the next 50 years without a project in place.  

We then identify measures to address the problems identified in the study area over the 50-year planning period.  Management measures to address these problems can be both structural or nonstructural actions that would take place at geographical locations within the project areas, and they form the building blocks of the alternatives.  

The list shown here is not all-inclusive; a number of other measures were initially considered and are described in more detail in the report.  The measures carried forward for consideration during modeling and economic analysis are listed on this slide.

The final non-structural measures shown here, Relocation/Elevation and Buyout/Land Acquisition were considered as area-wide alternatives, but the results of the modeling did not show any recurring damages to specific buildings to suggest this alternative would be appropriate in the study area.  

The structural measures shown above included jetty improvements, groins, and floodwalls. Our review of modeling conducted by others for the FDEP indicated that modifications to the jetties would not be cost effective in reducing erosion around the inlets.  Similarly, the effectiveness of existing groin structures was assessed, and the existing groins were determined to maximize the benefits associated with groin structures in these reaches.  Therefore, no additional groins are recommended at this time.  

Seawalls were not considered for the erosive ends of the islands due to their potential to impact nesting sea turtles and shorebirds; however, floodwalls were considered as an option in the centers of the islands to combat flooding where erosion is not an issue.  However, the initial modeling results did not show future flood damages in these areas; therefore, a floodwall was screened out as a potential alternative. 

Beach Nourishment, which includes both the dry beach or berm and an associated dune system, was selected as the tentatively selected plan.  Public Awareness and Communication is also included as a non-structural measure.
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Sediment Sources

Beach Nourishment (including Dunes and 
Vegetation)

LEGEND

Periodic Nourishment as Needed

The Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) is for periodic beach 
nourishment, including dune and berm features, at the north and/or 
south ends of Treasure Island (R-126 to R-129 and R-136 to R-143) 
and Long Key (R-144 to R-147 and R-160 to R-166).  The maximum 
dimensions include:

• A berm extension of up to 100 ft. seaward from the dune toe at 
an elevation that mimics the natural berm (4.6 ft. NAVD88); and 

• A dune with a height of up to +10 ft. NAVD88 and a width that 
could extend the entire equilibrated beach profile up to 20 ft. 
seaward.

TENTATIVELY SELECTED PLAN
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The locations proposed for nourishment in the Tentatively Selected Plan include Sunshine, Sunset, Upham, and Pass-a-Grille Beaches, all of which have been previously nourished as part of the existing Beach Erosion Control Project.  Periodic nourishment of the improved beach, which would be provided when needed, would restore the beach to authorized dimensions.  

Following initial construction, the Tentatively Selected Plan is estimated to require approximately 7 periodic nourishment events throughout its 50 year project life, which is about every six years.

The sand volume required for initial construction could be anywhere between 330kcy and 1.4 mcy, and the renourishment events are estimated to require between 900kcy and 1mcy.

Project costs are approximately $13.5 million for initial construction, and $26.9 million for renourishment events for a minimum total project cost of approximately $211 million over the project’s 50 year timespan.

Initial construction would be cost shared at a rate of 65% Federal and 35% non-Federal, while periodic nourishments would be cost-shared at 50% Federal and 50% non-Federal.  

-------------------------------------------------------------

Average # Nourishment Events:  1 initial construction event, approximately 7 renourishment events
Average Volume of Initial Construction:  328,600 cubic yards (minimum) to 1,431,850 cubic yards (maximum)
Average Volume of Each Periodic Nourishment:  902,750 cubic yards (minimum) to 1,008,000 cubic yards (maximum)
Average Periodic Nourishment Interval: approximately 6 years
Initial Construction Duration: approximately 4-6 months per event
TSP Total Project Cost (including contingency, October 1, 2020 (FY21) Price Level):  $211,089,000 
TSP Total Project Benefits (AAEQ $):  $5,294,018
Cost Sharing Initial Construction: 65% Federal / 35% non‐Federal
Periodic Nourishments: 50% Federal / 50% non‐Federal
Benefit‐to‐Cost Ratio (BCR):  1.23  

The total cost of initial project construction is estimated to be between $211,089,000 (minimum template) and $285,155,000 (maximum template). Initial construction is estimated at $13.5 million for the minimum template ($51.7 million for the maximum template).  Future renourishment costs are estimated at $26.9 million per nourishment for the minimum template ($28.7 million for the maximum template), with periodic nourishment expected at approximately 6 year intervals.  

Sediment transport along these islands links the geomorphic response of the shorelines; therefore, periodic nourishment for any other areas where erosion might develop would also be provided when needed.
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SAND SOURCES

 The material of the existing beaches and the sand sources are very similar and 
compatible.

 The material is composed of poorly graded fine-grained sand consisting of quartz 
and shell fragments, and is of light gray color.

COMPATIBILITY
Composite Mean

(mm)
Silt
(%)

Shell 
(%) Munsell Color

TI/LK Beaches 0.28 1.04 24.30 2.5Y 8/1

Passes 0.26 1.18 19.99 2.5Y 8/1

Egmont Shoal 0.22 2.0 20.7 2.5Y 7/1

AVAILABLE SAND VOLUMES
Sand Source 50-year Volume (cuyd)

Passes (Johns Pass, Blind Pass, Pass-a-Grille) 5,730,000

Egmont Shoal East up to 15 Million 

Pass-a-Grille Ebb Shoal Complex (Potential) 2,500,000
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The TSP requires between 7 and 9 mcy of sand over its 50 year project life.

Johns Pass, Blind Pass, and Pass-a-Grille will be prioritized as the sand sources for the project.  These are renewable sand sources.  The FDEP has published management plans for each of these inlets that include infill rates and recharge cycles and volumes for each of the dredge templates.  The navigation inlet sand sources can provide a total of 5,750,000 cy sand over the 50-year life of the project.  

If additional sand is needed, the Pass-a-Grille ebb shoal has an excess growth of 50,000 cy annually that could also be utilized as a sand source, and provide 2,500,000 cy over the 50-year life of the project.

Finally, Egmont Shoal has up to 15 million cubic yards of material available.  This source would be used after other sources were depleted due to its distance from the project area, which increases project costs.

All of these sources contain sediment that is compatible and very similar to the sand currently on these beaches.




ENGINEERING CONSIDERATIONS

EXISTING PASS-A-GRILLE DUNE SYSTEM

CONCEPTUAL DUNE PROFILE
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To maximize benefits associated with the project, the modeling indicated that a more robust dune system was required.  This included both raising and widening the dune to create a consistent dune throughout the project area.

The graphic on the slide shows the existing beach profile in blue, the conceptual beach profile in green, and the additional dry beach, or “berm,” required to maintain the conceptual profile in orange. 

The orange line is expected to equilibrate into the green line between construction and renourishment.  The width of the orange line would vary based on the volumes required to maintain the dune.  For example, the advanced volume placed to support the height and width of a +10 ft. dune that is widened 20 feet would equate to approximately 70 feet of advanced berm placed in front the dune.

The berm widths considered range from 0 feet to 100 feet.  Even with a 0 foot berm, there would be an advanced berm in the construction template that would help to maintain a dry berm in front of a constructed dune feature.  

The photograph on the bottom shows a location at Pass-a-Grille with an existing dune system that is roughly the size of the proposed dune shown int eh conceptual dune profile.

 We are still optimizing exactly how high and how wide to construct the dune.
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ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
 Benefits represent the reduction in damages 

from the “Future Without-Project” condition
 Net benefits = Benefits - Costs
 Sunset Beach and Upham Beach: highest net 

benefits
 Sunshine and Pass-a-Grille Beaches did not 

contribute as much to net benefits; important for 
stabilizing unfilled portions of the shorelines

 No construction proposed for the center reaches 
of the islands (Boca Ciega, St. Pete Beach North, 
and St. Pete Beach South) – these reaches 
benefit from fill placed to the north

“Without Project” 
Damages

Low

High
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Projects that recommend Federal participation should represent an alternative that achieves the greatest net benefits for damage reduction consistent with protecting the environment.​

We determine this by figuring out if we can reduce damages to infrastructure with a cost-effective project.  

The Corps first identifies the potential for future storms to damage upland structures without a project, which is also referred to as the “Future-without-project condition” throughout the draft report.

* the slide shows the locations where the most damages are expected to occur without a project, which is largely due to the high erosion rates that occur adjacent to the inlets.

* the location of the project is based on the expected spatial distribution of damages.

* The project must be economically justified primarily based on its ability to reduce damage to upland structures from coastal storms and erosion.

* Sunset and Upham beaches act as feeder beaches for adjacent reaches, and are important for stabilizing the unfilled portions of the shorelines.

* Center reaches benefit from fill placed on reaches north of them.

* The benefits must be higher than the costs.  If a reach has a BCR of at least 0.5 from storm damage protection benefits only, incidental benefits such as recreation can be considered to determine if a reach is justified with a benefit-cost-ratio of greater than 1.   


The plan that best achieves this goal is called the National Economic Development (NED) Plan and represents a plan that would be eligible for the Federal government to cost share in.​

The Corps considers other factors as well, both positive and negative, such as environment, social effects, and regional economic development when selecting a plan.  ​
If the other factors do not sway the selection, and if the sponsor does not wish to buy up or buy down to a different plan, then the NED plan becomes the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP).​





ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

THREATENED & ENDANGERED SPECIES HARDGROUNDS

TURBIDITY NAVIGATION WILDIFE RESOURCES

 Aesthetics
 Air Quality
 Archaeological/ 

Cultural Resources
 Essential Fish Habitat
 Contaminants
 Navigation
 Noise

 Noise
 Recreation
 Benthic Resources
 Socioeconomics
 Threatened and 

Endangered Species
 Turbidity
 Wildlife Resources

ISSUES CONSIDERED IN THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: ESSENTIAL FISH HABITATCULTURAL RESOURCESAESTHETICS
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Sand has been placed at the proposed locations in the past as part of the existing Pinellas County, FL BEC project.  Most of the locations associated with the proposed sand sources have also been dredged in the past for either shore protection or navigation purposes.  No hardbottom resources are located at either the beach placement or sand source locations. There is no designated critical habitat for any Federally-protected species in the focused study area. Since the proposed TSP berm is smaller than the berm associated with the existing project, hardbottom mitigation would not be required during construction of the project resulting from the TSP. 

USACE is in the process of coordinating with our state and Federal agency partners, and coordination will be complete prior to finalization of the report.
 
The beneficial effects of beach nourishment in the proposed project area include establishing a larger buffer beach to protect upland infrastructure against storms and flooding, providing additional habitat for beach flora and fauna, and increasing beach space for recreational activities.   The proposed project would likely produce more favorable environmental conditions than would exist without a project, although construction operations would produce temporary adverse effects.   The affected resources would return to pre‐construction conditions either immediately after dredging (with respect to resources such as aesthetics and noise) or within one or two years (with respect to sea turtle nesting and benthic resources).


ADD INFO ON DUNES BENEFITTING TURTLES



STUDY SCHEDULE/PROGRESS

ALTERNATIVES 
MILESTONE
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FORMULATION

Eng & Econ 
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DRAFT REPORT & 
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Public & Policy 
Review

AGENCY 
DECISION 
MILESTONE

FINAL REPORT 
State and 
Agency 
Review

CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS 

REPORT

PROJECT 
ENGINEERING & 

DESIGN/ 
CONSTRUCTION

DRAFT REPORT & 
NEPA

Technical 
Review

ESTIMATED STUDY SCHEDULE

January 2019 Jan. 2019 to 
March 2020

April 2020 June 2020 to 
July 2020

August 2020 October 2020 June 2021 Sept. 2021 2025 through 2027*

* Contingent on authorization and appropriations

How Can You Help?
• EMAIL your official comments on the draft 

integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Assessment by September 4, 
2020 to:

• Review the Draft NEPA document at the 
USACE, Jacksonville District website.

• Provide any questions in the Chat Box for 
informal response.

VIRTUAL OFFICE HOURS
Feel free to drop in any time during our “virtual” office 
hours to chat with team members and ask your 
questions!

August 20 from 2:00 to 3:00 p.m.

August 26 from 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
* Please refer to the project website for the access 
information to attend the office hours:

PinellasCountyStudyComments@usace.army.mil

www.saj.usace.army.mil/PinellasCSRMStudy
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Timeline at the top shows the major milestones during the three year study schedule.  We are currently at…

The draft report is currently being reviewed by decision makers at this phase of our study.  We have 3 more milestones over the next year, and if this project is approved by the Chief of Engineers, it will be recommended for authorization in a water resources act and congressional appropriations would be requested for construction.​

- The proposed project presented today is at a 10% level of design– true design to 100% comes during Pre-construction, engineering, and design phase or PED, anticipated to occur between 2025 and 2027.

Draft report is available at the website on the slide.  

Comments must be emailed to be formally recorded.  All formal comments will be addressed in the final report.  If you just have questions on the study, you can call and chat with the team during our office hours shown on the slide.

We can stay on the line for 10-15 minutes to respond to any questions that come in through the chat feature.  To be formally submitted, all comments must be submitted via email to the address shown on this page.

Please visit our website for more information on the project and for links to the draft report.


http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/PinellasCSRMStudy
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